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Attributes, purpose and behaviour of the sector in the current environment, which have relevance for the definition of charities and related organisations.

About Nulsen Haven:

Nulsen Haven in a registered Public Benevolent Institution providing care, training and support to people who have a profound or severe intellectual disabilitity with additional multiple physical disabilities.  

The Association was established in 1954, by a group of parents whose sons and daughters were classified into this category.  

The Association provides primarily accommodation, personal care, health, and educational support to 65 people.  These services are provided across 19 community based homes in the Southern Metropolitan Region of Perth.  

The Associations current operating budget in Approximately $7,000,000 per annum and the Association employs some 240 staff (including casuals) to provide the high level of support required. 

Historically the Association was grant in aid funded (approx 80%), having to fundraise through fee charges and other fundraising activities. This is still the case today, regardless of  output based performance agreement terminology and contracts used today.

About the current social and economic environment in which the Association operates.  

Organisations such as Nulsen Haven are required to be more accountable for the public monies it receives to carry out its activities. This is something that the Association supports.

There is increasing pressure on the Association to expand it services given the high level of unmet need for accommodation services for people with profound and severe disabilities within our community. 

The introduction of output based purchasing agreements have not resolved critical funding issues that existed under the previous grant in aid model and were not funded on a business model.  Under a business model, the following items would be built into the price structure:

· Replacement costs of assets used (depreciation value)

· Cost of 52.7 weeks of wages in a year instead of 52. (27th fortnight)

· Inclusion of all known costs (Incontinence aids etc)

· Contingency for emergencies/unknowns (extended hospital stays/health needs).

· Cost variance model based on main cost factors  (indexation based on wages).

In addition to this, the acceptance of viability claims by the State Government funding agency has been severely reduced. 

The community has become increasingly wary of charitable organisations fundraising activities.  This is due in part to the bad publicity over the past ten years, with some charities engaging the use of professional fundraisers at great cost to the agency with little or no financial return from the event or have resorted to using donated funds for other than their intended purpose.  There are also more charities seeking the community dollar which is over saturating the market and increasing pressure on the community.  

Corporations are wanting substantial rewards in return for their support of community organisations.  They are also more discriminatory in who they give their dollars to e.g. youth and drug services Vs disability services. A charity may be a very worthwhile entity, but unless they have the resources, infrastructure and skills to market effectively, are often disregarded by the corporate sector.  Coupled with all of the above is the lack of a philanthropic culture within the Australian corporate society.  

What are some of the Major social and economic factors affecting the ‘attributes, purpose and behaviour of your organisation, and what are the implications for how your organisation should be defined. 

The current economic approach by both Federal and State Governments to contract based output funding models has not resulted in adequate funding arrangements for our organisation.  In some instances it has done much to strain the relationship between the government funder and the organisation.  There is also a strong view within the disability sector that the government funder wants quality services from the charitable sector but is not prepared to fund adequately for these services, or recognise the real costs of service provision.  

The organisation is having to think more entrepreneurial/business like, when looking at its long term financial viability.  There is always the risk that some commercial activities can be all consuming and dilute the real purpose and intent of the organisation.  Whilst this has not happened to date, there is always this chance due to the demand for what is being offered and the financial needs of the organisation. 

It would sometimes appear that the intent of purchasing/performance agreements does not equate to the provision of services based on the real needs of those being served.  

Currently, there is a return to older models of services provision to maximise economies of scale due to poor funding levels. We consider this a backward step for people with disabilities in this country. 

The pressure to expand our services has placed a strain on our organisations culture.  Nulsen Haven has had to resist the temptation to grow beyond it’s viable size in order to ensure that the values and ethos of the organisation are maintained.  To offset this pressure, it has looked to what services it can offer to other smaller agencies within the disability field, who do not have the same level of infrastructure.

Major influences on the environment in the coming decade, and what this might mean for how this organisation is defined.  

Increase in demand for services for people with severe and profound disabilities.  

A community sector increasing their view that the government should fund the provision of these services, hence a greater reluctance to donate to causes. 

Risk of agencies being consdiered as another arm of government services.

Economic factors of the day influencing funding, community support and ultimately service provision.

A risk of the community viewing charities in the same light as large corporate for-profit enterprises.  

A greater need to raise the public profile of the Association and engage professional help to do this.  

The increasing size of some charity groups, eg Mission Australia means they have greater power and influence with Government Departments and the commercial/community donation pool.

How has the attributes, purpose and behaviour changed over recent years, and has this involved any changes in how your organisation has been or should be defined for various purposes.  

