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In August 2007 the Queensland Parliament
passed the Community Services Act 2007
which outlines a new legislative basis for
services funded by the Department of
Communities. It provides a legal foundation
for supporting the work of community
organisations and ensuring access to high-
guality, safe and accountable community
services. The legislation also provides for
greater transparency and certainty about
how the Department gives funding and
other assistance to community
organisations and how it ensures that the
services meet the needs of Queenslanders
and their families and communities. It also
seeks to clarify how the department and
community organisations can work
together to build sustainable communities.

The direction of the Queensland
Government is similar to that taken in

the United Kingdom. In the 2005 report
Working with the Third Sector the UK
National Audit Office outlined an approach
for articulating the type of funding
arrangements government undertakes
with community organisations. This report
describes three key types of funding
arrangements, and recommends that

the type of funding arrangement should
be noted in agreements:

— a ‘shopping’ relationship — where a
purchaser designs a specification for a
service it requires or is statutorily obliged
to provide, and seeks a supplier to
provide that service;

— a ‘giving’ relationship — where the
funder provides support towards a
specific project or in support of the
organisation’s general objectives; and

— an ‘investing’ relationship — where the
funder provides support towards a
specific internal organisational change,
such as an enhancement in a third
sector organisation’s managerial
capacity.

The Steering Committee believes there is
merit in similar efforts being made to clarify
the range of funding relationships between
government and community organisations
in Victoria.

In relation to service funding, stakeholders
indicated that funding arrangements do

not always take into account the full range
of costs associated with service delivery
such as overheads, staff training and
development, new service delivery methods,
asset maintenance and depreciation. In its
submission to SCOP, Yooralla advocated the
need for greater recognition of service costs,
and for improved transparency in funding
arrangements:

‘A pricing approach that recognises
capital, depreciation, and business risk
as legitimate components of the cost of
providing services...

...Establishment of agreed funding
methodologies that are transparent and
that maintain their integrity over time and
that take account of all costs including
depreciation.’

Yooralla, submission no. 17, p. 8

Other comments on this matter included:

‘Of particular concern are the costs of
training, redevelopment of staff have not
been reflected in funding and service
agreements... A fair price should also
include the cost incurred in reviewing
and evaluating as well as direct delivery.’

Berry Street, submission no 82, p. 10

‘... No systematic review of actual costs
of delivery of vital services which has led
to funding attrition in many areas; limited
and uncertain funding for capital,
equipment and building maintenance
costs; no funding for infrastructural
development to keep pace with
changing requirements for reporting,
including IT infrastructure to ensure
compatibility with government systems;
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no recognition of the costs of meeting
increased compliance; and no sectoral
development to meet the demands of
new and emerging service delivery
models and systems.’

Wesley Mission Melbourne, submission
no. 54, p. 10

The VCOSS submission (no. 64 p. 9)
also suggested a need for government
and the non-profit sector to ‘jointly agree
a definition of ‘Full Funding’ that properly
accounts for compliance, infrastructure
and evaluation costs’.

It was also suggested in some submissions
that organisations should be engaged in
discussions about how the funding
amounts or ‘price’ of a service is
determined - that there should be dialogue
between government and organisations
about what a reasonable price is, and what
can be achieved with the funding amount.

‘An agreed framework for dialogue
around funding models between
Government departments and the
community sector is needed.’

SCOPE, submission no.69, p.2

Following the recommendations from the
2002 Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee Report on Service Agreements
for Community Health and Welfare
Services, including that the Department

of Human Services document the nature
of funding arrangements, a number of
actions were implemented to improve
funding arrangements.

Two key initiatives relating to funding for
service delivery are as follows:

— Price Index: In accordance with the
Victorian Government’s wages policy,
DHS has adopted a price index formula
to apply to funding for community
services. The Price Index is negotiated
every three years, and is applied equally
across all funding for community service
activities. This provides

a formal process for ensuring that
funding for community services is
increased by an indexed amount.
The indexation arrangement also
includes safeguards for exceptional
circumstances.

— Price reviews: As part of activities
associated with the Partnership
Agreement between DHS and the
community services sector, DHS has
been working with the Human Services
Partnership Implementation Committee
(HSPIC) on strategies to improve DHS
funding models and approaches. This
has included DHS implementing a
progressive program to review unit
prices for community service programs.
Review of unit prices is being
undertaken to ensure service pricing is
current and takes into account the range
of costs involved in delivering the
service. The framework for the price
reviews, agreed by DHS and HISPIC,
outlines an approach for systematically
undertaking reviews of the pricing and
funding arrangements for community
services funded through DHS and
provides a consistent template for
developing appropriate costings
including: salaries, salary on-costs,
travel, accommodation and office costs,
management overheads, services COSts.

While parts of the community sector
acknowledge this work should improve
the rationale and transparency of service
funding, some organisations argue other
costs associated with delivery of services
are not being considered in funding
approaches. For example, it is felt these
models do not necessarily recognise the
community engagement, community
building and community skill development
outcomes that community organisations
often achieve through the way they address
client needs.
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‘When funding community sector
organisations to deliver on government
policy objectives, governments must
measure and fund community
engagement as an intrinsic part of the
operations of community organisations.’

Community Child Care, submission no. 70, p. 3

The alternative of the above view is that
community engagement is one of the
distinguishing attributes of community
organisations and these outcomes would
be an expected component of a quality
service delivered by a community
organisation.

While it was recognised that DHS has a
formal process for allocating an increase
to funds for indexation, and a process of
reviewing the real costs of service and
activities, it is not clear there are similar
processes in place across other Victorian
Government departments.

The Steering Committee believes it would
be useful for such approaches to be taken
up across government, in line with the UK
model for example, where the Audit Office
issues advice to all departments that
‘funders should recognise that it is
legitimate for providers to include the
relevant element of overheads in their cost
estimates for providing a given service
under service agreement or contract’.

It was also observed in the SCOP
consultation process that grants tended to
be ‘under-costed’, with organisations often
underquoting the real costs of the activities
when they apply for a grant, or that grants
provided by government are not reflective
of the true cost of achieving the objectives
of the grant. Stakeholders indicated work

is required to improve how grants are
costed. In particular, they recommended
organisations needed skills and tools to
develop more accurate costings in their
grant applications, and government needed
to support and fund more realistic grant
proposals.

The National Council for Voluntary
Organisations in the UK has developed

a number of resources to support
community organisations to cost activities
and business functions more appropriately
in funding applications. The role of
government in facilitating training for
community organisations, including grant
funding applications, is discussed in more
detail in the other parts of this chapter
(see 4.5.2 organisational capacity).

Many community organisations also made
reference to the difficulties arising from
short-term funding arrangements, in
particular its impact on:

— limiting the capacity to strategically
plan, and to develop longer term
business models;

— leading to greater turnover in the
workforce, as organisations are unable
to offer staff employment security; and

— limiting capacity to establish long-term
partnerships/networks and models
of collaboration.

‘Currently many funding options are
offered only on a yearly or ad-hoc one-
off basis. In what is a conundrum for the
NFP sector, many grant programs
require groups to demonstrate program
sustainability in the longer term, however
the funding required to create such
sustainability is usually limited to a 12
month period.’

VicSport, submission no. 38, p. 58
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This is particularly relevant for organisations
reliant on government funding as a
significant proportion of their organisational
funding.

‘Over many years, it has become almost
impossible for organisations to obtain
anything from government in terms of
grants from more than three years. An
increasing trend in fact has been for
government to churn-out more and more
1 year funding agreements. The short-
termism that needs to be improved is not
one of the sector’s making. Governments
must take responsibility for undermining
sustainability of the sector and of the
outcomes it achieves.’

Whittlesea Community Connections,
submission no. 50, p. 3

The need for longer term funding
arrangements has been recognised in

a number of jurisdictions. As part of the
report Working with the Third Sector, the UK
Government has specified that departments
establish longer term funding agreements to
assist community organisations with
sustainability and to develop trust between
organisations and government.

One of the key initiatives undertaken

in Victoria to improve the length of term
of funding agreements has been the
establishment of three-year funding
agreements by the Department of Human
Services. These three-year funding
agreements aim to provide funded
organisations with greater funding
assurance to assist with planning, viability
and staff employment. The Steering
Committee considers other areas of
government should be encouraged to
formally adopt a similar approach for

their service funding relationships with
community organisations, and that
government should consider even longer
term funding arrangements, particularly if
it wants to support long term sustainability
of the sector.

The establishment of longer term funding
agreements by the Victorian Government
would not necessarily mean a significant
shift in practice. For example, a preliminary
analysis of the organisations funded by
DHS to deliver community services
suggests there has not been significant
change in the organisations funded for
service delivery over the last five to

10 years. This suggests that while these
community organisations have funding
agreements for a three-year period, the
reality of the relationship is more like

a recurrent funding arrangement, as

the same organisations continue to
receive funding.

While recognising the length of government
funding agreements could be better aligned
with the reality of funding to community
organisations, the Steering Committee
understands the need for government

to maintain flexibility to change funding
approaches. Longer term funding
agreements may mean it is more difficult
for government to redirect funding in
response to emerging issues and changing
demographic patterns, or to different
models of services that may be better
delivered through other types of
organisations. Longer term funding models
may sustain larger and older organisations
(for example), at the expense of smaller,
new organisations that have innovative
responses to community need.

The impact of continual funding to larger
organisations at the expense of other
organisations was noted in the submission
from Flat Out:

‘The change that has happened in the
last 20 years in community organisations
and the non-government sector is that
the church based welfare/corporate
sector have shared most of the funding
in welfare related areas. These church
based organisations are essentially
corporations which mirror the
organisational and management
structures of government...’

Flat Out, submission no. 63, p. 1
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...Large organisations seek funding in

a revolving fashion more to keep their
coffers full rather than in a considered
way in response to clients and
community needs, so if they get funding
in a new area, bingo they then develop
a new program.’

Flat Out, submission no. 63, p. 2

Therefore, the need for longer term funding
arrangements to improve sustainability and
business practices for community
organisations needs to be balanced with
the need for flexibility in the organisations
and activities government funds.

