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INTRODUCTION
Philanthropy Squared was commissioned by the Arts Centre Melbourne (ACM) in October 2021 to 
review the current Philanthropy programme (with a particular focus on the progress made since 
the previous review undertaken in late 2015/early 2016) and provide recommendations to inform 
the development of a future 5 -year Philanthropy strategy.

The work was split into two distinct phases:
1) ACM Philanthropy Programme Review

• A review of philanthropic and ACM organisational materials (including current strategic plans).
• Semi-structured interviews with VAC Trustees, ACM Foundation Members,  the ACM Executive 

Team, all Philanthropy Team Members & other selected ACM staff connected to Philanthropy.
• Meetings and in-depth discussions with the Philanthropy team.
• Undertaken between November 2021 & January 2022, the key findings and recommendations 

from this phase of work are summarised in this report.

2) ACM Philanthropy Performance Analysis 2015–21
• A detailed analysis of financial performance and donor stewardship at the ACM between the 

2015/16 and 2020/21 Financial Years.
• Undertaken between November & December 2021, the key findings from this analysis can be 

viewed in a standalone report (some key charts are included in the appendix of this document).

Taken together, the two reports resulting from these phases of work provide the basis for the 
development of a 5-year strategic plan for Philanthropy at the ACM – something this report 
recommends is done in a more considered and comprehensive way than was the case in 2015/16, 
given the clear opportunities for more transformational growth that are provided by the ACM’s 
‘Transformation’ strategy, the ‘Reimagining’ project and the unique circumstances created by the 
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.

Image © Visit Melbourne  |  Arts Centre Melbourne
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01| EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
+ The review of the Arts Centre Melbourne’s (ACM) Philanthropy programme was designed 

to provide a high-level assessment of the key current challenges to fundraising growth at 
the ACM, and identify some potential solutions. It also looked to identify what progress 
had been made since the 2015/16 ACM Development Review, and where gaps still exist.

+ Undertaken between November 2021 and January 2022, the findings & recommendations 
from the review are intended to help inform future long-term strategic planning.

+ This programme review summary should be read alongside the ACM Philanthropy 
Performance Analysis 2015–21 document that takes a detailed look at the financial 
performance of the Philanthropy programme over the last 6 years.

+ The performance analysis identified some steady growth in underlying annual fundraising 
revenue since 2015/16 ($2.8M in 2015/16 to $3.6M in 2020/21, excluding bequests), but 
also highlighted some key structural challenges and an overall lack of investment if stronger 
philanthropic growth is a strategic objective for the ACM. See appendices for selected revenue detail.

+ The findings and recommendations from the programme review correlate strongly with the  
performance analysis & provide some clear direction as to what the focus should be if the 
ACM desires strong, or even transformative, philanthropic growth over the next 5 years.

+ The kind of growth that is being sought is, in fact, a key question that will need answering 
before a detailed fundraising strategy can be finalised, as will being clear on the role the 
capital campaign could play in driving long-term philanthropic support for the ACM (and 
also potentially changing how this kind of support is solicited and stewarded).

+ The impact of COVID-19 over the last 2 years can also not be ignored; whilst it has had a 
positive impact on campaign fundraising for example, it has had a negative impact on the 
ACM’s ability to nurture and grow stronger relationships with potential major donors. Image © ACM  |  The Arts Centre
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01| EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
+ Overall, while much progress has been made over the last 6 years in developing a more 

professional and systematic ‘whole of organisation’ approach to Philanthropy at the ACM, 
there remain some significant gaps – particularly in major and mid-level giving, but also in 
an unbalanced donor pipeline that has become skewed more towards entry-level giving 
with the strong focus on campaigns since 2017/18, and in a less than optimal structure for 
growth that is currently hampered by the confusion around the ACM Foundation’s role.

+ To develop a robust set of recommendations, the review both assessed progress since 
2015/16 and looked at five key areas that are critical to long-term success in fundraising:
1) Vision and Organisational Strategy, 2) Internal Leadership, 3) External Leadership, 
4) Prospects and Programmes and 5) Skills and Resources.

