Notes of the meeting of the 

Advisory Committee for the Study of the Non-Profit Sector

Friday 1 April 2005
9.30am – 3.30pm

Present:
Ken Gordon (chair)
Trust Waikato

David Robinson
Social and Civic Policy Institute 

Peter Glensor
Community Sector Taskforce

Garth Nowland-Foreman
Independent researcher/UNITEC

Tuwhakairiora Williams 
Independent contractor 

Robyn Munford 
Massey University


Diana Suggate             Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector (am)
Hugh Lawrence            Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector (pm)

Chungui Qiao
Centre for Research and Evaluation

Elvie Yates
Statistics New Zealand

Jeff Cope
Statistics New Zealand

Darin Bishop 

   Statistics New Zealand

Hendrijke Buss 

   Statistics New Zealand

Apologies:

Donna Matahaere-Atariki
Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu 
Bob Stephens
Victoria University

Welcome and introductions

1. Ken welcomed Darin Bishop and Hendrijke Buss from Statistics New Zealand.

Confirmation of Agenda
2. The agenda was confirmed.

Notes from previous meeting

3. Jeff noted that the reference to revisions to ICNPO on page 2 should actually have been a reference to ISIC (International Standard Industrial Classification of all Economic Activities).  
Johns Hopkins contract

4. Diana reported that the Collaboration Agreement was on its way to MSD’s Chief Executive, seeking his sign-off for the money for Johns Hopkins University. The negotiations had been drawn out partly by the need for OCVS, Johns Hopkins and Statistics New Zealand to agree an appendix outlining their respective tasks through to 2008. There had also been much to and fro discussion over such matters as Johns Hopkins’ reporting requirements and deadlines, intellectual property ownership, and the matter of which country’s laws would have jurisdiction if issues arise. 
Contracting a researcher

5. Diana tabled a first draft of the Request for Proposal and said it had been difficult to describe the deliverables as the Johns Hopkins’ field guides had not yet been received. Peter commented that he hoped the field guides would be received electronically so that we could change or adapt them if so desired.  
6. The meeting agreed that the best process would be:

· Stage 1: provide an outline of what we are looking for and ask for interested people/organisations to send information on their experience, skills and capability. 
· Stage 2: Give a shortlist of people/organisations a copy of the field guides and ask for a detailed project plan showing how they would approach the work.

7. The meeting also agreed that it would be desirable for the RFP to:

· refer to “applicants” rather than “vendors” and “proposals” not “tendors”
· indicate that consortium/collaboration based proposals are welcome, and that we might wish to propose a consortium once applications have been received
· emphasise that applications can be put in for just part of the work
· note that the RFP is about a smallish piece of work that fits alongside the larger SNZ work

· explain that the work is spread out gradually over time to fit in with SNZ’s timeframe and to fit with our available funds

· specify the amount of money available ($100,000 over 3 years)

· say we are looking for brief, plain English, well researched work
· add information on who the Advisory Committee members are

· note that there is both philanthropic and government funding contributing to the project
· include the web address of Johns Hopkins University’s Centre for Civil Society Studies
· put in a clause that says “applicants may be required to attend an interview”
· note that timeframes for the different pieces of work may change (either at our suggestion or in response to applicant’s suggestions)

· clarify that the Bibliography task is only about New Zealand literature
· clarify that we are primarily interested in applicants demonstrating understanding of the non-profit sector in New Zealand and particularly in relation to the specified tasks (ie history, legal environment, etc)
· state that shortlisted applicants will not need to develop a plan from scratch as they will receive field guides.

8. Under “Purpose” in the draft RFP, the word “qualitative” should be deleted as the researcher may need to undertake some analysis of quantitative data also. 

9. In relation to the Definitions task, it was noted that the researcher will review whether the Johns Hopkins University categories are appropriate in the New Zealand context. SNZ would be researching classifications and would share their findings with the researcher (via the Committee).