As noted earlier, changes in the way
government funds community organisations
have included a move away from allocating
funding to organisations through a ‘block
grant’ basis towards greater specification
of ‘activities” and ‘deliverables’ for funding.
Organisations are required to expend and
report on deliverables for each particular
amount of funding, and there is limited
flexibility in how funding is used and
reported.

Many community service organisations
indicated that while greater specification

of deliverables has made it easier to identify
and cost the services/activities government
is funding, it has meant funding must be
used in a more rigid way. Funding is seen
as ‘tightly categorised’, and organisations
have to tailor their response to the

funding, rather than funding responding

to the community:

‘Increasingly the move away from
organisational block funding to
individualised funding also means

that agencies aren’t provided with the
necessary administration and resource
support to deliver services.’

Jewish Care, submission no. 61, p. 4

‘Where programs are so over-managed
and prescriptive it feels like the
community agency has been co-opted
into the public sector bureaucracy to do
its work more cheaply.’

Disability Rights Victoria, submission
no.92,p.5

‘The very prescriptive nature of most
government funding agreements
Ssuppresses innovation and
responsiveness.’

MacKillop Family Services, submission
no.78,p. 4

In its submission VCOSS suggested
government needs to improve funding
flexibility to enable greater responsiveness
to community need:

‘Increase flexibility in funding agreements
to enable innovative responses from
service providers, because innovation

is driven by working closely with

the community, and this cannot

be prescribed.’

VCOSS, submission no. 64, p. 9

Stakeholders indicated clients often require
a range of different services and supports,
and there is a need for increased flexibility
to better respond to community need.

‘Silo based funding and submission
opportunities are significantly diminishing
the capacity of CSOs to creatively and
constructively respond to the individual
needs of their clients and to the needs
of groups of clients with similar needs.’

Yooralla, submission no. 17 p. 3

The “flexible funding’ initiative being
implemented by the Department of Human
Services has been designed to facilitate
improved flexibility in the use of DHS funds
so that organisations can develop
integrated services that are more
responsive to client needs at the local level.
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This project aims to support organisations
to put program funds together to supply a
mix of services required by particular client
cohorts such as people who are homeless
and living with chronic disease conditions.

As per the guidelines for this initiative, using
DHS funds flexibly means that service
providers can:

— combine funding from a number of
distinct output groups to deliver a
responsive or integrated service for
clients; and/or

— roll-up funding attached to related
activities within an output group to
deliver a responsive or integrated service
for a particular client group (e.g. drug
treatment and services).

While the flexible funding initiative has been
regarded as important, there has been a
relatively low take-up of this approach by
DHS-funded organisations and lack of
flexibility is still regarded as a significant
problem with service funding arrangements.

Furthermore, flexible funding is limited to
DHS funding, and the Steering Committee
did not identify similar initiatives for
organisations funded by other government
departments, or any initiatives that might
allow flexibility in funding received from
across government departments. Within
this context, some parts of the community
sector have indicated that multiple funding
arrangements with various government
departments are not only time consuming
but limit the capacity of community
organisations to respond to community
need in a holistic and integrated way.

Through the SCOP consultation process

it was suggested that government explore
further strategies for integrating funding
across departments into ‘whole of
government’ funding agreements that fund
organisations to achieve various outcomes.

The Steering Committee considers it
would be useful for government to explore
opportunities to fund organisations to
deliver cross-disciplinary outcomes.

The New Zealand Government, through

a Funding for Outcomes (FfO) project, has
undertaken significant work to trial a more
integrated approach to government
contracting. This has had two components:

— formalising a collaborative approach
through the legally mandated platform
of an integrated contract;

— shifting the focus of these contracts
from outputs to outcomes.**

The FfO project explored an approach for
a single, integrated contract: ‘multiple
government agencies can use the
mechanism of a single integrated contract
to collectively fund each provider (and)
likewise, each provider can use the
integrated contract to describe, deliver
and report on either a holistic wraparound
service for individual clients or the various
different services they are funded to deliver
for the same client group’.

The evaluation of this project highlighted
that ‘results-based integrated contracts

are introducing a new contracting culture,
(and the FfO project has) acted as an
important catalyst for on-going evolution of
contracting processes that are collaborative
and outcomes-focused’.

There was also discussion through SCOP
consultations about strategies for
government to devolve funding to local
communities to enable them to determine
what should be delivered with funding.

164 Pomeroy, A 2007, Changing the culture of contracting:
funding for outcomes, Paper to SPRE Conference, 3-6 April
2007 Wellington, Minister of Social Development, Family and
Community Services, New Zealand Government.
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On the other hand, the view was also
presented that community organisations
can be ‘self interested’” and devolution of
decision-making about funding would not
necessarily mean communities were better
served. In addition, it was acknowledged
this type of model could result in a re-
shaping of the types of organisations within
the community, from funding a wide range
of individual organisations, to funding only
a smaller number of broader-based (and
potentially more powerful) organisations.

A strategic and ‘principles based’ approach
to improving the way government funds
community organisations has been
implemented by the Western Australian
Government, which has released a policy
statement on funding and purchasing
relationships with the not for profit sector:

‘— an innovative, responsive approach
to the needs of individuals, families
and communities is paramount and
best served by funding agreements
which incorporate flexibility.

— the parties recognise the value of
sharing knowledge and expertise in
planning, developing and evaluating
services.

— Public Authorities will work together
to achieve a greater consistency of
approach and practice.

— while accepting that the parties are
accountable to each other and to the
Stakeholders and consumers they
serve, it is important that
accountability requirements placed
on funded Organisations are relevant,
achievable and consistent.

— the parties acknowledge a mutual
responsibility to maintain appropriate
Standards of governance and to
manage services and funds in a
transparent, effective and
accountable manner.

— there is a mutual commitment to a
funding framework that establishes
and maintains good practice,
imposes acceptable obligations on
Organisations and achieves value for
money in delivering service
outcomes.

— the parties will negotiate and work
in good faith while recognising and
supporting each other’s autonomy
and independence.

— the parties recognise the value of
investing in building the capacity of
the community to respond effectively
to community needs, through a
variety of approaches, including
volunteer effort and other community
initiatives. "5

On the basis of the issues canvassed
above, the Steering Committee considers
there would be value in considering a
similar set of principles to guide
government funding of community
organisations in Victoria, reflecting
contemporary approaches to ensure
sustainability of community organisations,
as well as flexibility and innovation in
policy and outcomes.

165 Department of the Premier and Cabinet 2002, Funding and
Purchasing Community Services: A Policy Statement on a
Fresh Approach to Funding and Purchasing Relationships
with the Not-For-Profit Sector, Western Australian State
Government, Perth.
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Recommendation 16

The Victorian Government, in
consultation with relevant non-profit
sector bodies, should develop a set
of principles to guide its funding
relationships with community
organisations, having consideration
of the following as a guide:

— the type of funding arrangement
should be clearly identified, such as
funding for services, grants to support
an organisation-initiated project, or
a contribution to improve organisation
capacity;

— service funding should recognise the
full range of costs involved, such as
salaries, overheads, and operating
costs;

— there should be an emphasis on
longer term funding agreements;

— there should be a greater emphasis
on funding for outcomes;

— funding should have regard to long-
term organisational capacity; and

— funding should provide for innovation,
evaluation, collaboration and
partnerships where relevant.

These principles should be adopted by
all government agencies and inform
regular reviews of funding levels.

4.5.3.2 Other sources of finance

In addition to sourcing funds from
government service and grant
arrangements, community organisations
also secure financial resources from a
range of other sources including
membership fees, fundraising activities,
and business and philanthropic giving.

However, in recent times a number of
traditional funding sources have adopted
more selective approaches to funding,

often involving a greater focus on prior
assessment of organisational capacity and
track-record, and increased requirements
for funded organisations to evidence
outcomes achieved. There has also been
an increase in the number of community
organisations competing for available
resources, not to mention increasing
competition from for-profit organisations

in a number of service areas that have
traditionally been the domain of community
organisations.

These changes are in turn affecting the
capacity of community organisations to
effect social change in an independent
manner, particularly when start-up capital is
required to progress an idea or activity. As a
conseguence, community organisations are
looking to bolster revenue from sources
over which they have more control, or to
identify alternate sources of funding. These
sources include fundraising, establishment
of social enterprises, and addressing
barriers to accessing philanthropic funds.

Fundraising remains a valuable source of
funding for community organisations, and is
regulated in Victoria under the Fundraising
Appeals Act 1998 which defines fundraising
as ‘when any persons or organisations,
including a business, collect money for a
beneficiary, cause or thing, rather than
solely for profit. This includes collecting
food, clothes and other items on behalf of
a person or organisation’.

In 2004 in Victoria, fundraising was
estimated to be a $1.23 billion per annum
industry®¢. However, significant growth in
the number of charities, particularly those
smaller, cause-related organisations, has
led to increased competition for funds
raised through appeal activities. For
example, there are more than 20 charities
supporting children and families living with
cancer in Victoria.

166 State Government of Victoria 2004, Minster for Finance —
media release 26 February 2004.
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Following on from earlier work undertaken
by Consumer Affairs Victoria as part of its
2004 review of the Fundraising Appeals
Act, the State Services Authority’s Review
of Not for Profit Regulation has given
consideration to whether aspects of the
Act might be enhanced to support
fundraising activities, including registration
requirements for fund raisers and definitions
of fundraising.

In addition to legislative matters relating to
fundraising, comment has been made
through SCOP consultation that
organisations require capacity and skills to
successfully compete in an increasingly
sophisticated market for public giving. The
Fundraising Institute Australia’s submission
to SCOP noted there is little formalised
education for fundraisers or community
organisations.*®” The Steering Committee
considers fundraising skills should form part
of an appropriate suite of training and
resources for the sector (see 4.5.2).