+ Combining the findings from these assessments, there are five clear recommendations that 
should be carefully considered as part of the ACM’s forward planning for Philanthropy:
1) The ACM has a clear decision to make around the level of ambition that exists for 

Philanthropy. This decision should be made first, before a new 5-year strategy is finalised;
2) The ACM’s vision is currently in transition as operational detail is added to the new 

‘Transformation’ strategy. The organisation’s philanthropic approach will need to evolve to 
support this new direction and a new case for support will need to be developed;

3) Ensuring the correct structures & programmes are in place will be the key to ensuring an 
evolved philanthropic approach is successful – this includes defining a suitable role for the 
Foundation and creating a suitable structure for the ‘Reimagining’ capital campaign;

4) Whilst there have been improvements in Philanthropy’s positioning within ACM, work 
remains to be done to ensure fundraising becomes a ‘whole of organisation’ priority; and

5) Overall investment levels in Philanthropy have remained at ‘current contribution’/ 
‘incremental growth’ levels over the past 6-years; need to step-change overall investment 
if meaningful growth is desired over the next 5-year period. Image © ACM  |  The Arts Centre
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02| PROCESS OVERVIEW
This document marks the conclusion of the ACM Philanthropy programme review phase of 
the overall strategy review and update process.

It summarises the key findings and recommendations from both the detailed consultations 
held with a range of the ACM’s staff and stakeholders, and the materials and document 
review undertaken between November 2021 and January 2022.

The review was undertaken to help the ACM identify the key current challenges to 
fundraising growth and explore how these could best be overcome through a revised 5-year 
strategic plan.

The overall goals of the review were to:

1) Provide the ACM with a deeper understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of its 
current philanthropic fundraising programmes and structures;

2) Identify the key barriers to fundraising growth and explore a range of potential solutions 
to these barriers; and

3) Outline the key areas that will need to be addressed in a revised fundraising strategy.

Whilst designed as a high-level review, it did explore a number of areas in some depth, 
particularly the current fundraising structure.

All the findings and recommendations summarised in this report, as well as the detailed 
notes captured through the consultation process, are intended for use in the ACM’s future 
strategic planning process.

Image © ACM  |  Arts Centre Forecourt
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* The individuals consulted were selected to give as comprehensive a view of the ACM’s current & potential 
fundraising as possible, within the limitations of the review. Clearly there are others with whom it was not 
possible to speak with; their views will be included in the full strategy development process where relevant.

02| PROCESS OVERVIEW
Following an initial review of relevant documents, data and background information, detailed 
consultations were held by Frankie Airey and Richard Plumpton of Philanthropy Squared with a 
selection of individuals who have a close affiliation with the ACM’s Philanthropy programme:*

1) Victorian Arts Centre Trust Members
+ Ian Carson AM (President), Frankie Airey, Greta Bradman, Kee F. Wong, Helen Silver AO, Ian 

Roberts, Kerry Arabena, Leigh Johns OAM and Paul Barker.

2) ACM Foundation Members
+ Andrew Myer AM (Chair), Andy Dinan, Eleanor Langford, John Barlow, Krystyna Campbell-

Pretty AM, Lisa R. Hennessy, Snowe Li and Vas Katos.

3) ACM Executive Team
+ Claire Spencer (CEO), Beau Vigushin, Deirdre Blythe, Fiona Poletti, Leanne Lawrence, Melanie 

Smith and Richard Zimmermann.

4) ACM Philanthropy Team Members
+ Andy Weston, Isabel Mulrooney, Jordan Bowering, Lorrae Nicholson, Loretta Mannix-Fell, 

Micele Hapi, Natalie Barnett, Stephanie Kenez and Suzanne Daley.

5) Other ACM Staff
+ Chris King, Cory Parfett, Edwina Lunn, Jake Davies, Kathryn Deyell and Kristy Doggett.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank all those who contributed to this review; the 
findings and recommendations summarised in this document would not have been as clear without 
the openness and willingness to contribute of each and every individual spoken with.

Image © ACM  |  Arts Centre Forecourt
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02| PROCESS OVERVIEW
Key Insight: Generating a sustainable and growing income from Philanthropy & Fundraising 
requires a whole-of-organisation approach.

When considering fundraising ‘best practice’, the most successful organisations (whether in 
the performing arts or other sectors) are both effective at fully integrating fundraising into 
their operations, as well as constantly reviewing and then evolving their fundraising strategy.

