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GLOSSARY

This glossary is not intended to be exhaustive. It is simply designed to provide some
understanding of what we mean when we speak of the three sectors in this report:
philanthropic, schools and not-for-profits.

A more comprehensive glossary will be developed as part of the LLEAP Dialogue Series
Guide (discussed throughout this report).

Philanthropy The planned and structured giving of money, time, information, goods and
services, voice and influence to improve the wellbeing of humanity and the
community. (Philanthropy Australia)

Philanthropy is about finding, opportunities to fund work which is innovative
and imaginative, and where the grant has a good chance of making a
difference. (Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust, UK)

Not for Profit Almost all philanthropic trusts and foundations will require that a grant
recipient organisation is run not-for-profit.

O Ndot-pr of i td means that an organi sat
directors, members or shareholders. Not for profit organisations aim to either
provide services to members (for example, a professional association or club)
or to address an environmental, social, health, educational or other
community issue or need. They do not distribute any net surplus to directors,
members or shareholders and instead reinvest these funds in their
organisation to achieve their objects. (Catherine Brown, Great Foundations,
2010)

For the purposes of the LLEAP project, we identified not-for-profits that have
an education focus and have worked with or for the benefit of schools.

Schools
The LLEAP project has involved schools across all sectors (Catholic,
Independent and Government); across every state and territory; and across
all learning/year levels.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There is aneed to break down barriers of grant seeking and grant making i
They are very different worlds and w
(Foundation CEQO)

Background

Philanthropy in Australian education has a long history. It has often ‘flown under the radar'
and unlike countries such as the United States, there has been limited research literature on
its extent, nature and impact. Missing is a collective knowledge base around such issues as,
What makes philanthropic support in education successful? How do we ensure it is relevant
and effective? Learning to improve the way things are done in education and philanthropy
depends on building this knowledge.

The Leading Learning in Education and Philanthropy (LLEAP) study is a three-year research
and development project focussed on addressing this knowledge gap.

LLEAP was launched in 2011 by Professor Geoffrey Blainey (AC) and the project is an
initiative of Tender Bridge in partnership and with funding in 2011 from The lan Potter
Foundation. Tender Bridge is a research and development service of the Australian Council
for Educational Research (ACER). It seeks to direct funds into schools to support
educational projects.
. ) . . The LLEAP project

The LLEAP project investigates the impact of investigates the impact of
philanthropy in education. It aims to build knowledge philanthropy in education.
and improve outcomes for schools, not-for-profits _
and philanthropic supporters with a focus on [T 2, Hii2 FaEls 02 @i

. collecting baseline data from
education. school, not-for-profit and

philanthropic perspectives.

LLEAP looks to engage those in education and
philanthropy around three key research questions:

1. What are the current perceptions and practices of philanthropic engagement in
education?

2. How is successful philanthropic engagement in school education defined and
configured in practice? and;

3. Who benefits from philanthropic engagement, in what conditions and to what effect?

Each year the findings from the LLEAP study will be

used to inform the development of a LLEAP A key product each year:
Dialogue S(_arles G_wde - An_ ewdence—b_ased gwde to LLEAP Dialogue Series Guide
grow your ideas in education for maximum impact. i An evidence-based guide to
The Guide will be targeted at new or novice grant grow your ideas in education
seekers and grant makers in education, but with a for maximum impact

view that those more experienced could also find it of
interest and use in their work.

f
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Method

The premise behind doing LLEAP was that you cannot
celebrate, improve or change something that you are
not aware of in the first place. So, to inform the LLEAP
Guide, year one of the LLEAP project seeks to gather
and analyse baseline data from education (schools and
not-for-profits) and philanthropic grant making
foundations and trusts. It has been doing this through
three key phases: a literature review and 40 interviews
with individuals from philanthropy and education
(schools and not-for-profits); surveying the views of
school, not-for-profit and philanthropic leaders; and the
development of up to eight cases of effective
engagement of philanthropy in education.

This report presents the results and findings from the 2011 survey phase of the LLEAP
project. Broadly, the survey questions sought feedback on:

Approach to grant making and grant seeking;
Impact;
Lessons learnt.

Year 1 of LLEAP:

e 40 interviews

e 3 national surveys

e 3formal feedback
sessions

e 8 cases of good
practice

e 1LLEAP website and
6friends of

e 1LLEAP Advisory
Group

e 1 practical LLEAP
Guide

Demographics and characteristics of the respondents and their organisations;

The content for the surveys was informed by the previous phases of the project and from
members of the LLEAP Advisory Group (See Appendix 1); as well as the project team's own
knowledge from working in education and / or philanthropy.

The sample

Both the philanthropic and not-for-profit surveys were
convenience samples. This means the people who
received the survey were identified by the project team
or LLEAP Advisory Group members, or received the
survey through a referral from someone else they knew
in the sectors.

Based on the relevant education authority ethics
approval, the sample for the school component of the
study was drawn. The school survey was a random
sample. The Australian Council for Educational
Research (ACER) maintains an up-to-date data set of
all Australian schools by state and territory and sector,
with enrolment numbers by year level, as well as
location and contact details. A sample size of 350
primary and 350 secondary schools was drawn. This
size allowed for reliable estimates at the national level
and for distinctions, such as urban and rural, to be
made.

Respondents

Over 300 responses to the surveys were received: 138
schools; 84 philanthropic foundations and trusts; and
80 not-for-profit organisations.

302 survey respondents i

Schools:

e 138 schools
(Government, Catholic,
Independent)

e About half from rural or
remote locations

Philanthropic:

e 84 foundations and
trusts (community,
family, private,
corporate, trustee
company funds)

e Wide reach across
Australia to support
education-focused
initiatives

Not-for-profits

e 80 Not-for-profits
(invited to participate
because they have an
education focus and
have worked with or for
the benefit of schools)

e Mostly can offer
support in Government
sector

7 lak poTTER )
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Schools

Ninety percent of the school questionnaires were completed by the Principal or Deputy
Principal of the school. Government, Catholic and Independent school sectors were
represented and the number of responses from each sector was proportionate to the sector
split within the general population. Nine percent of the schools in the survey were Special
Schools.

Philanthropic foundations or trusts

Chief Executive Officers were the main respondents to the philanthropic survey (37 percent).
Beyond that role, the philanthropic questionnaires were filled out by a range of people across
a variety of roles within the foundation or trust. These roles included: Program Manager,
Executive Officer, Advisor, Board Chair and member roles. A fairly even spread of
Community Foundations, Family Foundations, Private Foundations, Corporate Foundations
and Funds within a Trustee Company responded.

Not-for-profit

The not-for-profit survey results also showed a range of people responding. But for the most
part, it was the Chief Executive Officer or Fundraising or Grants Manager who responded
(54 percent).

Location and reach

Nearly half of the school respondents indicated they were from rural or remote locations in
Australia. Ten percent of the not-for-profits who responded reported that they provide
programs or support for schools largely in these locations. Not-for-profits indicated they can
offer support across all three sectors, but more indicated they do so in the Government
sector than Independent or Catholic sectors.

For the most part, the philanthropic foundations and
trusts surveyed appear to have the scope to fund
educational initiatives from anywhere in Australia.