One alternative source of revenue for
community organisations receiving
increasing attention is through the
establishment of social or community
enterprises. The following simple definition
from the UK Department and Trade and
Industry is useful when considering such
approaches:

‘A social enterprise is a business with
primarily social objectives whose
surpluses are principally reinvested for
that purpose in the business or the
community, rather than being driven by
the need to maximise profit for
shareholders and owners.’ 168

167 Fundraising Institute Australia, submission to SCOP, p.3.

168 Department of Trade and Industry 2007, Social Enterprise:
A Strategy for Success, United Kingdom Government.

Similarly, the submission to SCOP from
Banyule City Council poses:

‘social enterprise — an organisation or
venture that advances its social mission
through entrepreneurial, earned income
Strategies.’

Banyule City Council, submission no. 34, p. 6

Many social enterprises provide employment
opportunities to disadvantaged members of
a community, offering a means for
organisations to secure an additional source
of income at the same time as achieving
their mission.

Although it is acknowledged not all social
enterprises are completely self-sufficient,
some are, and offer an opportunity for
community organisations to generate
income that can be used at the discretion
of the organisation.

‘The benefit to non-profit organisations
of earned income is that it creates a
source of unrestricted dollars, or
‘working capital’ that can underwrite
innovation — a category of funding
difficult to obtain through other means...
Significantly, non-profit organisations
that can demonstrate a capacity

for earned income are better able

to leverage private sector funds

and maximise the impact of
philanthropic dollars.’

Banyule City Council, submission no. 34, p. 2

In Victoria, some of the best known social
enterprises are the opportunity shops run
by organisations such as the Brotherhood
of St Laurence, the Salvation Army and St
Vincent De Paul. These shops provide
employment opportunities and generate
revenue from sales that feeds back into
the enterprise in order to be self sustaining.
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Brotherhood of St Laurence opportunity
shops ‘help raise vital funds for the
organisation and offer numerous services
to the community.” *® These include:
microfinance programs in conjunction with
the ANZ; providing affordable reconditioned
computers from Green PC; and a
partnership with Moreland Energy
Foundation to recondition donated fridges.

The Brotherhood has a significant broader
social enterprise program which includes

its Furniture Works Training Centre which
assists unemployed people into employment
and further learning by delivering a 16-week
woodwork course in a real workshop. It
manages the Community Enterprise
Development Initiative, which with support
from the Department of Planning and
Community Development, provides support,
skills and advice on accessing finance so
that communities can develop their own
social enterprises.

The Victorian Government’s Volunteering
and Community Enterprise Strategy is seen
as a successful intervention to encourage
the development of community-owned,
non-profit businesses that give people an
opportunity to get jobs and build skills,
with over 60 community enterprises now
providing employment and training
opportunities for people who would
otherwise struggle to find work and obtain
vocational skills.

The Steering Committee considers there
is further scope to establish community
enterprises in Victoria. Continued efforts
to increase the profile of successful
community enterprises across the wider
non-profit sector and the general public
will assist in this regard. Increased profile
has the potential to attract public and
philanthropic giving to social enterprise
initiatives, importantly from businesses
that can offer specialist skills to support

169 Brotherhood of St Laurence 2007, website viewed October
2007, http://www.bsl.org.au/main.asp?Pageld=3559.

enterprise development. The Steering
Committee believes there is both an
emerging and untapped interest in the
business sector to support community
organisations by offering their business
skills and supporting community
enterprises.

However some barriers exist to the
establishment of community enterprises.
Consumer Affairs Victoria’s found in its 2004
Review of the Associations Incorporation Act
79817 that while ancillary trading activities are
permitted under the Act, it is not clear at
what point permissible ancillary trading
activities change from being subsidiary to
the principal purpose of the association to
being a principal purpose in themselves,
and thus prohibited. The State Services
Authority’s Review of Not-for-Profit
Regulation also considered this prohibition
in terms of whether it was overly restrictive
and not suited to the contemporary needs
of growing community organisations.

Recommendation 17

The Victorian Government should
continue to promote community
enterprises as a vehicle for social
innovation and enhanced social and
economic participation. It should provide
support to community groups and
organisations to develop business cases
for establishing community enterprises
that can subsequently be used to attract
start-up capital and professional support
from philanthropy and business.

Obtaining Deductible Gift Recipient (DGR)
status is a valuable way of securing funding
from philanthropic and public sources.

This is because many philanthropic
organisations are legally bound to only
fund organisations with DGR status. For
community organisations without DGR
status, opportunities for securing funding
from philanthropic sources are limited.
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DGR status enables organisations to
receive income tax deductible gifts — a
significant incentive for individual donations
alone. There are approximately 3,200
organisations with DGR status in Victoria.
However, not all community organisations
qualify for DGR status — in particular,
sporting organisations.

DGR status is granted by the Australia
Tax Office to entities that satisfy certain
conditions and fit within one of the 30
DGR categories including:

— public hospitals;

— health promotion charities;

— public universities;

— school building funds;

— public benevolent institutions;

— necessitous circumstances funds;
— overseas aid funds;

— public libraries, museums and art
galleries; and

— ancillary funds.

The above range of organisation and fund
types also overlaps with organisations that
are often classified as charities. Charitable
status is acknowledged by the ATO if an
organisation is established for the following
charitable purposes:

— the relief of poverty of sickness or the
needs of the aged;

— the advancement of education;
— the advancement of religion;

— other purposes beneficial to the
community; and

— the provision of child care services on
a non-profit basis.

An ongoing lack of consistency and clarity
has been acknowledged in relation to the
definition of a charity. While the above
broad charitable purposes provide a guide,
common law determines whether particular
entities are accepted as charities.

In light of this, the Commonwealth
Government established an Inquiry into
the Definition of Charities and Related
Organisations, which reported in 2001.

The Inquiry recommended an alternative
definitional framework to incorporate
charities and related entities without overlap
and offer enhanced clarity and certainty
while retaining flexibility. In responding

to the findings of the Inquiry, the
Commonwealth Government decided in
2002 to progress a legislative definition
of charity, in the main to assist decisions
regarding which organisations are eligible
for tax relief. However, after significant
debate, the Treasurer announced in 2004
the proposal for a statutory definition of

a charity would be abandoned.!"

The exclusion of sporting organisations
from eligible DGR status was highlighted
during SCOP, and it was suggested their
increasing role in contributing to the health
and wellbeing of the community should
be taken into account, particularly as this
is an objective of other organisations
deemed eligible.

In its submission to SCOP, VicSport
advocated that community sport and active
recreation organisations play a key role in
supporting and developing communities
and that their non-charitable status creates
a significant barrier to accessing funding
from philanthropic entities and pro-bono
support from business. Vicsport highlighted
the UK Government has changed
legislation to allow tax deductible status to
community amateur sports clubs and clubs
that promote ‘healthy sport’, noting that
‘this change has had a genuinely positive
effect on increasing support given to these
organisations by both the philanthropic
sector as well as individuals’.*™*

170 Butcher, J 2006, Government, The Third Sector and the
Rise of Social Capital, in Third Sector Review, Volume 12,
No.1, Third Sector Research Limited, University of Canberra,
Canberra.

171 VicSport submission no.38, p.60.
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Currently if individuals or philanthropic funds
want to make tax deductible donations to
sporting organisations they can provide
funding through the Australian Sports
Foundation (ASF). The ASF was established
by the Australian Government to assist
community organisations to raise funds for
the development of Australian sport, and is
a company limited by guarantee. The ASF
attracts funding from philanthropy and
business by offering DGR status and donors
are able to nominate projects they would like
to support. Other ancillary funds, such as
community foundations, can also auspice
funding to sporting organisations. In
addition, a number of organisations that use
sporting programs to address disadvantage
such as the Kids Tennis Foundation do
receive DGR status.

In relation to this matter the Commonwealth
Government’s 2001 Inquiry concluded:

‘That the encouragement of sport and
recreation for purposes of amusement
or competition not be a charitable
purpose, it being noted that the
advancement of health, education,
social and community welfare, religion,
culture or the natural environment
through the encouragement of sport
and recreation would be considered

a charitable purpose.’*"?

It has also been noted that criteria used
to determine exemption from a number of
Victorian State taxes also generally serve
to exclude sporting organisations. State
taxation legislation relating to pay-roll tax
and duties, if not stated explicitly, defaults
to the Common law definition of charity
as a means of determining eligibility for
exemption under the following broad
headings of:

172 The Treasury 2001, Inquiry into the Definition of Charities
and Related Organisations: Final Report, Commonwealth
Government of Australia, Chapter 24.
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— the relief of poverty;
— the advancement of education;
- the advancement of religion; and

— other purposes beneficial to the
community.

The Queensland Government has included
a clause in its Trusts Act 1973 relating to
definitions for charitable purposes that
‘notwithstanding any rule of law to the
contrary, it shall be and be deemed always
to have been charitable to provide, or to
assist in the provision of, facilities for
recreation or other leisure time occupation,
if the facilities are provided in the interests
of social welfare’.

The Steering Committee believes the
continually changing nature of activities
undertaken by community organisations
suggests the need to more regularly review
the legislative definitions and explore other
mechanisms through which sporting
organisations could attract philanthropic
and public giving. The increasing reliance
on community sport and recreation
organisations as part of the solution to
broader social issues such as addressing
chronic health conditions provides a case
as to why government should be interested
in exploring these options.

Recommendation 18

The Victorian Government should:

— explore with the Commonwealth
Government and relevant sporting
bodies opportunities for community-
based sport and recreation
organisations to attract philanthropic
and other donations; and as part of this,

— consider whether there are any
associated State legislative barriers.
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4.6 Collaboration and coordination

4.6.1 Working with philanthropic and
business organisations
Philanthropy and business are a vital source

of financial and intellectual capital for
organisations within the non-profit sector.

There is recognition that recent increased
levels of support from business and
philanthropic sources are in part linked to
the current period of sustained economic
growth, together with new mechanisms to
support giving such as the establishment
of Prescribed Private Funds (PPFs).

While community organisations express
their pleasure at this trend, they are also
keen for business and philanthropy to give
priority to investments that are long-term
and assist with building the core capacity
of organisations as well as continuing to
support innovation.