10. The RFP should state that the publications strategy will involve publications by both OCVS and Johns Hopkins (eg Johns Hopkins University will be publishing the definitions working paper but OCVS might also publish a definitions paper on its website). OCVS will own the researcher’s output.
11. Some questions were raised about what the Impact Analysis task should involve. This might need to be reviewed further down the track, after the initial tasks have been completed.
12. In terms of the process from here:

· Diana and Ken would talk to MSD’s National Accounting Centre about the RFP process

· Diana would draft changes to the RFP and forward them to the Committee for comments. Ken would sign off the final document

· members were keen to have a one stage tendering process. An Expressions of Interest process might meet the needs of Stage One. However, if this had to be followed by a formal RFP process, there was concern that this could result in a delay in appointing the researcher
· if proposals needed to be called for in Stage One then they should be no longer than one page

· the full committee wanted to see the Stage One applications and to be involved in shortlisting.  If possible this should be done by email, with the Chair adjudicating.

·  the meeting asked for it to be minuted that all applications will be treated as strictly confidential to members of the Committee 

· any members of the Committee who are available could be on the sub-committee to scrutinise Stage Two proposals. Ideally the sub-committee would have at least three members.

13. The revised timeframe would aim to meet the following dates:
· get the revised RFP out by 15 April

· Stage One responses would be due by 29 April 

· the Committee would shortlist by 4 May
· a letter and field guides would be sent to shortlisted applicants by 6 May

· give them 2 weeks to ask questions, and 1 week for MSD to respond

· 3 June deadline for detailed proposals

· proposals to be shared with Lester Salamon and all of the Committee

· sub-committee to meet a week later.
14. SNZ indicated that while it could be informally involved with the selection process it would not be on the sub-committee.

The Canadian experience: Marcel Lauzière 
15. Marcel Lauzière, the new Deputy Chief Executive for the part of MSD which includes the OCVS, joined the meeting. He outlined his experience as a former member of the Canadian Voluntary Sector Roundtable, described a $5 million survey of the Canadian voluntary sector, and discussed issues about access to statistical data.

Budget 

16. Hugh tabled the latest budget which showed that OCVS was providing additional funding for the project in 2004/05 to cover the initial payment to Johns Hopkins University
Statistics New Zealand presentation 
17. SNZ gave a powerpoint presentation on progress and planning. Handouts of the presentation were tabled. The Advisory Committee noted that:

· there was a need for agreement on the best way for SNZ and the Committee to engage, with Committee members preferring to be consulted rather than simply receiving information
· Committee members were particularly interested in discussing definitional issues with SNZ in order to agree on unambiguous language to describe the sector
· there could be useful discussions about some of the organisations whose classification might be contentious eg churches, the Community Trusts and Māori non-profits

· the June 2005 meeting of the Committee could be dedicated to a discussion with SNZ on these matters.

18. In the subsequent discussion re Māori participation, the following issues were covered:

· the need to develop a practical approach to classifying Māori organisations and Māori participation in volunteering

· the Community Sector Taskforce approach to a “two house” governance model

· Māori suspicion of data collection and the need to invest in the Māori community for this process. Past data-collection exercises have thrown the spotlight on Māori communities without clarifying who might benefit from the collection of that data and the impact of the data on Māori norms and values

· weaving issues for Māori into the work could lead to a unique New Zealand solution.

19. The Committee will seek to engage with other stakeholders to enrich information sources on different parts of the New Zealand non-profit sector, for instance SPARC (sport sector), Creative New Zealand (arts).

Communications

20. Glenda McCallum joined the meeting and tabled a communications plan.  She asked committee members to provide feedback to her on the draft plan, by email or phone.  Members indicated that they would like a launch event for the project.  The possibility of linking with another activity was discussed, however no workable options came immediately to mind.  Hugh noted that it was within the capabilities of the OCVS to organise such an event.  Some general messages that the Committee wished the plan to address were: who are we; purpose of the consultation and the identification of key groups to both inform and engage.
Other business

21. Robyn Munford noted that the Tertiary Education Commission had gone to tender for the administration of a Social Science Network Council to build the capacity of social science research in New Zealand. A university consortium from Victoria, Massey, Waikato, Auckland and Canterbury would be submitting a proposal.

22. The Funding Information Service (FIS) is scoping the possibility of using the Johns Hopkins sector classification system for its website.

Next meetings

23. The next meetings were agreed to be:
· Friday 20 May 

· Wednesday 6 July.

24. The Committee noted that all meetings of the Advisory Committee are open to observers.