Experience and expertise

Not-for-profits in education are far more experienced and
successful than their school colleagues at seeking and
applying for grants from foundations or trusts. 44 percent
of those not-for-profit respondents who had been
successful in securing a grant indicated that they had
success three or more times in the last 12 months. In
contrast, 92 percent of the school respondents identified
themselves as new or novices in this area and over half
indicated they had never been successful in securing a
grant from philanthropy.

Annual philanthropic education budget

Just over 25 percent of philanthropic foundations or trusts
reported they had an approximate education-related
budget in the last financial year of between $501,000 and
$1million. Slightly fewer than 25 percent indicated a
budget for the same period of under $50,000. The mix of

Grant seeking success i

Not-for-profits:
e Far more experienced
than schools
e Apply for philanthropic
grants more often than
schools
e 44% in the last year had
success three or more
times
Schools:
e 929% new or novice
e | ast year most applied
only once or twice
® 53% in the last year had
not been successful

Philanthropic budgets in the
last financial year vary
significantly:
e About 25% - $501,000 and
$1 million
e About 25% - under
$50,000

-

|2
y (s ; 3
Gl Tender Bridge'|4/C|E R

Pageviii



respondents is one explanation for this result (i.e. from small community foundations to
larger foundations). The spread of larger and smaller budgets is also testament to the
diversity of philanthropic foundations and trusts within the sector.

Key findings

There is a wide variation in the knowledge, skills and
understanding of philanthropy and education
engagement. This makes it difficult to develop a robust
evidence base about what success means and how to
maximise impact. Much more attention needs to be paid
to knowledge building, sharing and exchange within and
between the philanthropic, school and not-for-profit
sectors.

Collaboration

Collaboration is one way through which to build, share
and exchange knowledge. This statement should not be
taken as a wholesale endorsement of collaboration as
the solution for more effective engagement of
philanthropy in education. But it is clear from analysing
the survey results that collaborative thinking, actions
and ways of relating to one another present an
unexploited opportunity and challenge for education and
philanthropy.

Those surveyed were asked to identify what they felt
were critical
philanthropy with education. Thematic analysis of these
6ingredient sod, i n
about needs and major barriers, produced ten factors
for effective engagement. Seven of the ten factors make
explicit reference to collaboration in some form and

6ingredientsbd

conjunctic

Overall T
Much more attention needs
to be paid to knowledge
building, sharing and
exchange within and
between the philanthropic,
school and not-for-profit
sectors.

For each group surveyed:

Collaboration is limited in
scope and nature and is
serendipitous and informal.

Collaboration is perceived
as a vehicle for learning but
major road blocks in the
form of lack of time and
knowledge stand in the way.

It would be good if it were
easier to collaborate with
other foundations and to
discuss possible
distributions prior to grant
making rounds.
(Philanthropic respondent)

context (e.g. success factor : 06 r e cndipatobexdample: bighly éffective engagement of
philanthropy in education will have evidence of the partners bringing their strengths to the
relationship).

At present, collaboration within and between the sectors is limited in scope and nature and is
serendipitous and informal. Collaboration is perceived as a vehicle for learning but major
road blocks in the form of lack of time and knowledge stand in the way.

Knowledge

Overall, it appears that Australian schools know little
about philanthropic foundations or trusts. Respondents
to the school survey were far more likely than not-for-
profits (five or more times) to seek funding from
community fundraising. The reverse was true when
seeking additional funds for educational purposes from philanthropic grants.

Schools i
Level of knowledge about
philanthropic foundations or
trusts in Australia is limited.

e enga

survey

B9 THE
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On the other side of the coin, philanthropic foundations
and trusts indicated a need to improve their knowledge
of educational issues, the contexts in which they are
granting and how to collaborate for maximum impact.
There is scope to improve the knowledge of who funds
what within the philanthropic sector.

The LLEAP philanthropic survey provided respondents
with the option of identifying their foundation or trust by
name. Twenty-five philanthropic foundations or trusts
took this option, including their target audiences and
key priorities for grant making in education. This kind of
baseline information could be used as a catalyst for the
creation of potentially new networks of mutual interest
and support.

Barriers

Philanthropic foundations
and trusts indicated a need
to improve their knowledge:
e Of educational issues
e Of the contexts in which
they grant
¢ In how to collaborate for
maximum impact

There is scope to improve
the knowledge of who funds
what within the philanthropic

sector: 25 foundations and
trusts identified themselves.
14 of these can fund schools

directly.

Access issues dominate the story of the 2011 results for schools. This manifested itself in
terms of what school respondents perceived as their general lack of knowledge about who

and how to find potential philanthropic supporters
(directly or in partnership with an eligible organisation).
It also emerged in their need to improve their technical
knowledge of how to write a good grant application and
in their need to better understand the philanthropic
sector.

In-keeping with their self-reported high levels of
experience and expertise, not-for-profit organisations
have greater knowledge about seeking philanthropic

Major barriers
Schools:
e Access issues
Not-for-profits:
e Sustainability issues
Philanthropy:
e Knowledge issues

grants than their school colleagues: 86 percent reported they had been successful in
applying for a philanthropic grant once or more in the last 12 months. It is sustainability
issues that dominate the 2011 results for not-for-profits in education. These manifested in
terms of tensions around short-term versus long-term funding of grants, with the former
creating knock-on consequences for appointing staff to deliver ongoing programs in

education.

How philanthropic foundations and trusts build, share and exchange knowledge was a
prominent theme in their results. While there was no single stand out barrier to grant making
for foundations or trusts, a cluster of four key barriers was apparent. This cluster included

O6how best to coll abodvhbey awmd i dienhi wigomd o
and expertise in a particular

Legal and tax status

The legal and tax status laws in Australia make it more
difficult for philanthropic foundations and trusts to
engage in education, especially directly with schools
and, more particularly, especially with Government
schools. | t i s t he el ephadcis
perceived by philanthropic foundation and trust
respondents, as a key need to be addressed.

The complexity o f Australiads I

ega

t o
topicbéb; and 0l

Philanthropics:

The legal and tax status laws
in Australia make it more
difficult for foundations and
trusts to engagein
education, especially
directly to government
schools. It is the elephant in
the room.
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heightens the importance of knowing this information in order to maximise the potential to
grant or to seek a grant. The fact that a number of respondents from all three surveyed
groups skipped these questions and that 20 percent of schools were unsure of both their
legal and tax status, highlights the potential for improvement in this area.

Target audiences and priority areas Top five target audiences i

There are clear commonalities and differences in the Schools:
. I 1. Primary school age
target audiences and priorities between the school, not- 5 Teachers
for-profit and philanthropic respondents. Overall, schools 3. Secondary school age
and not-for-profits were more likely than philanthropic 4. Parents /families
foundations or trusts to have a specific target audience in 5. Females
mind. From a list of 17 target audiences identified from Not-for-profits:
the interview phase setondanh e L SSEEMEE) SENETICrE N
school agedheld a similarly high level of interest across 2. Disadvantaged
g y hig 2. (=) Females
the three groups of respondents. 3. Males
4. Indigenous
5. Rural/remote

In terms of the top five ranked target audiences for each
sector, 0t eacher so
in school results. But these same groups fell outside the
top five target audiences for philanthropic and not-for-
profit respondents. Conversely, ranked within the top five
audiences for not-for-profits and philanthropics were

and featpredrsteonglys / f .

communities

Philanthropics:

NI ==

Secondary school age
(=) Disadvantaged
Primary school age
(=) Rural/remote

@isadvantagedd  dndigenousd and  dural/remote communities
communitiesd But school respondents had these 3 (P:r)‘fr']sd‘fggr?(')us
audiences only within their top ten. 4 Females