4.6.1.1 Philanthropy

The motivations of philanthropists and the
way in which they give is important for
community organisations to understand.
The Australian Foresight Institute within
Swinburne University has identified some
emerging forms of philanthropic giving and
provided some insight into what drives
them as follows:1"?

Progressive philanthropy organisations:

— promote social change and innovation
by addressing root causes and
establishing the basis for sustained
new behaviours and capabilities;

— often aim to achieve community
based self-help outcomes; and

— will often look at risky (financial or
otherwise) or innovative approaches
that government will not consider and
addressing minorities or causes that
are ignored by mainstream approaches.

173 Slaughter, RA, De Simone, S, Braidott, G 2005, Foresight
and Philanthropy: towards a new alliance, monograph series,
No. 9 Australian Foresight Institute Swinburne University,
Melbourne.

Community-based philanthropy
organisations:

— rely on broad-based giving (including of
small amounts) by individual members
of the community rather than that of a
wealthy individual/family or government
or corporate funding;

— aim to accumulate a meaningful pool
of funds that can be applied to solving
desired problems;

— are most often used to address local
community based concerns;

— are seen to be more democratic and
open than private or corporate
foundations; and

— involve the community in the process
of deciding on courses of action and
involve them actively as volunteers.

Venture philanthropy organisations:

— use a mix of market driven investment
and venture capital theories in an
attempt to increase the performance
of charitable organisations;

— aim to entrepreneurially fund initiatives,
help them establish to be self-sustaining
and then go out and deliver their
services and programs;

— are usually associated with a newer
generation of philanthropists who believe
in applying the venture capital
approaches that have been used to help
incubate new business ventures; and

— involve a much higher focus on defining
and achieving agreed performance
targets as interim measures of success.

Philanthropy Australia suggests the rise of
PPFs and other new structures for giving
such as donor-advised funds, community
trusts and a variety of investment products
involve a particular type of giver:
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‘These donors — well informed,
sophisticated and confident — are driving
the professionalisation of the sector,
because they are unlikely to remain
hands-off and assume that good
intentions will lead to good outcomes.
They demand a greater focus on the
impact, value and effectiveness of
philanthropy, and in some cases will
wish to apply their own business skills
to assist the organisation or project to
which they are donating.’

Philanthropy Australia, submission no. 23, p. 2

The 2004 Giving Australia Research on
Philanthropy in Australia Research Report
identified a number of related issues of
concern to PPFs in its qualitative research
including:

— the accountability of grant recipients;

— perceived shortcomings of non-profit
organisations in providing outcome
reports and evidence of effectiveness;
and

— the balance between being involved
and interference.

These emerging changes have implications
for community organisations and the ways
they work with the philanthropic sector.
They have also been echoed in
submissions to SCOP.

‘Whereas bodies were formerly happy
to fund the delivery of a service to a
particular community, with accountability
expressed in terms of the outcomes for
that community or group alone, now
trusts and foundations increasingly want
to see outcomes which relate to the
broader community or sector. ..........
the development of proposals which
meet these demands requires a greater
range of skills than those of service
delivery, skills which many CSOs do

not possess. Secondly, the work often
needs to be undertaken in partnership
with other organisations, including
organisations in other sectors.

The skills and time required to develop
successful partnership are greatly under-
estimated. Finally, it means that we are
no longer able to fund some services,
despite evident need.’

Wesley Mission, submission no. 54. p. 7

At a Roundtable convened by the Steering
Committee in July 2007 involving
representatives from the philanthropic,
government and non-profit sectors, the
following roles for philanthropy in working
with community organisations were offered
as future priority areas:

— A strategic role — by supporting
emerging organisations, bringing people
from across sectors together, supporting
organisational capacity building, and
affecting change through long-term
funding and policy influence.

— Innovation - funding innovation in the
absence of government. However,
there is a need to better evaluate and
evidence projects.

— Adding value and filing gaps — adding
value to government-funded programs
or areas in which government funding
doesn’t reach.

— Provision of capital — easing the pressure
on organisations to operate ‘hand to
mouth’, with fundraising activities that
feed solely into service delivery.1™

Of these roles, participants at the
Roundtable indicated the most important
were the strategic and value-adding roles,
although some patrticipants expressed the
view that philanthropy should not simply
‘pick up the government’s bill’.

One of the issues community organisations
appear to struggle with most is short-term
funding from the philanthropic sector which
brings with it issues associated with
uncertainty and their impact on planning,
recruitment and retention of paid and
unpaid staff.

174 Nicholson, T 2007, Presentation to SCOP Philanthropy
Round Table, July 2007, unpublished.
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‘Philanthropic trusts are interested in
short term projects that demonstrate

a systemic need and response as
opposed to long-term sustainable effort.
While this was a positive strategy in the
1980s, today, with little opportunity to
build on the success through on-going
government funding, the outlook for
using funds in this way is not positive
as it raises client expectations with

little likelihood of ongoing consumer
satisfaction.’

Yooralla, submission no. 17, p. 3

Another barrier seen as potentially limiting
greater collaboration between philanthropic
and community organisations was the
general lack of transparency within the
philanthropic sector. Some SCOP
participants felt there was a lack of
information available regarding funding
allocated through the newly established
PPFs.

‘Whilst Private Prescribed Funds (PPFs)
are likely to become a new means of
individual giving, and already contain
considerable wealth estimated at billions
of dollars, it is difficult for CSOs to know
how to tap into these funds. From a
CSO perspective, they do not have
transparent access processes or
accountability, and they are set up for
the ease of the donors, rather than
access by receivers. Once funds
become available for community
purposes, access will rely on relationship
development and may well become
another cause for competition between
individual community organisations,
rather than a means of supporting
Strategic and planned

community strengthening.’

Wesley Mission, submission no. 54, p. 7

The challenge of achieving better
coordination between government and the
philanthropic sector to achieve real change
and avoid duplication was also highlighted
during the SCOP Philanthropy Roundtable,
and reflected in SCOP submissions:

‘There is a critical need for Government,
business and philanthropists to work

in partnership with community
organisations to ensure pathways

from innovation to everyday practice.’

SCOPE, submission no. 69, p. 7

Significantly, many philanthropic
organisations believe there is a need for
greater collaboration with government,
where philanthropic funds strategically
invest and ‘seed fund’ new and innovative
social ventures and governments fund
successful ideas on an ongoing basis.
The need for improved communication
between government and the philanthropic
sector was also highlighted, particularly
where they have a shared interest in
community outcomes.

‘A greater interface between
philanthropic trusts and government
could lead to a greater likelihood that
valuable research or successful projects,
commenced with philanthropic funds,
could be sustained in the longer-term
through government investment.’

Yooralla, submission no. 17 p. 5

There are already positive examples

of government and philanthropic
organisations working together. The longer
term partnership between the Helen
Macpherson Smith Trust and the Victorian
Government through its Community
Capacity Building and subsequent
Community Building initiatives is a good
example. This partnership has resulted

in several million dollars being provided

to targeted rural communities and the
organisations within them to revitalise
small towns.
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However, in spite of examples like this,
there is currently no formal mechanism
through which the philanthropic sector
can share information, ideas and priorities
with the Victorian Government.

In New Zealand, Philanthropy New Zealand,
the Office for the Community and Voluntary
Sector and the Department of Internal
Affairs conduct a series of regional forums
for grantmakers of all types. The funders
forums help connect philanthropic and
government grantmakers in a particular
region so they can share information

and good practice on grantmaking. A
range of professional development topics
are covered based on feedback from
regional representatives.

Increased awareness of the priorities of
governments and philanthropy through
better information flow and exchange of
intelligence could enhance social,
economic or environmental change through
community organisations.

Despite calls from the non-profit sector for
more long-term funding and investment,
the strength of the philanthropic sector is
its flexibility, dynamism and responsiveness.

These characteristics enable the
philanthropic sector to provide small, one-
off, often high-risk grants to community
organisations. Therefore, while the Steering
Committee believes long-term partnerships
and funding models should be pursued,

it should not be to the detriment of this
important source of funding for innovative,
entrepreneurial activities.

4.6.1.2 Business

While business organisations are
increasingly a competitor of community
organisations, they also remain an
important contributor to, and partner for,
the non-profit sector. Businesses support
and contribute to community organisations
in a variety of ways including through

donations (either as direct sponsorships or
through mechanisms such as staff giving
schemes), the direct provision or usage of
infrastructure, and in-kind support through
pro-bono activity.

Business contributions to the non-profit
sector are often made in an informal way
however there has been a significant trend
towards more formal relationships and the
emergence of the term Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR). In many large
organisations this has led to the
development of CSR policies, plans and
annual reports on activity.

A recent report of the Commonwealth Joint
Committee on Corporations and Financial
Services found that:

‘Corporate responsibility is emerging

as an issue of critical importance for
Australia’s mainstream business
community. Until relatively recently it was
a fringe notion, largely the domain of
academic discourse, and which resulted
in sporadic corporate reporting on
environmental and social impacts’*"™

However, despite the rise in the formal
CSR activity of larger businesses, some
small community organisations are not
necessarily accessing the benefits. This
could simply be a case of organisational
visibility in what is a competitive market
for individual and business support.
Businesses are either supporting larger
community organisations through
sponsorship/funding, attracted by the
possibility of increasing their business
exposure, or are focussing their CSR
activities inwards on such things as
improving their own practices to enhance
their social contribution or reduce their
environmental impact.

175 Parliamentary Joint Committee on Corporations and
Financial Services 2006, Corporate responsibility: Managing
risk and creating value, Commonwealth Government of
Australia, p.3.
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While the objectives of CSR activity are
not always clear to all stakeholders,
opportunities do exist for community
organisations to access and partner with
business through their CSR activity as a
potential source of both funding and skills.