The Association is increasingly looking at more business like opportunities to generate additional income to support existing services.  Therefore the focus has moved slightly always from it’s core business of supporting people with profound and severe disabilities.

The Association has become more protective of its resources and intellectual property and less willing to share these with other organisations, which it did freely in the past. 

The establishment of a payroll accounting service for smaller non-government agencies.  This is a very different activity to its core business and very popular.  It does however carry with it increased accountability and responsibility for the Association.  In addition to this the Association is currently establishing a staff training arm for the disability sector to assist in supplementing it’s operating costs.  

Competition within the charity sector to maintain the organisations profile and relevance to the community sector and government sector. 

What are the key characteristics of the current social and economic environment for the sector as a whole, and what significance do these characteristics have on how various parts of the sector are or should be defined. 

A declining generosity within the community.  

Danger of the community viewing charities as no different to for-profit corporate entities or care providers. 

View by governments or funding agencies to expect charities to do more for themselves in obtaining resources for the provision of services.  Expecting a community sector to contribute more when their willingness is declining.

Some areas of the sector being viewed as more favourable charities than others, e.g. youth vs disability vs animal welfare, vs childrens services etc. 

Are there factors, which impact differently on for-profit organisations delivering similar services.

Essentially services provided by not-for–profit agencies are provided with the intent to do good, relieve poverty, or discomfort etc.  It is widely viewed that for most charities, money raised or any financial surpluses at the end of a financial year go back into the provision of new or existing services and not to share holders.  

There also tends to be a greater emphasis on providing quality and trying to meet the real needs of the individual being supported.  There may also be a long term commitment to assisting a person in a service.

For-profit agencies tend to be dollar/profit driven and provide the minimum of required services. 

Wholly or partially charitable, religious or community service not-for-profit organisations.

Should the definitions be based on the purpose of the activities carried out by the organisation only, or on the nature of the activity?

The definition of a charitable organisation should be applied to their core business.  In the circumstances of this Association, our purpose is to support people with profound and severe disabilities whilst at the same time the nature of the Association is to advocate and provide input into matters relevant to all people with disabilities.  

Furthermore the business activities of the Association were established to provide additional income to maintain services as well as give something back to the non-government sector.  

Should account be taken of multiple purposes, or is it appropriate to rely on the sole or dominant purpose of an organisation. 

We believe that the sole or dominant purpose of a charity should be the basis of their definition, given that for most charities their reason for existing is for benevolent purposes.  Where charities develop non-charitable activities these should be included under their dominant purpose banner where it is clear that the purpose of these non-charitable activities exists to support that dominant purpose.  

What methodology is appropriate to determine when a purpose is secondary.

A secondary activity should be determined where it does not fall within the scope of the dominant activity. However, as stated before, where it is clear that the intention of the secondary activity (business) is to enable the dominant activity to continue, then this should be classified under the dominant activity umbrella. We believe that there should be no distinction in this regard. 

For organisations such as Nulsen Haven, having to raise income of around 20% of the overall budget is historical due to the grant in aid funding model, and necessary today.  It would be folly to impose stricter guidelines or penalties on these activities when there is clear evidence of their intent to support the dominant activity. 

Existing definition of charities and related organisations used in Australia.

Nulsen Haven Association is defined as a Public Benevolent Institution, uniformly by those who assist the organisation and by our taxation exemption status. There has been no constraints placed on our ability to provide services as a result of the PBI status.  

It has not unduly affected our attributes, purpose or behaviour, however it does place those we serve in the position as being seen as objects of charity etc. The organisation therefore counters this by promoting the people we serve very positively and highlighting their value as members of our community.  Most often the term non-government agency or charitable entity is used when describing the organisation. 

The current definitions do not work in well with current government economic rationalist jargon and behaviour.  Essentially, the words have changed but in reality we are still receiving grants from governments and accounting for these.  As stated earlier, current service contracts are not true business contracts as would be found in the commercial sector.  

We believe strongly that from the wider community perspective there needs to be a very clear distinction about what constitutes a charity versus other for-profit organisations in the same area of work.  The term charity is still relevant today if the government wishes the sector to enlist the support of the community in a diverse number of ways, not just donating funds.  We would certainly support the retention of charitable recognition or the PBI status. 

We would support the definitions of charitable organisations being enacted by legislation.  The advantages of this being in confirming one bona fide charitable or PBI status for a diverse range of reasons, taxation exemptions, fundraising programs, community support and education to name a few. 

Options for enhancing the existing definitions.

We believe the existing definitions are broad enough to discriminate between a not-for –profit and PBI organisation.  

GTC:\WINDOWS\TEMP\Submisioncharity.doc

1