5. Males

Also identified from the interview phase of the LLEAP
project were twenty-six priority areas (e.g. d@nusic§

‘creative and performing arts§ @ost-school transitionsd

etc.). The greatest synergy across the three respondent Schools:
groupswasthepri ority areas of 1. Literacy and numeracy ymer acy
and 6stgdgamernd. Beyond ,t hec ggﬁgﬁ;ﬂgggﬁ?ﬂ%mem reas
distinct differences were found. 4. Digital / online learning
4. (=) Ongoing
The ©priority area of 6t eache professional learning ranked
schools, was ranked 16" by not-for-profits and 12" by 5. Student leadership
philanthropic foundations or trusts. Historical boundary developmem
issues between government and philanthropy may Nit'f%gﬁfg&f;t education
provide an explanation for this result. But the same 5 Commumtz
cannot be said for the difference in rankings for the partnerships
priority area o6digital/online (=) Student engagement S ¢ h o o |

ranked this priority area fourth. In contrast, not-for-profits
ranked it 12™ and it was ranked 10™ by philanthropic
respondents.

Decision making

A challenge for those seeking or making philanthropic
grants is clarifying who to target and what to set as a
priority. With this in mind, a number of the survey
guestions explored the approach taken by grant seekers
and grant makers.

Top five priority areas i

Ol B Wi

5.

Ph

1.
2
3.
4

5.

Literacy and numeracy
(=) Mentoring
Educational play
Student leadership
development

(=) Student retention

ilanthropics:

Literacy and numeracy
. Student engagement
Student retention

. No specific area of
focus

Mental health services
and/or education
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Philanthropic foundations or trusts use reference to their Inferming decisions i

Or ganis purposesn & a guiding force in their « Philanthropy (reference

decision making about education priority areas. Those to their guiding

from the not-for-profit sector also appear highly attuned to purposes)

the significance of this information. The results suggest * Not-for-profits (read

that they pay parti cul ar attention to r | fego'rt'an%r\‘,vébzi{e)o P dation
or trustos annual whenpdeading an . schools (useinformal

whether to consider applying for a grant or not. social sources)

In contrast, school respondents indicated they use very

few sources to inform their decision making. They rarely have a dedicated person within the
school and nearly 90 percent reported that they do not read the annual reports of
foundations or trusts. Instead, their responses showed a pattern of utilising social sources,
such as informal discussions with experienced grant seekers or colleagues or personal
networks to inform their decision making. This finding is consistent with school respondentd s
self-reported general lack of experience and expertise in grant seeking.

Impact

Those seeking and making grants have to ask themselves hard questions if the impact of
philanthropy in education is to be identified and maximised.

Such questions include: What is the relationship between philanthropy and education? What
is known about the role of philanthropy in education? What outcomes might reasonably be
expected from the partial or sole funding of a project or program in education? How will you
know? What types of evidence and ways of gathering evidence could be used to
demonstrate that outcomes have or are on the way to being achieved?

Other questions focus on the relationship between leadership practices and improvements in
grant seeking and grant making. The conditions viewed as critical for the effective
engagement of philanthropy in education lie at the core of these questions. The LLEAP
surveys explored each of these issues.

Role of philanthropy in education

The way people viewed ph i | a n t iole io @ducation connected strongly to what they saw
as being the key barriers to more effective engagement of

philanthropy in education. So for school respondents, Role of philanthropy in

p hi | an tntost imnpoytantsrole was seen as a blend of education i
opening new frontiers through &upporting and * Schools (open new
encouraging innovationband Oencouraging a frontiers) ng

o Not-for-profits (create the

partnerséo
space for longer-term

. support)
Not-for-pr o f i t respondent s saw p e Philanthropy (change the rol e
@reating the space for longer-term approaches to grant status quo)
makingd Those from the philanthropic sector saw their
numberoneroleas &ébeing a catalyst for changed. This r
was closely followed bya vi ew t hat p h i preventiom and @agly inpeiventyos 6 a
rolebandt o af imimédiate needbrole in education. A characteristicof phi |l ant hropyés
education that can be surmised from these views is to change the status quo in education.
This raises the question-wh at iis philanthropyés engagement in

And how do we know if the change being sought has been achieved or is on the way to
being achieved?
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Outcomes

A number of content outcomes (e.g. learning/academic), process outcomes (e.g. further

funding has been secured) and reach outcomes (e.g.
new or expanded networks) were listed as items in the
surveys. Common to all respondents was an
expectation that the sole or partial funding of
philanthropy in education would lead to keeping

learners engaged in their learning. 6 St uden
engagement 0 out comes topped

outcomes for all three groups surveyed.

Commonality T
e Student engagement
outcome: funding from
philanthropy can lead
to keeping learners
engaged in their
learning

expec

The ripple or flow-on effect, as an area of expected outcome from philanthropy funding is
more obvious in the results from the not-for-profit and philanthropic respondents than it is

from the school respondents. The school respondents
expected that a possible outcome from philanthropic

funding might be the Oappli
project or programd but the

other two groups surveyed

model sé6 orxp@maewdomee¢ wor ks o

Coupled with the other school results about barriers
(e.g. finding partners, how to collaborate, time
demands), what this may suggest is that outcomes are
still largely school-bound.

Evaluation

School and not-for-profit respondents had a higher
expectation than philanthropic foundation and trust
respondents that evaluation would be included in a
proposal for a grant.

Types of data and ways of gathering it

A mantra over recent years is for schools to be data
driven and data rich. Consistent with this policy climate,
a significantly higher percentage of school respondents
expected to use satisfaction and performance data to
indicate that an outcome had been achieved than their
not-for-profit and philanthropic colleagues. About 60
percent of school respondents reported that they might
use satisfaction data and over 50 percent that they
might use performance data. These percentages were
almost double what the not-for-profit and philanthropic
respondents reported.

How data might be gathered was the third question in a
trilogy of survey questions about outcomes. A general
conclusion from the results is that all eleven ways of
gathering data (e.g. through observation, through some
form of pre- and post-test etc) were viable options for
the groups surveyed for developing a case about the
impact of a grant. Two distinct differences were also
evident. School respondents were about three times as
likely as not-for-profits and five times more likely than
philanthropic respondents to consider gathering

Point of difference i

e Philanthropics and not-
for-profits (more so
than schools) expect
the impact of the
funding to flow-on (e.g.
new or expanded
networks).

Point of difference i
e Schools and not-for-
profits have a higher
expectation than
philanthropics that
evaluation will be part
of the grant proposal.

Point of difference T
e Schools were almost

twice as likely to draw
on satisfaction and
performance data to
indicate that an
outcome has been
achieved than
philanthropic and not-
for-profits.

Commonality T
e All three groups
surveyed thought the 11
ways of gathering data
were viable options

Point of difference i
e Schools are more likely
than philanthropics and
not-for-profits to
consider o6po
student worKk
/ onlinebd wa
gathering data.
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evidence of | mpactudehtd cerar ép o g tdf. adstTabaeistwicetas ikely
ast he other respondent groups to consider t
6online medium (blogs, email trails)®éo.