They are also strongly focused on ‘the donor journey’; making sure every supporter and 
potential supporter is engaged with the organisation in as compelling and seamless a way as 
possible, whilst being gently guided to have the fullest, personalised relationship they can 
have with the life of that particular organisation.

Building and maintaining this kind of approach to fundraising relies on a combination of five 
critical success factors, which are outlined on the following page.

Image © ACM  |  Arts Centre Forecourt
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02| PROCESS OVERVIEW
THE CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS FOR ‘WHOLE-OF-ORGANISATION’ FUNDRAISING

1) Vision and Organisational Strategy
+ A concise, compelling vision & case for support which will enthuse & excite potential donors.
+ A convincing organisational strategy.

2) Internal Leadership
+ Strong internal leadership capable of inspiring, responding to and managing change, and of 

interacting credibly with both internal and external constituencies.

3) External Leadership
+ Strong external leadership – volunteers and ambassadors who provide external credibility 

and access to new networks.

4) Prospects and Programmes
+ Ability to identify a pool or network of existing donors/supporters, or potential donors/ 

supporter who have a close relationship with the organisation, share its aims and vision and 
have a capacity to give.

+ Mechanisms to engage and involve potential supporters with the life of the ACM and to 
reward them for their support and involvement.

5) Skills and Resources
+ Professional fundraising/sponsorship expertise and adequate resources focused on 

maximum return on investment (ROI).

Image © ACM  |  Arts Centre Forecourt
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03| OVERALL PROGRAMME ASSESSMENT
These critical success factors formed the basis for the programme review; with the insights, 
data and information uncovered through the consultations and document review being used 
to assess the ACM against each of them to ensure any future fundraising programme is ‘fit 
for purpose’ and able to fully support the aspirations of the organisation.

The success factors are all inter-related, so some of the findings and commentary on the 
following pages overlap, however each has distinct elements that have all been used to help 
inform the key recommendations.

It is important to note that there is naturally more of a focus on ‘what’s wrong’ or ‘needs to 
be changed’ in a review such as this; however, an attempt has also been made to ensure that 
what the ACM currently does well in fundraising (and should build on) is captured.

The ACM is not starting from scratch, and has a number of recent examples of successful 
fundraising from which it can learn as it looks to future growth; whether that be the 
significant growth in revenue from annual campaigns (including during COVID-19), the Arts 
Wellbeing Collective Emergency Appeal, or the introduction of a new bequests programme. 
Significant progress has also been made in developing a better integrated CRM system in the 
last 4 years, and in building a stronger understanding of the key role of Philanthropy in 
supporting the future growth of the organisation (this last area remains a work in progress).

Looking to understand this ‘fundraising performance history’ is vital when looking ahead; 
insights from some of these past initiatives have been included where relevant.

Lastly, what follows is necessarily a summary of all that was uncovered through the review, 
with much of the depth and detail that cannot be included in this particular document set 
aside as input for the detailed future fundraising strategy development process.

Image © ACM |  Interior of Hamer Hall
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Factor Current Strengths/Opportunities Current Weaknesses/Challenges

1| Vision

A concise, compelling 
vision and case for 
support which will 
enthuse and excite 
potential donors.

A convincing 
organisational strategy.

• ACM is recognised as a central pillar of Melbourne (and Australia’s) 
vibrant cultural life and has a strong international reputation for 
showcasing the best of the performing arts.

• The ACM’s ‘Transformation’ strategy provides a once in a generation 
opportunity to clearly articulate the organisation’s unique vision to 2030 
and beyond and then build a case for support around it to enthuse and 
excite current & potential donors.

• Integration of gender equality, indigenous, wellbeing and climate change 
elements into the ‘Transformation’ strategy have strong potential to 
engage new, younger audiences in supporting the ACM.

• The ‘Re-imagining’ of the Melbourne Arts Precinct – and the capital 
campaign the ACM will run to support it – has the potential to 
significantly change how the organisation generates philanthropic 
funding over the mid- to long-term.

• Strong potential story that could be told to a broader audience–
particularly as the ACM seeks to become ‘a gathering place where 
everyone is welcome to experience the wonders of the performing arts, 
both on and beyond the stage’ (ACM’s new purpose).

