























Figure 1.4

Organisations will often respond to increased demand and service delivery pressures by increasing the hours
that their staff work. When asked if staff and volunteers had been required to work fewer hours than in the
past, 82% of organisations disagreed (55%) or strongly disagreed (27%).

Figure 1.5




Delivery
Character of the workforce

Paid staff

In 2008-09 respondent organisations employed 1,128 paid staff (Full Time Equivalent), and engaged 1,428
volunteers (FTE).

There were 117 volunteer board/ management committee members, and 2 paid board members. It is

noteworthy that organisations of all sizes are governed primarily by volunteer boards.

Staff hiring and leaving
Respondent organisations reported that there was a net increase of 201 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employees
working in respondent organisations during 2008-09. This represents an increase of 18% on the total number

of paid staff.

Table 1.5: Staff hired and left 2008-09

Hired (FTE) Left (FTE) Difference (FTE)

Administration 22 6 16
Communications/ Media 1 0 1
Finance 3 2 1
Management 26 14 12
Policy, research or advocacy 2 3 -1
Service delivery 354 184 170
Other high-skilled

professional 2 0 2
Other 1 1 0
Total 411 210 201




Staff turnover

Average staff turnover across respondent agencies was equivalent to 19%.
Attracting and retaining staff

Respondents were asked to indicate if a range of factors affected their organisation’s ability to attract/ retain
staff. Working hours and working conditions were the most frequently reported factors that helped attract or
retain staff. Salaries were considered by 67% of organisations to make attracting/ retaining staff more
difficult.

Figure 1.6: Factors affecting attracting and retaining staff
67%
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Income and Expenditure

Expenditure

Organisations were asked to provide details of their expenditure. Salaries and wages constituted the majority

of expenditure (52%) while service provision costs made up nearly a third of expenditure (31%).

Figure 1.7: Expenditure
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Income

In total dollar amounts, all respondents received on average 29% of income from the Commonwealth
government, 32% from the State government, and 19% from other sources (for example from investments or

22
sale of assets)™".

22 These are aggregate figures. The disaggregate figures contain considerable variance.
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Figure 1.8: Sources of income
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The majority of respondent organisations reported that their primary source of funding was the State
government (32%) or Commonwealth government (32%). While many organisations reported that their

funding was ongoing/recurrent, this varied by funding source.

Table 1.6: Funding Sources

Funding source Organisation’s primary Funding is

source of funding % ongoing/recurrent %
Commonwealth Government 32% 71%
State/Territory Government 32% 43%
Local Government 14% 33%
Client Fees 9% 50%
Donations 9% 100%
Corporate - -
Other 5% 100%
Indexation

Organisations’ funding, even when ongoing or recurrent, is not always consistently or adequately indexed to
meet the annually increasing costs of service provision. The Consumer Price Index (CPI) increased by 4.5% in
the survey period”®. The Labour Price Index over the same period increased by 3.9%".

However, respondent organisations reported that Commonwealth government funding was indexed, on
average, at 1.2%. State government funding was indexed at 2.6%, and local government funding was indexed

23 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Consumer Price Index, Australia, (ABS cat. no. 6401.0)
24 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Labour Price Index, Australia, Jun 2009 (ABS cat. no. 6345.0)
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at 1.3%. More than a third of organisations (38%) reported that they received no indexation on their

government funding.

Within these responses there was great variation, highlighting the inconsistent approach to indexing even
between departments within the same government.

Sector capacity issues & relationships with government

A number of other factors affect the viability of community sector organisations including the adequacy of

funding levels and the effect of government contractual requirements, and the tax status of organisations.

These factors impact upon an organisation’s ability to recruit and retain staff, to effectively deliver services
and work with other organisations, and balance service delivery demands, advocacy and administrative

requirements.

Government funding and contractual requirements

Eighty-seven per cent of respondents disagreed with the statement that Government funding covers the true
cost of delivering contracted services. Only 7% expressed the view that funding was adequate, and 7% neither
agreed nor disagreed.

Figure 1.9: Adequacy of government funding: proportion agree/disagree with statement: ‘Government
funding covers the true cost of delivering contracted services’

Government funding covered the true cost of delivering
contracted services.
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As discussed above, 78% of organisations receive their primary source of funding from the Commonwealth,
State, or Local Government. Many indicated that their government funding is not recurrent.
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Many organisations are, therefore, subject to funding arrangements that do not guarantee recurrent or
ongoing funding. This limits organisational capacity to plan adequately for the future, especially in terms of

service provision and staffing. Seventy-seven per cent of respondents agreed that our funding agreements did

not allow us to plan adequately for our organisation’s future.

Figure 1.10: our funding agreements did not allow us to plan adequately for our organisation’s future

Our funding arrange ments did not allow us to plan adequately for our
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Government funders have an obligation to ensure that services delivered by welfare and community
organisations are a high quality and cost effective use of public funds. Contractual requirements made of

service providers can, however, risk stipulating a disproportionately onerous level of reporting, or undermine

the innovative potential of organisations. These risks are compounded for organisations receiving funding
from multiple sources. Sixty-three percent of organisations agreed that contract requirements and red tape
adversely affected organisations’ capacity to deliver services.
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Figure 1.11: Contract requirements and red tape adversely affected organisation’s capacity to deliver
services.
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Forty-seven percent of organisations disagreed that government contracts supported our organisation’s
capacity for innovation.

Figure 1.12 government contracts supported our organisation’s capacity for innovation.
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Forty-two percent of all respondents agreed or strongly agreed that Federal Government initiatives or policies

affecting our organisation were mostly positive.
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Figure 1.13 Federal Government initiatives or policies affecting our organisation were mostly positive
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Thirty percent of organisations disagreed or strongly disagreed that State or Territory government initiatives

or policies affecting our organisation were mostly positive.

Figure 1.14: State or Territory government initiatives or policies affecting our organisation were mostly
positive.
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Organisations from New South Wales were least likely to agree with this statement (22%), while organisations

from the Northern Territory were most likely to agree or strongly agree (41%).
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Figure 1.15: State or Territory government initiatives or policies affecting our organisation were mostly
positive (by state/territory)
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The advocacy role of community organisations

A majority of respondents (70%) indicated that they were able to speak publicly about issues affecting their

clients.

Figure 1.16: Our organisation is able to speak publicly about the issues facing our clients
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Tax Status

The tax concessions available to community service organisations depend on the purposes and activities of
specific organisations and how the Australian Taxation Office and State Government entities interpret the law

governing charities and related organisations.

Status as a Public Benevolent Institution (PBI) attracts particularly generous concessions, including
exemptions from Fringe Benefits Tax (FBT). Status as a Deductible Gift Recipient (DGR) not only makes gifting

to these organisations attractive but is a pre-condition for funding by most philanthropic bodies.

Nationally, survey respondents were asked to indicate if they were an Income Tax Exempt Charity (ITEC),
Deductible Gift Recipient (DGR), Public Benevolent Institution (PBI) or any combination of these. The largest

percentage of respondents indicated that they had ITEC, DGR and PBI status.

Figure 1.17: Tax status (nationally)
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