Philanthropyés broader impact in education

Phil ant hr opy 0 s cationmgpeschieyond nhe e du
provision of grants. The results indicated that those in Philanthropyés
philanthropy are also sources of, for example, 6 g e n e r a education goes beyond the
professional expertise and g u provisionof grants: t h
facilitators of i ntroducti on ¢ Sourcesofprofessional ¢
assistance  signal the important and perhaps 2SN T (e
unrecognised social tool that philanthropy can offer in * Brokers or facilitators
.g P Py of introductions
education.

Effective engagement of philanthropy in education

The final question of each survey was open ended. Those surveyed were invited to identify
what they perceived to be the critical conditions for effective engagement of philanthropy in
education. Respondents were free to identify any aspect of grant seeking or grant making
(e.g. identification of a need, matching, delivery of a program or project, acquittal or
dissemination issues). They were also free to do so from any perspective (i.e. school, not-
for-profit or philanthropy). Over 250 critical ingredients were identified and then thematically
analysed. This analysis resulted in the identification of 10 success factors that respondents
thought would reflect highly effective engagement of philanthropy in education, albeit from
their respective vantage points and situations.

Respondents thought effective engagement would show evidence of:
building capacity;

making informed decisions;

knowledge in education and philanthropy contexts;
ago6ébod fitéo;

commitment of appropriate resourcing;

effective communications;

role clarity;

relationships based on the foundations of trust;
reciprocity;

being impact focused.

How these factors might be reflected in practice varied in terms of the context and the lens
through which the success factor was being described (i.e. philanthropy, education or not-
for-profit). Both the school and not-for-profit respondents indicated that a key need for
improved engagement of philanthropy in education was for foundations and trusts to work
with them to identify needs and ways to fund these needs. The not-for-profits, possibly
because of their greater experience in seeking support from philanthropy, also highlighted
that foundations and trusts may need to broaden what they will support. What these initial
illustrators of success and effectiveness provide is a starting point for further debate and
discussion.
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Concluding comments
The 2008 MMelbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for the Young Australian s' presents

visionary statements of expectaton. The first Goal is to promote O
the second is o6for al | Australians to become s
individuals and active and informed citizensd (p

The idea, however, that improving outcomes for learners is the domain of education alone,
to the exclusion of others in the community, has long gone. Teaching and learning cannot
succeed without countering disadvantage in its broadest sense. Within the declaration is the
expectation that relationships be formed to help forge connections between young people
and the communities in which they learn, live and work.

The 2011 LLEAP survey responses suggest that to improve the impact of
philanthropy in education much more attention needs to be paid to:
e knowledge building
e knowledge sharing
e knowledge exchange
e overcoming access issues (e.g. finding potential partners and grants;
constraints on grant making in education)
e addressing sustainability issues (e.g. tensions around short-term
versus long-term grant making)

Pressure points:

e for schools i these coal esce around the Ost
access

e for not-for-profit - it is issues associated with sustainability (e.g.
planning for life beyond the philanthropic grant) that present as their
key challenge

e for the philanthropics - it is three domains of knowledge (building,
sharing and exchanging) that surface

Research from Australia and overseas affirms that a raft of relationships and resources are

needed to counter disadvantage. T h e term Oresourcinegidd andhcl udes
volunteer support, sponsorship, awards, bursaries or scholarships, prizes or donations, and

more broadly relationship building within the community. The LLEAP study focuses on the

relationship of philanthropy in education through grant making and other areas of support.

At the launch of the LLEAP project Professor Geoffrey Blainey (AC) spoke of the long-
standing history and role that philanthropy has played in education, but there may be better
ways of doing things and we should be searching for those ways. The findings from the
LLEAP surveys are part of this search. They are conversation starters, and as with all good
conversations, will sometimes be provoking, in-depth, philosophical, or practical in their
focus and outcome.

! MCEETYA. (December, 2008). Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians.
Melbourne, Victoria: Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs.
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SECTION 1: BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The challenge

Hi storically, philanthropy in education in Austr
suggest that this is because we are a nation of people who shun the spotlight when it comes
togivingi pref erring instead to do 6our bitdé without
believe that culturally we seek t o avoi d the potenti al consequer

syndrome. Further commentators argue that dlying under the radaréallows people to just get
on with the job of giving without being held to account by anyone other than themselves and
those to whom they choose to give.

Whatever the case may be, what has resulted has been some difficulty in tracking
information about philanthropy and ways of giving within Australia.

Unlike countries such as the United States,

Australia has limited research literature on the UIFEE [E £ MEEE 10 [EEES CO
barriers of grant seeking and

extent, nat_ure and |r_npact of _engagement qf the grant making i They are very
philanthropic sector in education. Overall, in the different worlds and worlds
literature that does exist, of note is the absence of that doné6t coll
education voices. There is no robust and focused (Foundation CEO)

knowledge base around impact, despite the fact
that the research literature suggests that how best
to engage in education is a perennial issue and
tension for the philanthropic sector.

Before any in-depth examination of sector wide impact can take place, however, there is a
need first to identify and clarify from both education and philanthropic perspectives what are
the current practices, relationships and responsibilities. The Leading Learning in Education
and Philanthropy (LLEAP) project was launched in 2011 by Professor Geoffrey Blainey (AC)
to help address this knowledge gap in Australia.

The premise behind doing LLEAP was that you The premise behind the
cannot celebrate, improve or change something LLEAP study was that you

that you are not aware of in the first place cannot celebrate, improve or
y Y : change something that you

are not aware of in the place.
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Purpose

The purpose of the LLEAP project is to create a uniqgue knowledge base and collaborative
opportunities through which to:
1. Identify and clarify how those working in the education space from school and not-
for-profit perspectives grow and resource their education-focused project ideas
2. lIdentify and understand the impact of the philanthropic sector in education from
philanthropic and education perspectives
3. Document and di sseminate O6best o practice a |
outcomes.

Research questions

LLEAP seeks to engage those in education and philanthropy around three key research
guestions:
1. What are the current perceptions and practices of philanthropic engagement in
education?
2. How is successful philanthropic engagement in school education defined and
configured in practice? and;
3. Who benefits from philanthropic engagement, in what conditions and to what effect?

The surveys

Three surveys were developed and administered in 2011 i for schools, for philanthropic

foundations and trusts and for not-for-profit organisations who engage with schools. The

content of the survey instrument was informed by 40 interviews with individuals from

philanthropy and education; a review of the literature; feedback from a LLEAP Advisory

Group; and t he project t eambs owh knowl edge from w
philanthropy.

Survey content

School and Not-for-Profit survey sections:
Demographics

Characteristics

Experiences in seeking grants
Education grant seeking priorities
Approach to grant seeking

Legal and tax status

Impact

Lessons learnt

ONOOOA~WNE

Philanthropic survey sections:

Demographics

Characteristics (including legal and tax status)
Education grant making priorities

Approach to grant making

Impact

Lessons learnt

oakwnNE
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Sample

Both the philanthropic and not-for-profit surveys were convenience samples. This means the
people who received the survey were identified by the project team or LLEAP Advisory
Group members, or received the survey through a referral from someone else they knew in
the sectors.

The school survey was a random sample. The Australian Council for Educational Research
(ACER) maintains an up-to-date data set of all Australian schools by state and territory and
sector, with enrolment numbers by year level, as well as location and contact details. The
ACER Sampling Frame is developed annually by ACER by coordinating information from
multiple sources, including the Australian Bureau of Statistics and Commonwealth, state and
territory education department databases. A sample size of 350 primary and 350 secondary
schools was drawn. This size allowed for reliable estimates at the national level and for
distinctions, such as urban and rural, to be made.