• ACM has world-renowned resident companies and a range of unique 
performance spaces that could be better integrated in a future vision. 

• Virtually all those consulted referenced the opportunity for the ACM to 
build on its growing strength in Asia-Pacific performance & start to better 
reflect the changing demographics of the City (i.e. increased Asian focus).

• The COVID-19 pandemic has reminded current and potential supporters 
of the critical role the arts play in everyday life; opportunity for ACM to 
be at the centre of Melburnian’s emergence to life post-COVID.

• A clear vision for the ACM has not been articulated consistently to all key 
audiences over the past 6 years, with COVID-19 clearly exacerbating this 
issue in 2020 and 2021.

• The lack of certainty around the re-development of the Melbourne Arts 
Precinct has made articulating a long-term vision challenging.

• ACM is still seen as inaccessible by some and ‘elitist’ when considering 
potential funders; have not been as successful in engaging ‘next gen’ 
supporters in the ACM’s vision as planned.

• ACM CEO and key leaders within the Trust and Foundation speak 
compellingly about the capital campaign’s vision, but are less clear about 
the longer-term vision for the ACM itself outside of ‘Reimagining.’

• The close connection with the Victorian Government and the perception 
that the organisation is well funded through Government funding and 
commercial revenue are limiting ACM’s philanthropic growth.

• The ACM currently ‘looks over its shoulder’ too much at organisations 
like the NGV and The Australian Ballet, rather than focusing on its’ own 
unique vision, purpose, role and capabilities.

• Messaging sometimes strong within individual cases for support (i.e. 
annual campaigns), but ACM’s overall case for support is somewhat 
fragmented and delivered inconsistently to the various donor groups.

• Storytelling in general is not a current strength across the ACM.

• The ACM’s ‘Transformation’ strategy has potential, but detail needs to be 
added before a case for support can be finalised; also need to ensure 
fundraising is seen as a ‘whole of organisation’ focus within the future 
strategy rather than remaining siloed within the Philanthropy Team.

KEY FINDING: The ACM’s vision is ‘in transition’ – it needs to be articulated in a clearer, more compelling & consistent way if future donors are to be enthused & excited.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  Overall Programme Assessment (1 of 5)
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Factor Current Strengths/Opportunities Current Weaknesses/Challenges

2| Internal Leadership

Strong internal leadership 
capable of inspiring, 
responding to and 
managing change, and of 
interacting credibly with 
both internal and 
external constituencies.

• CEO seen as having made significant progress since 2015/16, particularly 
in bringing operational stability to the ACM pre-COVID, and through the 
recent Transformation strategy work.

• CEO clearly committed to her leadership role in Philanthropy and key 
Arts Centre Melbourne relationships – particularly with regards to the 
‘Reimagining’ project.

• Well-established Executive Director, Philanthropy seen as being vocal 
and passionate about Philanthropy’s role, but doesn’t always find the 
right way (or choose the right time) to engage key internal constituents.

• COVID-19 has provided a unique opportunity for the Philanthropy team 
to demonstrate the positive impact fundraising can have, whilst also 
highlighting the importance of being able to manage change.

• ‘Transformation’ strategy and ‘Reimagining’ provide clear opportunities 
for Philanthropy to become more central to business growth.

• Greater understanding within the ACM of the need for a ‘whole of 
organisation’ approach to fundraising (but remains work in progress).

• The creation of the ACM Experiences Group to help improve Customer 
Service at the ACM could provide an interesting blueprint for how to 
accelerate philanthropic growth and make the function more central to 
the ACM and better integrated overall.

• Following first 2 years of COVID, Executive Team seen as being more 
open to changing how ACM approaches Philanthropy given the visible 
successes had in 2020 & 2021 (particularly with the Arts Wellbeing 
Collective Emergency Appeal).

• Following some clear improvements in internal philanthropic leadership 
capability to the end of 2019, the COVID-enforced short-term operational 
focus since has meant a degree of stagnation in this area.

• ACM Executive Team seen as having a much better understanding of 
Philanthropy’s role than 6 years ago, but involvement remains 
inconsistent and direct involvement with key constituencies is limited.