Importantly, it should be noted that while
community organisations can clearly benefit
from the support of the business sector,
business can also benefit from meaningful
engagement with community organisations,
beyond achieving CSR targets. Community
organisations can inspire and improve
leadership skills, and provide creative
models for engaging stakeholders and staff.
Outstanding leaders of community
organisations demonstrate a personal
sense of cause and alignment to their
organisation; are passionate and articulate
when engaging with the community and
stakeholders; understand their
environment; and often lead with supportive
and strategically-focused boards and
management teams. Staff exchange
programs would serve as an ideal
mechanism for both sectors to leverage
valuable skills and knowledge from one
another. The Steering Committee has
reflected this in Recommendation 7

(see 4.4.5.1).

During SCOP consultations there was also
support for mechanisms that allow
business and community organisations to
come together to network and collaborate.

‘While corporate social responsibility is

a growing force, it would be helpful to
establish forums and networks where
corporate leaders could learn of different
projects and sponsorship opportunities,
allowing them to engage in partnership.’

Yooralla, submission no. 17, p. 6

Such opportunities were also seen as
important for addressing challenges that
can arise where the CSR activities of larger
business organisations become an added
burden for community organisations, rather
than a support. Reference to businesses
seeking volunteer opportunities for their
staff was cited as a pertinent example.

There are already existing mechanisms in
Victoria to allow corporate leaders to
network and collaborate in CSR activities.
These include Melbourne Cares and
organisations such as Ballarat Cares (in
Ballarat), and BacLinks (operating in the
Geelong region). The strength of these
models comes from their networking and
coordinating opportunities and particularly,
from the opportunity they provide for both
business and community organisations to
learn of the operating contexts and
priorities of each other.

Case Study: Baclinks Geelong

Strengthening communities through
business-community collaborations

Located in Geelong, Business and
Community Links, or ‘BacLinks’,
connects local businesses and
community organisations for mutual
benefit and positive social impact.
Established in 2002 by local community
organisation Karingal, in partnership
with local fundraiser United Way
Geelong, BaclLinks has successfully
engaged more than 170 businesses
and 150 community organisations.

In 2006, BacLinks facilitated 91
community projects across Geelong,
resulting in improved community
infrastructure and increased social
cohesion.

The BacLinks model, which encourages
local ownership, is now being taken

up by businesses, community groups
and local governments in other parts

of Victoria including Portland and
Hobsons Bay.
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One community to reap the benefits
of the BacLinks model is the township
of Cressy, situated 38 km north of
Colac. The people of Cressy believe
the involvement of BacLinks in their
community fundraising efforts has put
them “five years ahead of where we
would be”.

A project in the Geelong suburb of
Norlane is another example of what the
BacLinks can accomplish. The North
Shore Primary School wanted
sponsorship for an environmental
wetlands project and ‘Frog Bog’ within
the school grounds. BacLinks ‘matched’
their need with the social responsibility
philosophy of Shell Refinery (Australia).

BacLink also made a difference for
Narana Creations, an Aboriginal cultural
tourism and educational enterprise.
Narana approached BacLinks to arrange
for workplace volunteers to undertake
landscaping and planting at their centre.
In return, BacLinks encouraged Narana
to provide the volunteers with Indigenous
demonstrations and insights into

what Narana Creations was doing in

the community.

With support from the Victorian
Government, BacLinks has documented
its processes, created a business plan
and developed a marketing and
communications strategy. Over the next
two years, BacLinks will closely monitor
the effectiveness of its model.

Less formal interaction between business
and community organisations remains a
significant benefit to community
organisations, particularly in rural and
regional areas. Local business support for
community organisations often involves
staff in small to medium sized businesses
who have a personal connection or interest

Stronger Community Organisations Project

in a community organisation, leading to
donations, fundraising activities or in-kind
support. The contribution of small to
medium sized businesses to society was
noted in a recent paper from the Australian
Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility:

‘Small to medium-sized enterprises
account for about 90 percent of
businesses worldwide and are
responsible for 50-60 percent of
employment. As such, they play a
fundamental role in society and can
potentially have a huge impact on
social welfare.

It is surprising, therefore, that corporate
social responsibility (CSR) initiatives, so
far, have tended to focus on large
companies and multinationals. As SMEs
have stakeholders and an impact on
society, the concept of CSR is just as
valid for small companies, as for

large companies.’ 17

The current Victorian Parliamentary Inquiry
into the involvement of small and medium
size businesses in CSR provides an
important opportunity to consider the
barriers and the drivers for these
businesses becoming involved in social
responsibility initiatives.

Government has shown that it can be
particularly effective when it is a partner
with business and community organisations
or a facilitator of dialogue between
organisations within these sectors.

A relevant example is the Victorian
Government’s support for the Saver Plus
financial literacy and matched savings
program, involving a partnership with the
ANZ and a variety of community
organisations including the Brotherhood
of St Laurence, Berry Street Victoria, The
Smith Family, and The Benevolent Society.
Saver Plus helps people on low incomes
set and achieve a savings goal, and
establish a long-term savings habit.

176 Niblock-Siddle, K, Jones, R, Black,L 2002, The importance
of corporate social responsibility for SMEs, Australian Centre
for Corporate Social Responsibilty.
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More than 660 families participated in the
Saver Plus pilot program between 2003
and 2005.

As with the philanthropic sector,
opportunities for interaction between

the business sector and government are
important for sharing information about
areas of mutual interest and for considering
complementary skills to support community
organisations to achieve their objectives.

4.6.1.3 Joint effort

The Steering Committee has considered
the way in which the efforts of business,
philanthropy and government might be
better linked to facilitate more informed
decisions regarding investment in, and
support for, community organisations.

Community foundations have been
identified as one possible tool for enabling
a diverse array of funders to pool their
investments and create a critical mass

to achieve significant projects within

a community.

Community foundations take various legal
forms but are usually companies limited by
guarantee with charitable status. During
SCOP consultations it was suggested that
community foundations offer two key
services to communities:*"

— funding projects and initiatives from the
interest on an endowment fund (and in
some cases, operating donations) to
address local needs and support
community building opportunities; and

— providing local donors who wish to
make donations or bequests to build
a long-term endowment for their own
community. This is particularly important
in rural areas where assets earned by
business often leave the region or where
bequests support large well-known
charities, often based in metropolitan
areas.

177 Brown, C 2002, A Report to the Community Support
Fund — Community foundations, a growing form of
community building partnership, State Government
of Victoria, Melbourne.

Victorian Government support for
community foundations, including through
the Community Support Fund, was noted
by the Steering Committee, particularly
the more recent support to cover costs
associated with feasibility studies for
community foundations.

Local governments are also involved with
community foundations, providing funding to
enable their establishment, making input to
investment decisions, and facilitating funding
from third parties. The capacity of local
government to support, and in many cases
initiate the establishment of community
foundations, appears to be varied,
depending on financial resources and
access to appropriate skills and networks.

Research conducted by the University of
Oregon!’® identified a relationship between
various economic factors and successful
community foundations in the USA. The
factors indicating likely success were:

— a stable population;
— higher geographic density; and
— a highly educated population.

This work has been applied in a local
context to assess these factors against
localities in Australia and identify areas
where community foundations would
possibly be successful.t”® Not surprisingly,
locations with large populations are prime
areas for community foundations, as well
as areas with highly educated populations.
In Victoria this means areas such as

The City of Boroondara and the Northern
Middle Melbourne and Eastern Middle
Melbourne ABS statistical divisions ranked
the highest (i.e. some of the wealthiest
areas in Victoria, and home to some

of the biggest philanthropic organisations
and including some of the best resourced
local governments).

178 University of Oregon 2005, Community Foundations Success
Factors Report, University of Oregon, Oregon.

179 Catherine Brown & Associates 2005, Community Foundation
Success Factors — Research Project Repor for the
Foundation for Rural and Regional Renewal, Foundation for
Rural and Regional Renewal, Bendigo.
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The conclusion that could be drawn is
that areas where a community foundation
is most likely to succeed are areas that
experience relatively lower levels of
disadvantage and access to business
and philanthropic funds. Using these
factors to determine success would mean
rural and regional areas would not be
deemed successful locations for
community foundations, nor would areas
within urban settings experiencing
disadvantage or rapid growth.

One way of addressing this is to look at
using an existing foundation(s) to provide
the basic operational infrastructure for
receiving contributions that are directed
for the benefit of a particular location or
group within the community. Governance
arrangements for administering these
guarantined funds could then be used to
ensure individuals from the communities
being targeted are involved in decisions
about where funds should be directed.

The Steering Committee believes
government has a role to play in ensuring
communities in those areas that are unlikely
to have the capacity to establish
community foundations are given the
opportunity to reap the benefits of the
community foundation model. As such,
there is arguably a role for government in
providing the necessary financial resources
to leverage further investment from
business and philanthropic organisations

to deliver the critical mass required to either
establish new foundations in these areas,
or to use existing foundation structures to
create dedicated funding pools for certain
locations or communities of interest.

The Steering Committee considers this

is particularly pertinent to the Victorian
Government’s interest in creating new
partnerships in targeted areas of the state,
particularly those located within growth
corridors or disadvantaged areas.

Further opportunities for collaboration
involving business and philanthropic entities
exist in relation to new social ventures
being driven by social entrepreneurs. Social
entrepreneurs, like business entrepreneurs,
develop innovative, new and untested ideas
that have the potential for generating a
return, but in the case of the social
entrepreneur, the return is in the form of

a broader social or public benefit.

The innovative, leading edge nature of
many of the social ventures that social
entrepreneurs promote often presents
challenges in terms of securing start-up
or venture capital. Funders, such as some
philanthropists and governments in
particular, are traditionally risk averse.

However, as noted earlier, there is an
emerging breed of venture philanthropists
who take a business model approach,
including the use of potentially risky
market driven investment and venture
capital theories, to achieve sustained
social outcomes.

In addition to linking new social
entrepreneurs with potential social venture
philanthropists, the key to success beyond
accessing the start-up capital is continuing
to apply business disciplines to the venture
to monitor, evaluate and recalibrate projects
to achieve their intended social goals.
Support from the business sector can

be useful in this regard.