Ethics approval from each of the relevant education authorities was sought. This included
every state and territory government education authority and twenty-five Catholic education
offices (some were approached at the state level, others by diocese). Independent schools
were approached through the principal alone. Approval from all but one state/territory
government education authority was granted. Approval from 19 of the 25 Catholic education
offices was also granted. On this basis, the sample for the school component of the LLEAP
study was drawn.

How the survey results are organised

Rather than reporting results in a sequential fashion (i.e. through the survey from first to last
guestion), results have been clustered together under specific themes. This is designed to

assist readability and coherence. It also allows us to draw comparisons between schools,
philanthropic foundations and trusts, and not-for-profits within those themes, to enhance our
knowledge of the grant seeking and grant making landscape. To h edvigate® t he s e
themes, each section of this report begins with a summary of the survey content that is
relevant to the particular theme.

As a further aid to readability, the graphs presented throughout the report have been created
using a simple colour code for each of the sectors 1 for philanthropy; for schools
and [ for not-for-profits.

It should be noted that missing data (i.e. where a respondent has skipped a question) has
been removed to provide valid percentages for those that did respond.

How this report on the survey results might be used?

Some of the survey results have already been shared with philanthropic foundations and
trusts, not-for-profits and schools during recently scheduled feedback sessions. Participants
in these sessions indicated that they anticipate using the results to:

e Assist with their strategic planning;

e Help them collaborate better, especially by understanding the different perspectives
around the priority areas for grant making and grant seeking;

e Better understand the gap between what schools identified as priority areas and what
not-for-profits and philanthropic foundations and trusts identified as their priority
areas;

e Help build better relationships by better understanding the barriers, needs and
priorities of the groups surveyed;

y IAN POTTER
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e Raise their awareness that they are not alone in some of the issues that they face.

In addition, the not-for-profits also identified that from seeing the results, they could be
playing a stronger capacity building role with schools by being a bridge to other relationships
and other networks. They also noted that the results could be used to help them better
understand the needs of schools so that proposed programs could be better aligned.

As well as providing a broad overview of results, the particular focus of the feedback
sessionsr el ated to the identified dédingredientsé for
report). Session participants were asked to comment on identified factors and consider

possible case studies that might illustrate effective engagement in action.

The key ingredients and case studies, among others aspects of the survey findings, will be
used as part of the LLEAP Dialogue Series Guide, providing practical examples to support
those in both the education and philanthropic sectors. The LLEAP Dialogue Series Guide is
due to be published in the first half of 2012.
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SECTION 2: SURVEY RESULTS T ABOUT RESPONDENTS

Relationship to LLEAP Survey content

Demographics Characteristics Legal and tax status Experiences in grant
seeking

Introduction

Section 2 brings together the results from the LLEAP surveys around several
fundamental issues: Who are the respondents who took part in the LLEAP surveys?
Where are respondents located and what is their reach? What are the legal and tax
parameters in which they are working? And, from the philanthropic grant making
side, what did foundations and trusts identify as their financial and education-related
grant making program areas. From the grant seeking side, Section 2 also looks at
what schools and education-focused not-for-profits identified as their level of
experience in seeking and applying for philanthropic grants, and for what amounts.

Respondents

Collectively, over 300 responses to the surveys
were re_:celved: 138 schools; 84 phllanthroplc_: In 2011, the LLEAP surveys
foundations and trusts; and 80 not-for-profit had over 300 respondents:

organisations. 138 schools; 84
philanthropic foundations
and trusts; and 80 not-for-

Nearly all the school surveys were completed by brofits

the Principal or Deputy Principal of the school
(90 percent). Government, Catholic and
Independent school sectors were represented and the number of responses from
each sector was proportionate to the sector split within the general population. Nine
percent of the schools in the survey were Special Schools. Eighty-five percent of
schools indicated that they were organised in school levels.

The philanthropic survey was completed mainly by the Chief Executive Officer of the
respondent foundation or trust (37 percent). Beyond that role, the philanthropic
surveys were filled out by a range of people across a variety of roles within the
foundation or trust. These roles included: Program Manager, Executive Officer,
Advisor, Board Chair and Member roles. A fairly even spread of Community
Foundations, Family Foundations, Private Foundations, Corporate Foundations and
Funds within a Trustee Company responded.

The not-for-profit survey results also showed a range of people responding. But for
the most part, it was the Chief Executive Officer or Fundraising or Grants Manager
who responded (54 percent).
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Location details

School respondents were drawn from every state and territory. Most of the
respondents were from New South Wales (30 percent) and Victoria (30 percent).

Asked to describe t hei
percent indicated that they were from a rural or
remote location; 42 percent indicated they were
from a capital city and 14 percent indicated they
were from a major provincial city.

Not-for-profit respondents were also drawn from
every state and territory. Similar to the school

r

school 6s | ocat i

All states and territories
were represented by the
schools and not-for-profits
that responded.

respondents, most of the not-for-profit respondents were from Victoria (43 percent)

and New South Wales (30 percent).

Asked to describe in what locations they provided support for schools, 84 percent of
not-for-profit respondents indicated they supported schools that were mostly in a

capital city or major or provincial city. Only 10
percent indicated that their not-for-profit supported
schools in rural or remote locations.

Those filling out the philanthropic survey were
asked to indicate what locations in Australia they
could make grants in. The results show that nearly
half of the respondents could provide grants
anywhere in Australia (45 percent).

Legal and tax status

The legal and tax status of foundations and trusts,
not-for-profits and schools in Australia varies
within each sector and between the sectors.
These variations add considerably to the
complexity of grant making and grant seeking in
Australia. The complexity of legal and tax issues
also heightens the importance of knowing this

Ten percent of the not-for-
profit organisations who
responded, indicated they
support schools that were
mostly in rural or remote
locations.

Nearly half of the
philanthropic foundations
and trusts who responded

could provide grants
anywhere in Australia.

information in order to maximise your potential to grant or to seek a grant.

Knowing what | egal entity

trust in the first place, and for what purposes.

on

you are and your
As a grant maker, what type of legal entity you are and your tax status affects who
you can give to and for what purposes. Conversely, these legal and tax status issues
will affect whether you are eligible to seek a grant from a philanthropic foundation or

Respondents were asked to identify (from a list of items provided) their organis at i on & s
legal status and tax status (see the blue box on the following page). The options for
respondent s t o tick 6unsurebd and 6ot her 6
presented a challenge for a number of respondents. 35 schools, 26 philanthropics
and 45 not-for-profits did not respond to the legal status question and 33 schools, 28
philanthropics and 43 not-for-profits did not respond to the tax status question.
in the next year

Further wor k wil/l be done

account for this non-response.

i
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Of those who responded to these questions from schools, about 20 percent were
| egal

6unsured of both their
The not-for-profit legal status result was as
expected. Most identified as a company limited by
guarantee (51 percent) or an incorporated
association (31 percent). Not-for-profits who
answered that they were part of a larger
incorporated entity were probably part of a
company limited by guarantee, but this cannot be
verified from the survey results alone.

For the philanthropic foundations or trusts, a
complexity of the current structure in Australia
used by community foundations has led to a
number of respondent s
legal status question.