• Through COVID-19, both the CEO and Executive Director, Philanthropy 
have been heavily focused on the day-to-day management of the ACM, 
leaving minimal time for longer-term philanthropic initiatives and 
proactive engagement with external constituencies.

• CEO described as being heavily involved in ‘Reimagining’ capital 
campaign, but not always as visible as could be in other philanthropic 
fundraising campaigns and programmes.

• Interaction with internal constituencies has improved, but can be 
conflict-based rather than collaboration/joint objectives based.

• Understanding within the Executive Team of the potential for 
Philanthropy to be the enabler of key transformation initiatives remains 
mixed – can still be seen as an add-on rather than core business.

• Key members of the ACM’s leadership team have clear capability and 
desire to engage more with current and potential future donors, but are 
not doing so (or being enabled to do so) consistently at present.

• Interactions with certain external constituencies have been inconsistent, 
caused by both a lack of clarity around the relative importance of each 
constituency and some confusion around who should ‘own’ each 
relationship (e.g. ACM Philanthropy Team vs. Foundation vs. Marketing).

KEY FINDING: Inconsistent Executive Team involvement in fundraising and the impacts of COVID-19 have limited planned improvements in internal leadership capability.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  Overall Programme Assessment (2 of 5)
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Factor Current Strengths/Opportunities Current Weaknesses/Challenges

3| External Leadership

Strong external 
leadership – volunteers 
and ambassadors who 
provide external 
credibility and access to 
new networks.

• The ACM has a small number of committed supporters closely involved 
with the organisation, although this group is ageing and has not grown 
significantly since 2015/16.

• There is a clear opportunity to build stronger external leadership 
capability through existing groups like the VAC Trust & ACM Foundation, 
as well as via the ACM’s existing connections with its four resident 
companies and the Victorian Government.

• The ‘Transformation’ strategy has the potential to provide access to a 
range of new networks; need to ensure there is clarity around who to 
focus on and what new structures (if any) are needed to engage them.

• The ‘Reimagining’ Capital Campaign also has the potential to 
dramatically increase the number of volunteers and ambassadors 
associated with the ACM – provided the campaign is resourced & 
structured appropriately.

• Anecdotally, a key opportunity appears to be amongst younger 
Melburnians who are looking to support ‘purpose driven’ organisations; 
this will involve developing a tailored, flexible and long-term approach –
a way of working that the ACM seems to have struggled with in the past.

• The President’s Club is an underused asset; whilst it may not be the right 
vehicle for attracting ‘Next Gen’ donors, continuing to evolve how it is 
used as a way of engaging new networks should be part of any new 
strategy (e.g. how to use it effectively for the capital campaign).

• The high numbers of annual visitors to the various ACM venues provide 
ongoing opportunities to attract new volunteers and ambassadors.

• The overall number of volunteers and ambassadors closely involved with 
the ACM is small when compared with best practise benchmarks; need to 
expand the pool of external leaders involved with Philanthropy at ACM.

• Whilst the VAC Trust understands the importance of Philanthropy at the 
ACM better than in 2015, significant work remains to be done to ensure 
key Trustees become more actively involved in growing philanthropic 
support over the long-term (vs. remaining focused on governance).

• There is confusion around the ACM Foundation’s role in supporting 
philanthropic growth at the ACM; whilst set-up as a committee of the 
VAC Trust, for example, Foundation members often perceive themselves 
to be more akin to Board rather than Committee members.

• This lack of clarity around the ACM Foundation’s role has placed 
additional demands on key philanthropic staff and the ACM’s CEO? that 
has distracted them from pursuing philanthropic growth opportunities.

• The ‘Reimagining’ project and the ACM’s Transformation strategy offer a 
clear opportunity to fully consider how the Foundation can best support 
future growth within a future philanthropic structure at the ACM.

• The ACM has limited access to new demographics; Asian audiences and 
’Next Gen’ donors have been identified as priorities for example, but 
current structures and programmes have not led to significant growth in 
these two areas yet (some limited success was had with Asia Topa, but it 
has not been maintained or built on over the long-term).

• Engagement with certain key audiences is inconsistent, particularly those 
whose involvement extends across multiple functions at the ACM (i.e. 
across Programming, Marketing, the Collection and Philanthropy).