One example of a model that links start-up
capital and business support is Social
Ventures Australia (SVA). The founding
Chief Executive, Michael Traill is a former
executive director at the Macquarie Bank
and established SVA 2002 to ‘align(s) the
interests of philanthropists with the needs
of social entrepreneurs to combat some

of Australia’s most pressing community
challenges.18°

180 Social Ventures Australia, website viewed October 2007,
http://www.socialventures.com.au/.
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SVA uses a venture capital model that
places emphasis on building strong
support management skills and connecting
investors who want to be more directly
involved with their investment decisions.

SVA acts as broker for philanthropists
and social entrepreneurs. It also provides
business and mentoring support to help
ensure the success of social ventures. It
facilitates training in financial management
and reporting, program planning and
performance assessment, organisational
capacity analysis, funding strategy, funder
and revenue management.

The Steering Committee believes
investment in new ideas for addressing
social challenges should come in the form

of both financial and intellectual investment.

Joint effort in both areas can maximise
outcomes and ensure sustained
achievement of social objectives. Business
and philanthropy, in partnership with
government, should seek to explore ways
of working together that utilise their unique
characterises and skills to support new
social ventures.

Recommendation 19

Continued effort should be made to
maximise the impacts of business,
philanthropic and government funding
for local community organisations by:

— the Victorian Government partnering
with business and philanthropic
entities to leverage investment in
community foundations to support
agreed priority areas; and

— philanthropic and business
organisations working together to
support emerging social entrepreneurs
through partnerships that combine
social venture capital and business
acumen.

The Steering Committee considers a
further practical way in which the efforts
of business, philanthropy and government
could be better coordinated is through

an annual roundtable event involving
representatives of each of these sectors
to share information and network.

Recommendation 20

An annual roundtable for senior
government officials and representatives
from the philanthropic, business

and non-profit sectors should be
convened to provide a forum for sharing
information on areas of interest and
identifying opportunities for collaborative
investment. This forum should be
sponsored by government and might
be held more frequently for an initial
period (e.g. every six months for the
first 18 months to two years).

4.6.2 Working with governments

The importance of an informed and

robust relationship between community
organisations and governments at all levels
has been acknowledged throughout this
report, and was a major theme in SCOP
consultations.

At the State Government level, comment
has included suggestions for a more regular
and high-level approach to relationships
with the non-profit sector across
government, continued effort by
government to reduce regulatory and
administrative burdens (which has been
the focus of the State Service Authority
Review of Not-for-Profit Regulation), and
important roles for government in
commissioning research and information
about the sector, facilitating networks
and supporting capacity building.
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Recommendations within this report have
provided a variety of ways for addressing
these suggested areas. However, the
Steering Committee considers the overall
relationship between government and
community organisations would be further
enhanced through a commitment to regular
opportunities for dialogue. This was
highlighted in comments such as:

‘The input sought from the community
sector has been somewhat haphazarad,
sometimes through peak bodies and at
other times as is the case in the youth
sector, through forums to discuss
consultant generated frameworks and
plans. From our experience in the
community legal and youth sectors we
would recommend a more formalised
engagement between government.’

Youthlaw, submission no. 72, p. 5

Several examples of individual portfolio
ministers meeting regularly with their key
non-profit sector stakeholders were
evidenced during SCOP, together with
existing processes where parts of the
non-profit sector meet with officials from
government agencies.

The Aboriginal Justice Forum is one
example, bringing together senior officers
from all justice portfolio agencies and other
government departments (including the
Department of Human Services and
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria), and senior
members of the Koori community, including
key specialist organisations and regional
representatives involved in Regional
Aboriginal Justice Advisory Committees.
The Forum meets regularly and seeks to
promote cross-program linkages and the
development of a whole-of-government
approach to addressing Indigenous justice
issues. The Forum was established under
the Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement.

Another example is the DHS Secretary’s
Partnership Forum which is held twice a
year and convened and chaired by the
DHS Secretary. It provides an opportunity
for key representatives from peak
community service organisations and senior
DHS staff to meet and discuss partnership-
related activities such as quality processes
and workforce development.

However, the Steering Committee believes it
would be beneficial to establish a forum that
allowed for consideration of issues impacting
on the broader non-profit sector (i.e. not
portfolio-specific issues). Such a forum
would engage stakeholders in discussion
about the overall policy directions of
government and their relevance to the
sector, as well as trends and influences on
the capacity and activities of community
organisations. The real benefit of such a
forum would be to build understanding of
each other’s perspective, vision and
importantly, motivations.

As the level of government closest to the
community, the important role of local
government in fostering and assisting local
community organisations was
acknowledged during SCOP.

Local governments work with community
organisations on a day-to-day basis
providing financial support, access to
facilities, networking opportunities, and
information and advice. The benefits of this
support have been emphasised, particularly
in rural and regional Victoria in the absence
of other infrastructure. The role of local
governments in supporting community
planning processes and involving community
organisations through these activities have
also been highlighted in this report.

The following case study provides an
example of a community organisation
working closely with its local council and
a locally-based tertiary institution to plan
for better outcomes in their community.
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A strategic partnership in arts and
cultural development.

When Jerril Rechter, CEO/Artistic
Director first joined Footscray Community
Arts Centre (FCAC), she realised there
were some inefficiencies in the way three
of the key organisations involved in arts
and culture in Melbourne’s west were
working that didn’t represent the best
use of the limited resources available.

In particular, Jerril was interested in the
number of similar projects that were
being undertaken that resulted in a
significant ‘doubling up’ of effort.

The three organisations — FCAC,
Maribyrnong City Council (MCC) and
Victoria University (VU) — were each
separately trying to be ‘all things to all
people’, undertaking aspects of projects
they did not necessarily have the full
range of relevant expertise to deliver.

By pooling their resources, the three
organisations have been able to work
together in a more strategic manner to
produce a sustainable arts and culture
development plan, with clearly defined
roles for each organisation that capitalise
on their strengths and streamline the
delivery process.

Within the partnership, the MCC takes
a facilitator role, VU is the educator and
researcher, and FCAC fulfils the role of
producer. FCAC is already considered
one of Australia’s leading producers of
contemporary community-based art,
delivering high-quality, innovative artistic
projects, programs and events.

In its role as producer, FCAC works with
local communities to draw on the
capacities of MCC and VU to generate
the art and ideas that will bring the
partnership to life.

Stronger Community Organisations Project

A key outcome of this process is a
partnership that will inspire the future
development of the communities these
organisations work with, as they continue
to ‘create culture’ that is accessible for
all communities.

A pilot, to be run over a three-year
period, will evaluate the roles identified
for each organisation within the
partnership with a view to developing a
framework model for other like-minded
organisations to adopt.

A number of the Steering Committee’s
recommendations in other parts of this
report recognise the often close relationship
between local government and community
organisations, and highlight the varying
capacities of individual local councils to work
with and support community organisations.
These include recommendations relating to
local government’s roles in:

— making available community
infrastructure for use by community
organisations;

— acting as host locations for delivery
of training and distribution of tools and
resources to build organisation capacity;

— enhancing capacity for involving
community organisations in community
planning activities;

— supporting the establishment of new
community organisations in growth
areas and other areas undergoing
significant change; and

— facilitating a greater role for community
foundations

Given the particularly strong links between
local governments and the activities of
community organisations, the Steering
Committee believes any forum established
by the Victorian Government for regular
engagement with the non-profit sector
should involve relevant local government
representation.



Recommendation 21

An annual forum should be convened
involving broad representation from

the non-profit sector, Ministers from
relevant government portfolios,

senior departmental officers, and
representatives from local government
peak bodies to discuss areas of shared
interest. Matters canvassed may include
policy directions, legislation and
regulation, volunteering, relationships
with philanthropy and business, and
research.

In addition, individual government
departments should ensure regular
engagement with the community
organisations they fund to achieve
government policy objectives.

The focus of SCOP and its Terms of
Reference was to build stronger community
organisations in Victoria. However,
alongside the activities of the Victorian
Government are the influences of
Commonwealth Government legislation,
taxation, funding and public policy
activities. These activities — particularly in
relation to the taxation of non-profit entities,
the approaches to legislation, and
accounting standards for non-profit
organisations — are major parameters that
influence the size, structure and activities
of community organisations in Victoria and
other states and territories.

As in many other areas of Australia public
policy, these activities can overlap and

run counter to the activities of State
Government. Inconsistencies can impact
on the effectiveness of the contributions of
community organisations.

In addition to Victoria, references have been
made to the interest and activities of other
states in enhancing the capacity of
community organisations, particularly those
delivering major public services.

While the recommendations set out in this
report provide — in the view of the Steering
Committee — the framework and direction
for stronger community organisations in
Victoria, their impact would be enhanced
by a national focus by all governments.
This national focus would embrace: a
harmonised legislative and taxation
framework; consistent funding approaches
supported by investments in organisational
capacity and innovative, collaborative
approaches to leadership education,
training and research: and improved
linkages between community organisations,
philanthropy and business.

4.7 Conclusion

The Steering Committee’s recommendations
should be seen in the wider context of
social, community and economic
aspirations by governments and Victorians
generally. Each of the recommendations in
this report will benefit from the continued
emergence, development and activities of
community organisations.

This includes efforts by community
organisations to support disadvantaged
members of the community into
employment, address the challenges of
chronic health conditions, including mental
health, promote citizen involvement in
decision-making, and create well-planned
and liveable communities where there are
regular opportunities for social, civic and
economic participation.

The Steering Committee’s recommendations
are underpinned by the firm belief that
investment in the capacity of community
organisations will help to create a healthier,
more prosperous and fairer Victoria. These
benefits will require leadership and
collaboration involving governments,
community organisations, business

and philanthropy.
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Appendix A
Terms of Reference

Introduction

The Government has announced the
establishment of a Stronger Community
Organisations Project (SCOP) in A Fairer
Victoria to work with VCOSS, other
community sector, philanthropic and
business leaders to develop a strategic
approach to improving the capacity of
the community sector and plan for the
key challenges for not-for-profit sector
sustainability and growth over the next
10 years. It will focus on social innovation,
strong governance, local collaborations
and workforce development.