41.7 percent of foundations or trusts required
Deductable Gift Recipient (DGR) endorsement.
45.3 percent required a Tax Concession Charity
(TCC) endorsement and 29.8 percent required
that a project be for charitable purposes. This is a
very positive result from an education perspective
as education is a charitable activity at law in
Australia.

26.8 percent of foundation or trust respondents did
not have any philanthropic funds within their
structures. Another 9.4 percent were unsure.
There is potential for the sector to improve this
figure and build its fundraising capacity.

ans

and t ax

Survey items

Legal status: Philanthropic

e Charitable Fund, which is
not a PAF

e Private Ancillary Fund

e Public Ancillary Fund

Tax status: Philanthropic

e Deductible Gift Recipient
Tax Concession Charity

e Charitable Purpose

e Charitable Institution

Legal Status: Not-for-

Profits

e Company Limited by
Guarantee

e Incorporated association

e Incorporated by an Act of
Parliament

e State Government entity /
Statutory authority

e Part of alarger
incorporated entity

Tax status: Not-for-Profits
e Deductible Gift Recipient
e Tax Concession Charity

e State Government Entity

Legal Status: Schools

e State Government Entity

e Part of alarger
incorporated entity

e Company Limited by
Guarantee

e Incorporated Association

e Incorporated by an Act of
Parliament

Tax status: Schools

e State Government Entity
e Deductible Gift Recipient
e Tax Concession Charity

TH

o
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Philanthropic annual education budget

30

25

20

15

Per cent

; | -

\ L

150,000 250,000 500,000 million

Annual Budget for Educatior

Under 50,000 51,000¢ 151,000¢ 250,000¢ 501,000¢1 Over 1 million

Figure 1: Approximate education-related budget in the last financial year

Figure 1 shows that of those foundations and trusts who responded to a question
about their annual education-related budget, the majority indicated between
$501,000 and $1million. At the other end of the scale, about one quarter of
respondents had an annual education-related budget last year of under $50K.

Program areas of philanthropic foundations or trusts

A philanthropic foundation or trust may organise their grant making into key program
areas. But it cannot be assumed that education-related grants will reside within an
6education6é program area or wit hiudyasked
foundations and trusts to indicate in what program areas they provide education-
related grants. They could tick as many items as relevant to their foundation or trust.

S progr:

Philanthropy Australiads i nformati omheirabout w h

program areas was used to inform the descriptor for each item in this question.

Figure 2 below indicates that education-related grant making can stem from any one
of the program areas (including no specific program areas of focus). In other words,

education-related grant making is not exclusive to a philanthropic foundation of trust6 s
6educationd6é program area o0nlrglated grants doetendvh o do of

to have a dedicated education program area (45 percent of respondents). But the

resut s al so show the pervasiveness of philanthro

program domains. It permeates into different domains of interest from the broad

soci al i ssues of Opoverty and/ or disadvantageo

suchas6housing and homel essness?éb.
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Education
Poverty and/or disadvantage
Community development
Social inclusion and/or social justic
Arts and/or culture
Vocational training
Disability services
Health

Housing and homelessnes
Environment
Disaster relief -
Students as philanthropist: l
No specific area of focu: ;
Animals |l

Overseas aid jud

0O 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Per cent

Figure 2: Education-related philanthropic program areas

Grant dollar range and tenure of grant making in education

90
80
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50 )
40
30 -
20
10 -
O .

Per cent

H Never

LI Sometimes/often/always

Figure 3: Dollar range of philanthropic grants for education-related applications

Figure 3 shows that foundation and trust grants cover a broad range of dollar
amounts. It is more common for those foundations or trusts who responded to the
survey to provide grants below $51K than $51K and over. The majority provide
grants in the $11K-$30K range, followed by grants in the $5K-$10K range.
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Figure 4: Tenure of philanthropic grants for education-related applications
It is more common for philanthropic foundations or trusts to provide education-related
grants for up to three years than up to five years over (see Figure 4 above).
Level of experience in grant seeking and applying for philanthropic grants
Not-for-profits working in education are far more experienced in seeking and applying
for philanthropic grants than their school
colleagues (see Figure 5 below). 77 percent of
the not-for-profits who responded indicated that 192 percent of the schools
they considered their organisaton to be rialiEaitEel 4l A7 ehe e
. - N ) or novices in grant seeking
Oexperiencedo6 or experto and applying for I
92 percent of school respondents considered philanthropic grants. Over
their school was 6new half have never been ity
applied)bo or dnovicebd successful in securing a g or

for philanthropic grants.

grant.

Most schools who have @abbledéin this area indicated that they have only applied
once or twice for a one-year philanthropic grant or a one-off grant (e.g. capital
equipment, event). Of these, 53 percent indicated that in the last 12 months they
have never been successful and 35 percent indicated they have been successful
once or twice.

In contrast, those from the not-for-profit sector indicated that they are far more active
in applying for grants across a range of time-frames (from 1 year to 5 years) or one-
off grant (e.g. capital equipment, event) requests. They also have a greater strike
rate of success, with 44 percent indicating they have been successful in securing a

grant from a philanthropic foundation or trust three or more times in the last 12
months.
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Figure 5: Percentage |l evels of Oexpert i doe-profitss

Experienced or expert grant seekers

i denti fi e

Of the 76.6 percent of not-for-profits that identified themselves as experienced or
expert in grant seeking, the majority had applied within the $31k - $50k range (see
below and Figure 6):

$ Range No. of respondents applying in the ‘
range
Under 5K 12
5K-10K 19
11K-30K 18
31KT 50K 21
51K-100K 16
101K-150K 14
Over 150K 11
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Figure 6: Dollar range that experienced or expert not-for-profits apply for from
philanthropy

Only 8.2 percent of schools identified themselves as experienced or expert in grant
seeking. Of these, the majority had applied within the under $5k range (see below
and Figure 7):

$ Range No. of respondents applying in the
range

Under 5K
5K-10K
11K-30K
31K 7 50K
51K-100K
101K-150K
Over 150K

NININ|WIN|OT| O

Number

5
4
3
2
1 SEENI
0

Under5K 5K10K  11k30K 31K¢50K 51k100K 101k150K Over 150K

Figure 7: Dollar range that experienced or expert schools apply for from philanthropy

THE

i

Pagel?



Novice grant seekers

Of the 21.3 percent of not-for-profits that identified themselves as novices in grant
seeking, the majority had applied within the $5k - $30k range (see below and Figure
8):

$ Range No. of respondents applying in the ‘
range
Under 5K
5K-10K
11K-30K
31K1 50K
51K-100K
101K-150K
Over 150K

iﬂlllll

Under 5K 5K-10K  11K30K 31K¢50K 51Kk100K 101k150K Over 150K

RPN [01|00|00 (O

~

Number

N W b~ 01O

Figure 8: Dollar range that novice not-for-profits apply for from philanthropy

Of the 37.7 percent of schools that identified themselves as novices in grant
seeking, the majority had applied within the under $5k range (see below and Figure
9):

$ Range No. of respondents applying in the
range
Under 5K 32
5K-10K 15
11K-30K 16
31K71 50K 14
51K-100K 12
101K-150K 11
Over 150K 13
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Figure 9: Dollar range that novice schools apply for from philanthropy

Sources of additional funds for education and for what purposes

The research literature identifies that a raft of relationships and resources are
required to improve outcomes for learners. Schools and not-for-profits (with an
education focus) could be developing relationships with philanthropy, to assist them
in addressing a pressing local need. However, also in this community mix is the
possibility of developing relationships with other groups or ways of resourcing an
education-focused project or program.