KEY FINDING: A poorly defined governance structure, including a lack of clarity around the ACM Foundation’s role, is a significant barrier to future fundraising growth.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  Overall Programme Assessment (3 of 5)
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Factor Current Strengths/Opportunities Current Weaknesses/Challenges

4| Prospects and 
Programmes

Ability to identify a pool 
or network of existing or 
potential donors & 
supporters who have a 
close relationship with 
the organisation, share 
its aims and vision and 
have a capacity to give.

Mechanisms to engage 
and involve potential 
supporters with the life 
of the ACM and to 
reward them for their 
support and involvement.

• Entry-level donors (up to $499) have grown exponentially since 2015/16 
from 613 to 6,430 in number and  $55K to $515K in revenue (+824%).

• Associate giving ($500 to $9,999) has also steadily increased, from 241 to 
357 in number, $434K to $537K in revenue (+24%).

• Major giving ($10K+) has grown at a very similar rate to associate giving, 
from 59 to 96 in number, $1.3M to $1.6M in revenue (+23%).

• President’s Club Membership was growing before the impacts of COVID, 
from around 99 to 142 in number, $228K to $304K in revenue (+33%).

• General Membership has been flat/in gradual decline, going from 1,237 
to 1,269 in number & $354K to $275K in revenue (-22%) to 2018/19.

• The clear focus on building an effective annual giving programme has 
driven some significant growth in new entry-level donors, with focus and 
investment now needed to ‘strengthen the pipeline’ and support 
stronger growth in both mid-level (associate) and major giving.

• Some strong relationships with certain donors and supporters clearly 
apparent, although can be personality rather than organisation led.

• New bequests programme should provide a framework for future growth 
post COVID, as should the dedicated Trusts & Foundations resource.

• The ACM Foundation has been successful in engaging potential new 
supporters for specific events and campaigns (e.g. for the Arts Wellbeing 
Collective Emergency Appeal, Ovation and individual member-led 
events), but has not consistently delivered new donors and donations.

• With more than 4,000 performances and public events and over 3 
million visitors per year pre-COVID, ACM has a substantial pool of 
prospects it could engage with – key will be to strengthen the 
mechanisms to do this in future (and make them organisation wide).

• Growth in mid-level & major giving has been steady rather than strong 
over the last 6 years; need to resource this area for growth, clarify the 
Foundation’s role & focus on significantly improving donor stewardship.

• The Membership Programme has been in gradual, long-term decline over 
the last 6 years; would suggest it needs to be reviewed and become a 
standalone programme if it is to become a significant asset for the ACM.

• The current approach to events has delivered mixed results when 
considering their role in identifying and engaging potential donors; the 
Ovation events, for example, appeared to deliver fairly strong revenue, 
but when examined closely in the Performance Analysis the overall ROI 
was low and there were significant implications for the broader 
philanthropic programme.

• When considering future philanthropic events, need to ensure that 
existing events running in ACM venues are better leveraged and that the 
events programme is tailored more to potential vs. ‘legacy’ donors.

• ACM’s current approach to donor stewardship was described by a 
number of those consulted as being ‘transactional’; whilst this has been 
exacerbated by resource gaps and the impacts of COVID-19, there is 
clearly some work to be done on improving the ‘art of the ask’.

• Many of those consulted commented that some of the ACM’s 
engagement mechanisms were prescriptive; given the new audiences 
that need targeting, will need to be more flexible & tailored in future.

• There seems to be building competition with the NGV around the 
‘Reimagining’ project; finding a way to work more in partnership with 
them on this project would seem to be worth exploring.

KEY FINDING: Programmes have become skewed towards entry-level giving over time and the donor journey into a deeper relationship with the ACM is underdeveloped.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  Overall Programme Assessment (4 of 5)
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Factor Current Strengths/Opportunities Current Weaknesses/Challenges

5| Skills and Resources

Professional fundraising/ 
philanthropic expertise & 
adequate resources 
focused on maximum 
return on investment (ROI).

• Level of resourcing has grown overall, although has been at a level to 
support steady, incremental growth vs. ‘transformational’ growth.

• The annual campaigns have developed into a clear strength of the 
Philanthropy Team; focus should be on continuing to grow this area.

• The Executive Director, Philanthropy has clear strengths in entry level 
giving, annual campaigns & data management that have driven growth.