A Fairer Victoria is about fairness — about
addressing disadvantage and ensuring
opportunities for all Victorians. It recognises
that if more people are able to participate
fully in society including in work we will
have a much stronger community. And
ensuring people are engaged in education
and their communities and working
productively means the State does not
need to intervene to fix social problems
after they occur.

Alongside A Fairer Victoria the Government
has a range of social and economic
policies, including targets to be met. These
include the National Reform Agenda that
recognises the imperative of improving
investment in Human Capital — in education
and health and workforce participation — in
order to maximise economic prosperity.

Objective

The objective of SCOP is to ensure the
Government and community sector are
able to work together to achieve the goals
of both, and in particular to maximise and
better link the community services provided
by the sector with the goals and targets —

both social and economic - of the
Government. For the purposes of SCOP
the community sector consists of those
not-for-profit welfare, sporting and cultural
organisations who are providing services,
representation, advocacy and activities in the
community. This process will be informed

by, but not replicate existing partnership
structures and processes between DHS and
the funded community sector.

Challenges

To meet this objective requires a new
approach to the partnership between

the sector and government that involves
honest analysis and better ways of working
together. This approach recognises the
profound changes that are impacting on
government policy and program design
and the capacity of community sector
organisations to conduct their activities
including the delivery of services. These
changes include new and more complex
family structures, different patterns of
workforce participation, more onerous
national welfare requirements, the ageing
population and emerging societal pressures.
SCOP aims to identify how the community
sector and the Government can respond to
these challenges in a way that maximises
the contribution of community organisations
to the Government’s objectives of fairness
and economic prosperity.

Governance

SCOP will be led by a small Steering

Group from the community, philanthropic,
business and academic sectors. It will be
supported by a secretariat within the
Department for Victorian Communities
(DVC).*8* DVC will also convene a Senior
Officers Group from across government to
support the work of SCOP, and to ensure
the project builds on current data, expertise
and work with the sector in all departments.

181 As a result of machinery of government changes in August
2007, the Department for Victoria Communities became
part of the new Department for Planning and Community
Development.
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SCOP will commission work and develop
and consult on proposals. It may establish
sub-groups chaired by members of SCOP,
to engage stakeholders in its activities.

In preparing its assessment of key trends
and influences SCOP may refer to the
strategic planning activities initiated by
VCOSS in conjunction with Swinburne
University that will examine scenarios for
the future development of the sector.

Terms of Reference

The Stronger Community Organisations
Project (SCOP) will provide strategic advice
to the Government, through the Minister
for Victorian Communities*® on:

1. An overview of the community sector
in Victoria;

2. The principal trends, influences and
challenges that are currently impacting
on organisations and those that may
impact in the future;

3. A strategic vision for the community
sector for the next ten years and that
identifies the role of the sector in
contributing to Victoria’s social,
community and economic goals;

4. Following completion of these strategic
tasks SCOP will identify the issues and
possible ways forward in relation to the
following matters that go to the capacity
of the sector and it’s relationship with
government:

— Workforce and leadership development
— how organisations can attract and
retain skilled and qualified staff both paid
and volunteers;

— Organisational governance — what
standards of governance are needed
to meet public expectations of
accountability;

— Organisational sustainability — what
business and financial planning are
needed to ensure sustainability and
to attract resources from all sectors
including philanthropy;

182 As a result of machinery of government changes in
August 2007, this portfolio was changed to ‘Community
Development’.

— Quality and effectiveness — how can
organisations achieve high standards,
efficiencies and innovative approaches
to service delivery;

— Assets and infrastructure — measures to
maximise the use, and better planning
of future and existing assets and
infrastructure;

— Collaboration — what measures would
assist organisations collaborate within
the sector and with government;

— Law and regulation — measures to reduce
red tape and the burden of compliance
upon organisations and so allow greater
focus on their mission of community
service.

Timelines

SCOP will report to the Minister by
October 2007.

Membership

Professor Alan Fels AO (Chair)
Dean of the Australia and New Zealand
School of Government

Tom Bentley
Executive Director, Policy and Cabinet,
Department of Premier and Cabinet

John Howie Chair, VicSport

Rob Hunt AM
Managing Director, Bendigo Bank

Adjunct Professor Mark Lyons
University of Technology Sydney

Professor Myles McGregor-Lowndes OAM
Director, Australian Centre for Philanthropy
& Non-profit Studies, Queensland University
of Technology

Tony Nicholson
Executive Director, Brotherhood of
St Laurence

Carol Schwartz AM
Director, Highpoint Property Group

Cath Smith
CEO, Victorian Council of Social Service
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Submissions Received

Submission Number
Adult Community and Further Education Board 40
AGPATH Pty Ltd 16
Alison Walpole 87
Alzheimer’s Australia Vic 22
Anglicare Victoria 74
Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas Australia 8
Australian Services Union (ASU) Authorities and Services Branch 47
Australian Drug Foundation 80
Banyule City Council 34
Barhas Losolsuren 56
Bayanihan Australia Community Network Inc 55
Berry Street Victoria 82
Camcare 28
Carers Victoria 91
Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare Inc 13
City of Greater Dandenong 32
City of Melbourne 81
City of Port Phillip 93
City of Stonnington 88
Collections Council of Australia Ltd 9
Community Child Care 70
Community West 58
Council to Homeless Persons 33
Country Fire Authority, Hamilton, Victoria 6
D F Mortimer & Associates, Philanthropic Consultants 14
Deloitte 39
Dianella Community Health 20
Disability Rights Victoria 92
DVA Navion 42
Early Childhood Australia (Victorian Branch) 26
Ed McKinley Groupwork 3
Esmae Barnes 89
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Submission Number
Ethnic Communities’ Council of Victoria 27
Family Life & Melbourne City Mission 25
Flat Out 63
Friends of Caulfield Park 10
Fundraising Institute of Australia 66
Gil Hopkins (Individual) 30
Glenroy Information Centre 75
Good Shepherd, Collingwood 15
Hanover Welfare Services 65
Helen Goodman (Research Fellow RMIT) 67
Humanist Society of Victoria 11
Humanist Society of Victoria, but as an individual Halina Strnad 18
Hume ACE Providers 76
Hume City Council 86
Jewish Care Victoria Inc 61
John Thexton 53
Karringal 48
Macedon Ranges Shire Council 45
MacKillop Family Services 78
Maribyrnong City Council 83
Melbourne Cares 29
Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) 85
National Disability Services 46
No To Violence Male Family Violence Prevention Association (NTV) Inc 90
Peter Ryan 1
Philanthropy Australia 23
Rev Dr Philip Hughes, Christian Research Association 62
Public Interest Law Clearing House Vic Inc (PILCH) 31
Pipe Bands Victoria 12
Prostate Cancer Foundation of Australia 57
Research & Advocacy Project Neighbourhood House Sector 2
Salvation Army 19
School of Palitical Science, Criminology and Sociology, 4
The University of Melbourne

SCOPE 69
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Submission Number
Self help group — Penelope Myers 7
St Matthew’s Tennis Club, Fawkner 5
Talbot Action Incorporated 52
The Smith Family 24
The Victorian ACE Coalition Inc 49
Triple R Broadcasters Ltd 51
Upper Beaconsfield Association Inc 71
Upper Beaconsfield Community Centre 21
VicHealth 41
VICNORD 59
VicSport 38
Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency (VACCA) 36
Victorian Aboriginal Education Association Inc 79
Victorian Alcohol & Drug Association (VAADA) 68
Victorian Catchment Management Authorities 60
Victorian Council of Social Service (VCOSS) 64
Victorian Local Governance Association (VLGA) 77
Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria 84
Volunteering Victoria 44
Wesley Mission Melbourne 54
Whitehorse Friends for Reconciliation Inc 37
Whittlesea Community Connections 50
YMCA Victoria 43
Yooralla 17
Youth Affairs Council of Victoria 73
Youth Law 72

(Plus one further submission made in confidence)
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Appendix C

SCOP Discussion Groups— June / July, 2007

Discussion Group 1 - Friday 22 June

Melbourne CBD

Discussion Group 2 — Tuesday 26 June

Melbourne CBD

Discussion Group 3 — Thursday 5 July

Melbourne CBD

Discussion Group 4 — Thursday 5 July

Footscray

Discussion Group 5 — Wednesday 11 July

Traralgon

Discussion Group 6 — Thursday 12 July

Melbourne CBD

Discussion Group 7 — Thursday 12 July

Melbourne CBD

Discussion Group 8 — Tuesday 17 July Bendigo
Discussion Group 9 — Thursday 19 July Geelong
Discussion Group 10 — Thursday 19 July Geelong
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Appendix E

Summary of
Recommendations

Profile and Recognition

Recommendation 1

The Victorian Government should
establish an Office for the Non-Profit
Sector to provide a central point for
whole-of-government consideration
of relationships with and support for
the broader non-profit sector. The
Office should have the following roles:

— providing advice on broad policy and
structural issues affecting the sector
including the legislative and regulatory
framework, trends in philanthropy and
volunteering, and linkages with the
business sector;

— ensuring government agencies have a
clear understanding of the
contribution and operating dynamics
of the non-profit sector and
organisations within it;

— promoting good practice by
government agencies in their
relationships with the sector including
broad approaches to funding and
participation in policy development;

— undertaking and disseminating
information and research regarding
the size, nature and activities of
the sector, or significant parts
of it, with a particular focus on
innovative practices; and

— developing, implementing and
monitoring initiatives to support
building the capacity of community
organisations arising from this report.

Recommendation 2

Organisations and peak bodies within
the broader non-profit sector should
review and establish representative
arrangements that:

— better promote and advocate the
broader interests of the sector at
State and regional levels;

— provide opportunities for canvassing
major issues
impacting on the sector including
relationships with government,
business, philanthropy, academia and
the general community;

— encourage co-ordination and
collaboration across a range of
organisation support and
development opportunities, including
mentoring between large and small
organisations.

