
Notes of the meeting of the 
Advisory Committee for the Study of the Non-Profit Sector
Wednesday 18 November 2004

10.00am – 4.00pm

Present:
Diana Suggate (Chair)
Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector

Ken Gordon
Trust Waikato
David Robinson
Social and Civic Policy Institute
Donna Matahaere-Atariki
Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu (from 11.00am)
Bob Stephens
Victoria University
Peter Glensor
Community Sector Taskforce

Garth Nowland-Foreman
Independent researcher/UNITEC

Tuwhakairiora Williams 
Independent contractor          

Elvie Yates
Statistics New Zealand

Jeff Cope
Statistics New Zealand

Chungui Qiao
Centre for Research and Evaluation
Apologies:
Robyn Munford, Massey University
1. Welcome and introductions
Diana welcomed members to the first meeting of the Advisory Committee, which had been set up to gather qualitative and quantitative data on the voluntary sector. She noted that the project involves collaboration between government, the community and voluntary sector, philanthropic funders and university representatives. 

There was round of introductions. 
2. Housekeeping
The agenda was confirmed.
There was discussion of how the committee members would work together. It was agreed that discussions should be free, frank and respectful. The Chatham House rule would apply, that is, whilst members were encouraged to talk with people externally about the nature of the project, differences in views within the committee would not be attributed to specific people.  

A photograph of the Committee was taken.

3. Terms of Reference
An interim committee had met earlier in the year and had developed the terms of reference. The interim committee had also agreed to the selection panel comprising Tina Reid (FVWO), Ian Hines (JR McKenzie Trust), Elvie Yates (SNZ) and Diana Suggate (OCVS) for determining membership of the Advisory Committee. 
The meeting agreed that the terms of reference could evolve as necessary over time. The following amendments were agreed:

· Committee title: To be consistent with the terminology used by Johns Hopkins and Statistics New Zeland, the term “non-profit” would be used in the committee’s title rather than “not-for-profit”.
· Purpose: Page 1, purpose of the committee: to be amended to “…jointly manage New Zealand’s input, with the Office of the Community and Voluntary Sector, to the Johns Hopkins project”. 

· Functions of the Advisory Committee: page 2:

· amend to “The Advisory Committee will work with the OCVS in managing the Johns Hopkins project”. (It was noted that the OCVS, as budget holder, would have ultimate accountability for contracts as the Committee was not a legal entity.)
· then delete the words “advising on” 

· change point about monitoring the researcher’s drafts to “reviewing and approving written drafts”
· Researcher: References to the researcher being the “local associate” are to be removed. The Committee decided that the Committee itself would be the local associate and therefore, with OCVS, have the primary responsibility for liaising with Johns Hopkins. There could be separate researchers employed for different pieces of qualitative research.
4. Introduction to satellite accounts and Johns Hopkins project 
Diana presented an overview of the Johns Hopkins project and Jeff gave a presentation on the development of satellite accounts.  Discussion included comments on boundary issues about what falls within the non-profit satellite accounts, and this will be returned to at later meetings.
5. Administration

Fees
Hugh Lawrence attended the meeting to explain the fee structure and processes for claiming fees and expenses. A half day fee for meeting preparation had been factored in to the budget and full day preparation fee for the Chair.

The comment was made that the Community Sector Taskforce members were paid a higher fee. Hugh noted that the fee levels were determined by the SSC fees framework. One difference between the committees was that Taskforce members were appointed by the Minister, whereas Advisory Committee membership was approved by the MSD Chief Executive.
It was asked that taxi chits be mailed out to members prior to meetings.
Contact Details
Each member was asked to update their contact details and return the updates to Diana.  A list describing member’s other jobs and key positions was also circulated for any amendments.
Bob Stephens noted he will be away from January to June 2005.  From 15 February he would be contactable by email.
Budget
A budget was tabled by Diana. It included assumptions such as that there would be up to five meetings of the Committee this financial year, and up to eight in the next year, and that the Johns Hopkins contract would start in February 2005.  

On current figures it seemed that the $50,000 from the Community Trusts would not need to be used until 2005/06. Ken said the money would be forwarded once the contract was signed with Johns Hopkins. 
There was uncertainty about whether or not GST would need to be removed from the Tindall Foundation and Community Trusts grants.  Ken said that GST should not be deducted.