• Strong donor communications to certain individual groups, although it 
can be inconsistent and is sometimes delivered in a tone of voice that 
was described as being ‘from government’ vs. from the ACM.

• Much clearer processes for identifying & prioritising suitable ‘product’ 
for donor support than in 2015/16, and then building a programme to 
secure the required funding (particularly during COVID-19).

• The Philanthropy Services Team have significantly improved the overall 
professionalism of the Philanthropy Team, although there have been 
times when key resources from this team have been diverted to support 
the running of events (this should be avoided in future).

• Tessitura Customer Relationship Management (CRM) has significantly 
improved as a philanthropic support system since 2015/16, although 
gaps still exist in ensuring it is effectively used across the organisation.

• A number of targets and KPIs are in place to track ongoing performance, 
although these are limited to certain areas and not necessarily fully 
focused on ROI. KPIs would ideally also consider the quality, as well as 
the quantity, of engagement.

• Overall resource & investment levels are low if strong growth is desired; a 
detailed review of investment levels can be found on page 29 of the 
Performance Analysis Summary document.

• Philanthropy Team’s focus is currently skewed towards entry-level giving 
and campaigns; need to re-balance expertise and resources towards mid-
level & major giving (whilst acknowledging that the ‘new’ Philanthropy 
Executive, Private Giving is one such resource that the organisation has 
yet to see the full benefits from due to the COVID restrictions in 2021).

• Donor stewardship processes are not fully integrated and the lack of 
clarity around the ACM Foundation’s role is restricting improvements in 
this area; means donors are being inconsistently managed (or managed 
in an overly ‘transactional’ manner) and funding opportunities lost.

• Lack of an immediate successor to the Executive Director, Philanthropy is 
a risk for the ACM; this gap in the Philanthropy team is also reducing the 
time and focus that can be given to growing mid-level & major giving.

• Internal competition over customer data between Marketing, 
Philanthropy and Programming is a key issue that needs resolving if the 
growth potential in Philanthropy is to be fully realised.

• The ‘Reimagining’ Capital Campaign provides an opportunity for the 
structure of the Philanthropy Team to be reviewed and revised so that 
the current weakness apparent in major giving area can be addressed.

KEY FINDING: Whilst this area was only partially assessed, inconsistent donor stewardship, key staff gaps & low overall investment have clearly impacted effectiveness.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  Overall Programme Assessment (5 of 5)
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04| A SCORECARD OF PROGRESS SINCE 2015/16
As well as taking a detailed look at the Philanthropy programme and assessing it against the 
five critical success factors, a review of progress against the 2015/16 Development Review 
has also been completed (note that ‘Development’ was re-named to ‘Philanthropy’ in 2017 - date TBC).

The 2015/16 review laid out 9 key recommendations, underneath 3 overarching objectives:
1) Re-connect to cause

a) Craft a vision or statement of strategic intent – and therefore a rationale for raising funds – in a 
form which excites potential donors about the possibilities and makes them want to be involved.

b) Establish strong working partnership between Programming and Development to foster shared 
ownership of the vision, goals and objectives for increasing private support.

2) Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Development function
a) Re-balance giving programs to create a seamless donor journey from first-time gift to regular 

support to deep commitment.
b) Sharpen the focus on donor acquisition at all annual giving levels.
c) Professionalise the operation – shifting team culture from service-orientation to target-driven.
d) Revisit stewardship protocols, particularly President’s Club, to maximise donors’ engagement 

with ACM’s vision and case for support.

3) Establish a more conducive institutional framework
a) Position Development for future success, and reinforce philanthropic support as pivotal to 

achieving the ACM vision.
b) Increase leadership (ACM Executive, Trust and Foundation) understanding of and involvement 

with the donor development process.
c) Re-invigorate the Foundation – to focus on donor development.

The following pages review each of these objectives in turn to identify both where progress 
has been made, and where gaps remain. Image © Peter Bennetts  |  Melbourne Arts Precinct
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04| A SCORECARD OF PROGRESS SINCE 2015/16
Key to overall status assessments in the scorecards on the following pages:

Image © Peter Bennetts  |  Melbourne Arts Precinct

Objective completely met since 2015/16 Development Review.

Significant progress made towards objective, but some elements or areas remain work in progress.