This review should include consideration
of existing examples at the national level
such as the Non-Profit Roundtable, and
more locally through network models
such as Community South West.

The Victorian Government should provide
appropriate support to the sector to
assist it to undertake such a review.
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There should be increased effort to
secure better and more comprehensive
information about community
organisations and the non-profit sector.

The sector, academia and others should
continue to gather relevant information
and data. The Victorian Government
should give priority to:

— working with the ABS to enhance
the range of information available
on non-profit organisations including
expanding information presented in
the periodic Satellite Accounts on the
size and structure of the sector;

— resourcing periodic surveys on the
structure, size, operations and activities
of community organisations;

— reporting information about
government funding to non-profit
organisations at an aggregate level
in state budget papers and in greater
detail within the annual reports of
individual agencies;

— encouraging non-profit organisations
to provide standard information
regarding funding received from
government and other sources in their
annual reports and on their websites;

— taking steps within Victoria to increase
transparency and disclosure by
philanthropic entities in relation to the
allocation of their funds, and making
representations to the Commonwealth
Government on this matter; and

— undertaking or commissioning
research about the sector including
trends influencing its capacity, the
economic, social and community
contributions of community
organisations, and best practice and
innovative approaches in response to
emerging operational and community
iSsues.

Stronger Community Organisations Project

In addition to progressing its
commitment to model legislation for
non-profit organisations taking legal
form as incorporated associations, the
Victorian Government should review
the other State legislation relevant to
the form and operations of community
organisations and philanthropic
organisations, having regard to
contemporary regulatory and

reporting principles and practices.

To support the creation of well planned
communities and encourage civic
participation and engagement, particular
effort should be made by all parties to
support the activities of community
organisations in local government areas
and in communities of interest.

The Victorian Government should assist
by providing funding to:

— enhance the involvement of community
organisations in community planning
processes, particularly where such
organisations provide a vehicle
for the inclusion of marginalised
individuals;

— encourage and support the
establishment of new community
organisations —for example, in
growth areas of the State; and

— support the efforts of community-
based arts and cultural groups to
utilise innovative approaches for
increasing participation by community
members in the life
and activities of their organisation.



A feasibility study should be undertaken
into establishing a national Academic
Centre of Leadership Excellence for the
Non-profit sector, based in Melbourne.

Through links with existing university
level non-profit sector courses, and
schools for business and government,
the Centre should be focussed on
leadership development, and supported
by research and case studies on best
practice in non-profit organisation
management and development.

The Victorian Government should
fund the study and involve non-profit,
business and academic sector
representatives in its conduct.

To further enhance leadership capacity
within the non-profit sector and facilitate
ideas exchange between the community,
business and government sectors a
range of initiatives should be progressed
by the Victorian Government including:

— funding for an expanded number
of scholarships to enable individuals
from the non-profit sector to participate
in post-graduate management and
leadership programs;

— a significant staff exchange program
between the Victorian Government and
interested community organisations;

— encouraging business sector
organisations to consider similar
arrangements for staff exchanges with
interested community organisations;
and

— enhancement of the Victorian
Government Graduate Recruitment
and Development Scheme to include
opportunities for placements within
community organisations.

Stronger Community Organisations Project

The Victorian Government should
support the community services industry
to develop a workforce capability
framework linked to improved service
delivery and enhanced future recruitment,
training and retention of staff.

This capability framework, together
with leadership, staff exchange, and
information and research initiatives
should be supported by:

— establishment of a specialist
workforce advisory service along
the lines of the individual support
provided within the My Business,
My Workforce program, recently
introduced for Victoria’s small and
medium businesses; and

— relevant Victorian Government
departments and the community
services industry having the capacity
to analyse workforce issues impacting
workers and the delivery of major
services. This analysis should have
regard to overlap between
government and community services
industry activities and associated
workforces.

The Victorian Government should
facilitate and provide appropriate
support, working with representatives
of the community services industry.

The Victorian Government should
continue to work with community
organisations, volunteering sector
representatives and business to develop
new approaches to involving people in
the operations and activities of community
organisations. This should take account
of wider trends and patterns of
community participation, and give
recognition to the increasing importance
and complexity of volunteer roles on
boards of community organisations.
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To address issues of sustainability
and effectiveness, a Non-Profit Sector
Training and Information Network
should be made available to all
community organisations in Victoria.

The Network would facilitate regular
training, tools and resources to
community organisations in areas such
as governance, business planning,
budget and financial management,
asset management, risk management,
attracting and managing grant funding,
access and inclusion strategies,
fundraising, volunteer recruitment and
retention, use of ICT, and working with
the media. This network would:

— consist of a range of organisations
with the capacity to deliver and/or
broker relevant support;

— give particular attention to ensuring
access for community organisations
located in rural or disadvantaged
areas, or from diverse cultural
backgrounds;

— look to involve local councils or
organisations with relevant reach at
a local level to provide suitable venues
for the conduct of associated training
activities and as an additional outlet
for tools and resources;

— make support available to all non-
profit sector organisations on a partial
cost-recovery basis; and

— seek to leverage investment from
interested philanthropic and business
sources.

The Victorian Government should
facilitate and support the establishment
and operation of this network working
with representatives of community
organisations, business and philanthropy.

Stronger Community Organisations Project

A specialist Non-Profit Sector Support
and Consultancy Service should be
made available to foster innovative and
strong community organisations.

This service should:

— provide one-on-one expert support for
strategic review and planning activities
and for specialist legal, financial and
other advice;

— involve a panel of preferred advisers
comprising individuals with relevant
experience and expertise, including
knowledge
of specific topic areas
(e.g. workforce management, social
enterprise development, legal,
financial), and of sub-groupings within
the non-profit sector;

— provide for subsidised access to
assist community organisations in
meeting the cost of accessing such
support in appropriate circumstances;
and

— seek contributions from philanthropic
and business organisations to
maximise the level and/or extent of
support available.

The Victorian Government should
facilitate and support the establishment
and operation of this initiative by working
with representatives of community
organisations, business and philanthropy.



To improve the operational efficiency of
community organisations, existing or new
networks of community organisations
should be further supported.

This might include extending the
membership of, and learnings from,
networks already established through

the Community Sector Investment Fund
(delivered through the Department of
Human Services); or the creation of new
network arrangements in other specific
sub-sectors of the wider non-profit sector.

Successful approaches identified
through CSIF network activities should
be considered as part of this process
and made available to the wider non-
profit sector.

The Victorian Government should
provide one-off resources to progress
network activities and encourage
similar investment by philanthropic
and business entities.

Increased access for community
organisations to community infrastructure
should continue to be encouraged
through initiatives such as:

— the development of the directory
of community infrastructure being led
through the Department of Planning
and Community Development;

— faclilitating the use of government-
owned facilities by the wider
community eg schools;

— ensuring criteria within relevant
government grant funding programs
continue to encourage the
development of multi-use community
infrastructure.

Stronger Community Organisations Project

As part of its broader planning for more
liveable communities, governments
should provide one-off facility and
establishment support to encourage

the provision of services by community
organisations in areas of the State
experiencing rapid population growth

or change.

This assistance could include incentives to
encourage outreach services from existing
headquarter locations, and to create
infrastructure for new service locations.

The Victorian Government should,

in conjunction with the finance and
philanthropic sectors, investigate and
progress finance models that improve
opportunities for community
organisations to access longer term
funding for capital improvements and
developments. These models should
include consideration of Community
Development Finance Institutions (CDFIs)
and other special purpose loan finance
arrangements that recognise the nature
of community organisations.
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Recommendation 16

The Victorian Government, in consultation
with relevant non-profit sector bodies,
should develop a set of principles to guide
its funding relationships with community
organisations, having consideration of the
following as a guide:

— the type of funding arrangement
should be clearly identified, such as
funding for services, grants to support
an organisation-initiated project, or a
contribution to improve organisation
capacity;

— service funding should recognise the
full range of costs involved, such as
salaries, overheads, and operating
costs;

— there should be an emphasis on
longer term funding agreements;

— there should be a greater emphasis
on funding for outcomes;

— funding should have regard to long-
term organisational capacity; and

— funding should provide for innovation,
evaluation, collaboration and
partnerships where relevant.

These principles should be adopted
by all government agencies and inform
regular reviews of funding levels.

Recommendation 17

The Victorian Government should
continue to promote community
enterprises as a vehicle for social
innovation and enhanced social and
economic participation. It should provide
support to community groups and
organisations to develop business cases
for establishing community enterprises
that can subsequently be used to attract
start-up capital and professional support
from philanthropy and business.

Recommendation 18
The Victorian Government should:

— explore with the Commonwealth
Government and relevant sporting
bodies opportunities for community-
based sport and recreation
organisations to attract philanthropic
and other donations; and as part of
this,

— consider whether there are any
associated State legislative barriers.
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Collaboration and Coordination

Recommendation 19

Continued effort should be made to
maximise the impacts of business,
philanthropic and government funding
for local community organisations by:

— the Victorian Government partnering
with business and philanthropic
entities to leverage investment in
community foundations to support
agreed priority areas; and

— philanthropic and business
organisations working together
to support emerging social
entrepreneurs through partnerships
that combine social venture capital
and business acumen.

Recommendation 20

An annual roundtable for senior
government officials and representatives
from the philanthropic, business and
non-profit sectors should be convened
to provide a forum for sharing information
on areas of interest and identifying
opportunities for collaborative investment.
This forum should be sponsored by
government and might be held more
frequently for an initial period (e.g. every
six months for the first 18 months to

two years).

Recommendation 21

An annual forum should be convened
involving broad representation from

the non-profit sector, Ministers from
relevant government portfolios, senior
departmental officers, and representatives
from local government peak bodies to
discuss areas of shared interest. Matters
canvassed may include policy directions,
legislation and regulation, volunteering,
relationships with philanthropy and
business, and research.

In addition, individual government
departments should ensure regular
engagement with the community
organisations they fund to achieve
government policy objectives.
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