The estimated income required for 2005/06 and 2006/07 may be too low, depending on whether more is required for the researcher. It was agreed that the Request for Proposal would not specify the amount available for the qualitative research, but rather would allow the contractor to provide the price for the job. This would mean that the RFP would need to clearly spell out the nature of each task.
On current estimates, further funding would need to be sourced in 2005/06 and 2006/07. Some possible sources were noted.
6. Discuss Plan of Action
Key actions – Johns Hopkins
Diana tabled a timetable for the Johns Hopkins side of the project. The meeting felt that it looked good but could be challenging. Sign-off with Lester Salamon by the beginning of February 2005 was a useful goal but it was more important to get the agreement right to everyone’s satisfaction than to rush it through.  

In terms of the local associate’s tasks, it was agreed to start with the historical analysis (by 30 June 2005) and to have a later date for completion of the definitions analysis (December 2005) in order to work in parallel with Statistics New Zealand. The extent of work involved for the researcher would be revealed by the field guides which would arrive once the contract was signed with Johns Hopkins.  It was noted that the Australian historical analysis was only 4 pages long, so we are not looking for a thesis.  
The committee suggested that full country reports from Ireland and Australia be obtained as they would be good comparisons.
Contracting Lester Salamon

Diana tabled a draft contract which had been received from Lester Salamon. She and Elvie would be meeting with the MSD Legal team on 25 November to discuss it. Elvie and Jeff indicated that Statistics New Zealand would not be party to signing the contact with Johns Hopkins as the satellite account production was separately funded and not dependent on Johns Hopkins involvement. However, details of the satellite account work and its relationship to the Johns Hopkins Project could be outlined in an appendix.  

One of the issues to consider in the agreement with Johns Hopkins was around ownership of information, for instance Statistics New Zealand would have ownership of the satellite account, although it will be publicly available information. There could also be an issue with OCVS signing up for statistics-related tasks to be completed by Johns Hopkins, when the statistical data collection is in the hands of another agency.

It was suggested that Diana find out what kind of contract Mark Lyons arranged with Johns Hopkins.

Satellite accounts

Elvie and Jeff noted that:

· Stuart Payne will be starting at Statistics New Zealand in January 2005 and will develop a project plan and the definitions
· the coverage and scope will be agreed around March/April 2005
· data will then be collected and gaps identified
· if an additional survey is required there is some funding for this, but the Minister’s approval will be required
· a prototype of the satellite accounts would be available by 2006/07.
7.
Communications / engaging other players
Shorthand name for the Committee

Given that the Committee’s title is quite long, it was suggested that a shorthand name be identified, possibly just for internal use. Suggestions included ACORNS (Advisory Committee for Oversight on Research on the Non-Profit Sector), ACNPS (Advisory Committee for the Non-Profit Sector), or the shorthand “Q2” (for Qualitative and Quantitative research). None of these quite gelled. Members were invited to mull on this further.

Communications with interested parties

The OCVS communications adviser provided a draft media release about the Committee’s first meeting. Some changes were discussed which Donna agreed to write-up, for approval the Committee Chair. The media release would then go out on Thursday 18 November.
Over time would be important to keep in contact with:

· people who had expressed interest in hearing about progress by the Committee

· key people with particular roles or expertise that the Committee would want to draw on at particular stages

· a wider audience which the Committee would want to reach out to.

As the Committee was just forming, it was decided that the possibility of having a reference group would be considered at a future date.
Some suggestions about getting out information on progress were:

· milestones to be made public
· OCVS website to provide precise of Committee minutes
· regular reports to the Community and Voluntary Sector Research Forum
· members to speak at conferences and AGMs
· Diana could develop an email list of key interested persons
· articles in newsletters and publications (for instance, there could be an article to explain the necessity of collecting better data).
Future press information would include material from Statistics New Zealand. Jeff suggested  that he and Diana draft a generic statement about the project.
7. Choosing a chairperson

Following a vote, it was agreed that Ken Gordon would be Chair, with David Robinson acting as chair if Ken is absent. It was suggested that the position of Chair could be reviewed annually.
9.
Next steps for the committee
Frequency of meetings
It was agreed that meetings would need to be held approximately every six weeks.
Dates and availability

The next two meeting dates were agreed:
· Friday 11 February 2005

· Friday 1 April 2005

Focus of next meeting

The next agenda would include:
· Johns Hopkins contract

· Request for Proposal for a researcher
· definitions

· communications
10.
Any other business
No other business was raised.
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