To assist in locating the space that philanthropy occupies in the current grant seeking
practices of schools and not-for-profits, respondents were ask to identify who they
had sought additional funds from in the previous year.

70
60
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30
20

Percent

10 - H School

i Not-for-profit

Figure 10: Additional funds sought for educational purposes by schools and not-for-
profits five or more times in the previous year
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Figure 10 shows the percentage of schools and not-for-profit groups who sought
additional funds for educational purposes and from where, five or more times in the
previous year. It illustrates that not-for-profit groups were more likely than schools to
apply for funding from nearly all sources listed. Schools were far more likely to seek
funding (five or more times) from community fundraising than were not-for-profits.

Per cent

H School

H Not-for-profit

Figure 11: Additional funds sought at least once in the previous year for various types
of educational purpose

Figure 11 shows the percentage of schools and not-for-profit groups who sought
educational grants for various purposes, at least once in the previous year. It can be
seen that not-for-profit groups were more likely than schools to apply for funds in all
the areas listed, except bursaries or scholarships. Schools were most likely to seek
funding for infrastructure (capital and/or equipment) and least likely to seek it for
research.

Below, Figure 12 illustrates how often philanthropic foundations or trusts provide
grants for those same categories identified in Figure 11.
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Figure 12: Areas philanthropic foundations or trusts provide grants across different
areas.

Figure 12 shows that philanthropic foundations or trusts tend to fund pilot projects
and new or improved programs. Over fifty percent indicated they will sometimes fund
ongoing programs. This result suggests that grant seekers need to pay careful
attention to the interests and restrictions of foundations or trusts before they consider
writing an application.

Travel and conference fees are never funded by most of the foundations or trusts
that responded to this question. Similarly, infrastructure costs are less likely to be
funded.

Types of assistance sought and offered

Figure 13 below shows the kinds of assistance that schools and not-for-profits might
also like to receive from a philanthropic foundation or trust in addition to a grant,
compared to what philanthropic foundations or trusts would offer (of the 49 who said
they would offer other assistance).

Respondents were also given the option of typingi n any O6ot herd types of
that they might seek or offer. Those respondents who took up this option were from

schools and philanthropic foundations and trusts. School respondents highlighted a

desire for philanthropic foundations or trusts to offer shared time with students;

support for specific student programs; and tax concessions if grants are made to

Government schools. Philanthropic respondents indicated assistance with

governance issues, networking and advocacy.

The results show that philanthropic engagement in education goes beyond the

provision of grants. Figure 13 shows that those in philanthropy are also sources of

6gener al professional expertise and guidancebd
introductionsé. B o t hanae kignal the imgortahtoandperhapsf assis
least often tapped, social tool that philanthropy in education can offer.
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Figure 13: Types of assistance sought by schools and not-for-profits COMPARED with
what philanthropic foundations or trusts could offer
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SECTION 3: SURVEY RESULTS i TARGET GROUPS AND PRIORITY AREAS

Relationship to LLEAP Survey content

Education grant making or seeking target groups and priority areas

Introduction

As part of the previous Section, Figure 2 showed the formal program areas that
foundations and trusts use to organise their education-related grant making. Most
have set up a dedicated education program area, but their education-related grant
making can also permeate into a variety of other program areas (e.g. health). Figures
11 and 12 show the types of educational purposes that schools and not-for-profits
seek additional funds for and compared these purposes to what the philanthropic
foundations and trusts indicated they provide grants for (e.g. pilot projects).

In Section 3, we takeaspeci fic | ook at 6whoé are the
seekers and makers and 6 w h ar¢ their priority areas. In this part of the LLEAP
philanthropic survey, we also gave foundations and trusts the option of identifying
themselves. We did this so the results could be used to assist foundations and trusts

to network around common areas and target audiences of interest. Twenty-five
foundations and trusts chose to identify themselves. Of these, 15 indicated they can

provide grants directly to schools.

Target groups

secondary school agt
disadvantaged

rural and/or remote communities
primary school age

pre-school (early years a
Indigenous

females

males

Higher Education
i Philanthropic

no specific target audienct
disabled
adult learning

H Schools

Target audience

H Not-for-profits
parents/families
refugees
asylum seekers
teachers

other

principals p—

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60

Per cent

Figure 14: Education grant seeking and grant making target audiences
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Figure 14 indicates the target audiences for schools and not-for-profits when grant
seeking, and for philanthropic foundations or trusts when grant making. Respondents
also had the option of listing another target audience in addition to the ones listed
above. Overall, the additional target audiences tended to reflect specific groups
within the school or community (e.g. gifted and talented, chronically ill; elderly;
business managers, education assistants) or wer e framed mor
|l ocal communityé or O6all Australiansé.

Looking at Figure 14, schools and not-for-profits are more likely than philanthropic
foundations or trusts to have a specific target audience in mind. Schools are more
likely than not-for-profits or philanthropic foundations or trusts to target primary
school age; parents/families; teachers and principals. Philanthropic foundations and
trusts are least likely to have principals as their target audience. The target audience
of secondary school age indicates a similar level of interest across the three groups
surveyed.

Table 1 below shows the commonalities and differences in the top five ranked target
audiences for each group. Teachers and parents/families ranked within the top five
target audiences for the schools surveyed, but these groups fall outside the top five
target audiences for the not-for-profit and philanthropic survey respondents.
Conversely, disadvantaged, Indigenous and rural/remote communities ranked in the
top five for not-for-profit and philanthropic survey respondents, but these groups fell
outside the top five ranked target audiences for schools surveyed.

Table 1: Top five listed target audiences and comparisons across surveys

e

Not-for-Profits
secondary school
age (1%)

Philanthropics
secondary school
age (1%

primary school
age(1°)

Teachers (2™) disadvantaged

disadvantaged
(2")

(1%

4" | primary school

females (2"
d
age (2"

secondary school
age (3")

5" | rural/remote
communities (2"

parents/families males (3")

C)

Females (5") Indigenous (4") 38 | pre-school (3)

rural/remote

2" | Indigenous (3"
communities (5™)

females (4")
males (5")

Key:

Schools

Not-for-
Profits

! Philanthropic |:|
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Priority areas for grant seekers and grant makers

literacy and/or numeracy
student engagement
quality teaching
ongoing professional learnin
digital / online learning
student leadership developmen
community partnerships e —
creative and performing arts
environment
school leadership developmer
mental health services and/ or educatic
sport and recreation
mentoring
music
vocational education i Philanthropic
educational play S @ Not for Profits
science
transitions within school
community education —
languages
student retention
school readiness s
out of school time activities/program:
language developmen
safety
postschool transitions
no specific area of focu:
other

Priority areas

H Schools

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Per cent

Figure 15: Priority grant seeking and grant making areas
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Figure 15 indicates the commonalities and differences in the priority areas for
schools, not-for-profits and philanthropic foundations or trusts. Table 2 assists in
identifying these commonalities and differences through a closer analysis of the top
five priority areas for each group.

Table 2: Top five listed priority areas and comparisons across surveys

00 ot-for-Pro Philanthropics
literacy and o 1° community N 6 literacy and
numeracy (1%) education (1%) numeracy (1)
student 2" | community 6 9" | Student
engagement (2" partnerships (2" engagement (2"
quality teaching S 12" | student g 2" | Student retention
(3% engagement (2" (39
digital / online 10" | literacy and 1% | No specific area
learning (4™) numeracy (3" of focus (4™)
ongoing 9 11" | mentoring (3) 5" | Mental health
professional services and/or
learning (4™ education (5™
student leadership 7" | educational play B8 12" [ Mentoring (5™)
development (5™ (4™

Student 3 7" | School readiness
leadership ()
development (5™)

Student retention [EEEN 3™

(5"

Key:
Schools Not-for- Philanthropic
Profits

In terms of the top five areas of priority, the greatest synergy across the three sectors
surveyed lies in the priority areas of literacy and numeracy and student engagement.
However, ranked third by schools, quality teaching was ranked 16™ by not-for-profits
and 12™ by philanthropic foundations or trusts. This stark contrast in priority areas
may have more to do with the historical boundary issue of the governmenti
philanthropy divide rather than an indication of a lack of interest in this area by
philanthropy or not-for-profits. However, the same might not be said for the school
respondent sdé f o ielsarning (rankeéddaurthdy these respordents).
In contra}ft, not-for-profits ranked this priority area 12" and philanthropy ranked this
issue 10™.

In addition to the responses reflected in Figure 15 and Table 2, respondents were
given the option to suggest any other areas of focus not presented in the survey
items. Very few respondents elected to respond to this invitation. Of the few who did,
most identified types of funding sought (i.e. for transport or capital or infrastructure
needs, such as audio equipment or the sponsorship of a school for Indigenous
students). Two further areas of focus were cited: student resilience and
understanding domestic violence and trauma in children.
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Developing networks of mutual interest and support

Of the 84 philanthropic respondents, 25 foundations and trusts gave permission for

the LLEAP project team to display their name next to a collated summary of the
survey responses to questions about target audiences and the priority areas for their
grants. These are listed below. Of those identified, 15 foundations or trusts indicated

that they are able to grant to schools directly. These are marked with an * next to
their name.

Aboriginal Education Council (NSW) Inc*
Australian Communities Foundation*
Bennelong Foundation

Bjarne K Dahl Trust*

Buderim Foundation*

Collier Charitable Fund*

Cowan Grant Pty. Ltd.

Fogarty Foundation

Foundation for Rural and Regional Renewal*
Inner North Community Foundation

Matana Foundation for Young People*
MyState Financial Community Foundation
Scanlon Foundation

Sidney Myer Fund and The Myer Foundation*
Stand Like Stone Foundation*

The Architecture Foundation*

The CASS Foundation*

The Geelong Community Foundation

The George Alexander Foundation

The George Hicks Foundation

The Honda Foundation*

The lan Potter Foundation

THE R E Ross Trust*

Tomorrow: Today Foundation*

United World Colleges (Australia) Trust Ltd.*

Identified target groups and priority areas for these 25 foundations or trusts are
shown in Tables 3 and 4 respectively.
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Table 3: Priority areas for identified foundations or trusts

Aboriginal
Education .
Council Indigenous
(NSW) Inc
Australian
Communities| K | K K| K K KIK|IK|K|K| K K K K K
Foundatiort
Bennelong Ngr?g(ietc}:llflc
Foundation e
Bjarne K Eucalyptus
Dahl Trust education

. No specific
Buderim o
Foundation p:?:atty
Collier No specific
Charitable priority
Fund area
Cowan Grant ::c?lonaRlural
Py Ltd Students
Fogarty
Foundation K K K| K K K| K K I|K |K K K |K |K K
Foundation L

fi

for Rural and Ngrffr?tf,l ic
Regional s
Renewal
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Inner North
Community
Foundation

Pathways to
employment

Matana
Foundation
for Young
People

MyState
Financial
Community
Foundation

Scanlon
Foundation

Sidney Myer
Fund and
The Myer
Foundatiort

Stand Like
Stone
Foundatiort

The
Architecture
Fourdation

World
travel

The CASq
Foundatiort

The Geelong
Community
Foundation

The George)
Alexander
Foundation
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The George)
Hicks
Foundation

The Honda
Foundation

No specific
priority
area

The lan
Potter
Foundation

The R E Ros
Trust

Tomorow:
Today
Foundatiort

United
World
Colleges
(Australia)
Trust Ltd
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Table 4: Target groups for identified foundations or trusts

Aboriginal Educationdincil (NSW) Inc K K K |K|K|K]|K K| K
Medical
research
Australian Communities Foundation K K | K| K| K|K|K|K|K|K|K K K scholarships
Bennelong Foundation K K K|K|K|K K|IK|K K K
No specific
target
Bjarne K Dahl Trust group
No specific
target
Buderim Foundation group
No specific
target
Collier Charitable Fund group
Cowan Grant Pty. Ltd. K K K| K K| K| K K
Fogarty Foundation K K K |K|K|K]|K K|K|K|K K K
Foundation for Rural and Regional Renewal K | K| K K K K K K
Inner North Community Foundation K
Matana Foundation for Young People K K K| K K
MyState Financial Community Foundation K K K |[K|K|K K| K K
Scanlon Foundation K K K | K| K K K
Sidney Myer Fund anch& Myer Foundation K | K| K K K| K K K
Stand Like Stone Foundation K K

HE



The Architecture Foundation K

The CASS Foundation K | K K K K
The Geelong Community Foundation K K K |K|K|K]|K K| K K

The George laxander Foundation K| K

The George Hicks Foundation K | K| K K| K K

The Honda Foundation K| K| K

The R E Ross Trust K K K K|K|K|K K K
Tomorrow: Today Foundation K | K| K K K K
United World Colleges (Atralia) Trust Ltd. K K K K| K K K
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SECTION 4: SURVEY RESULTS 1 DECISION MAKING

Relationship to LLEAP Survey content

Approach to grant seeking and grant making

Introduction

Presented in this section of results is what grant seekers use to access information
about philanthropy and what they use to inform their decision making about whether
to go a step further and apply for a grant. To offer a point of comparison to the school
and not-for-profit responses, the philanthropic respondents were asked to identify
what they use to inform their decisions about what education priority areas to set.

Within this section sits the broader topic of the approach taken by respondents in
their grant seeking and grant making. One area of focus for grant seekers and grant
makers, albeit from different perspectives and for potentially different purposes, is the
issue of collaboration. Section 4 also reports on these results from the surveys.

Decision making of grant seekers and grant makers
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Figure 16: How often schools use specific sources to access information about
philanthropic foundations/trusts
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What schools use to access information about philanthropic foundations is the focus

of Figure 16. The graph shows that schools largely utilise social sources to access

information about philanthropic foundations or trusts: such as informal discussions

with experienced grant seekers or colleagues or personal networks. Schools virtually

never use referencetoreadi ng a f ounda tnhualmepat anarsoutceaf st 6 s a
information to inform their decision making. This result takes on a greater meaning

when compared to Figure 20, which illustrates what foundations or trusts use to

inform their decisions about education priority areas - nearly two-thirds of
respondent s stated t hey of t en or al ways ref e
purposes.
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Figure 17: How often not-for-profits use specific sources to access information about
philanthropic foundations/trusts

What not-for-profits use to access information about philanthropic foundations is the
focus of Figure 17. Unlike their school sector colleagues, the not-for-profit
respondents rarely use social networks to inform their decision making. Instead,
Figure 17 shows a much wider spread of sources of information utilised by not-for-
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