Progress made towards the objective, but overall most or all elements remain work in progress.

Some elements have progressed and are work in progress; others have seen no/very limited progress.

No/very limited progress made against objective since 2015/16.

Progress ‘split’ since 2015/16: some areas significant progress, others no/very limited progress.
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Objective 2015/16 Recommendations Status Progress to Date

1| Re-connect to cause
In response to one of the key 
2015/16 review findings that 
‘the ACM’s Development 
Programme had lost its 
connection to the philanthropic 
cause’ leading to a number of 
factors limiting growth, 
including the absence of a 
‘single source, document or 
prospectus defining the cultural 
statement ACM makes - or could 
make - that would provide 
clarity for where philanthropic 
funding goes and inspire donors 
themselves to dream a little’.

a) Craft a vision or statement of strategic 
intent – and therefore a rationale for 
raising funds – in a form which excites 
potential donors about the possibilities 
and makes them want to be involved.

Clear focus 
since 2015/16, 
progress made 
in a number of 
areas, but work 

is ongoing.

• There has clearly been a focus within the Philanthropy Team and, to a lesser 
degree, within the ACM Foundation on articulating the ACM’s cause more 
strongly over the past 6 years.

• Donors, however, are still not clear enough on what the ACM’s vision is for its 
role in the arts in Australia (and beyond) as we head towards 2030.

• There have been some great examples of inspiring individual cases for support 
(e.g. for Asia Topa & the Arts Wellbeing Collective Emergency Appeal), but a gap 
still exists when considering the need identified for a singular, consistent vision 
for the ACM that distinguishes it from other arts organisations and makes the 
most of its’ unique attributes.

• The COVID pandemic, new Transformation strategy and ‘Reimagining’ project 
have clearly had an impact and prevented more progress in this area over the 
past 24 months, but all three of these elements also provide a ‘once in a 
generation’ opportunity to create a truly inspiring and unifying vision for the 
ACM to 2030 and beyond.

b) Establish strong working partnership 
between Programming & Development 
to foster shared ownership of the 
vision, goals and objectives for 
increasing private support.

A much more 
collaborative 

way of working 
has developed, 

but not yet a 
‘strong working 

partnership’.

• There is a much greater degree of collaborative vs. combative interaction 
between Programming & Philanthropy vs. 2016, but a clear sense of shared 
ownership of the Philanthropy programme’s vision, goals and objectives was 
not readily apparent during this review.

• The working relationship still appears to be overly based on negotiating one-off 
project or programme-based outcomes rather than finding ways to jointly drive 
long-term growth in private giving that benefits the whole organisation.

• The consultations and document review undertaken would indicate that 
stronger working partnerships are also needed with the Marketing Team, 
Strategy, Advocacy & Partnerships Team and Customer Engagement Team 
(particularly with regards to more strategic customer data management).

OVERALL ASSESSMENT: Progress has been made, but the ACM’s ‘cause’ is still not as clear, nor articulated as strongly, as it could be.
The relationship between Philanthropy & Programming needs to move beyond increased collaboration and become a true working partnership.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  A Scorecard of Progress Since 2015/16 (1 of 3)
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Objective 2015/16 Recommendations Status Progress to Date

2| Improve the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the 
Development function
In response to a number of 
2015/16 review finding 
including that the Development 
Team was ‘overly focused on 
donor service’ vs. being target-
driven, leading to ‘little growth 
and no pipeline from which to 
source future giving’.

Review also identified that ‘the 
team lacks data mining, direct 
marketing and major giving 
skills and expertise’.

a) Re-balance giving programmes to create 
a seamless donor journey from first-
time gift to regular support to deep 
commitment.

Strong entry-
level growth, 
limited mid/ 

major growth.

• Very strong progress when looking at the introduction of entry-level 
programmes; conversely (and likely because of the entry-level focus), a gap still 
exists in the creation of effective programmes for growing mid/major giving.

• Means that, while progress has been made, the ACM’s giving programme 
remains imbalanced & skewed to entry-level recruitment; as a consequence, 
donor journey is patchy and requires high levels of staff involvement.

b) Sharpen the focus on donor acquisition 
at all annual giving levels.

Focus has been 
very strong on 
entry-level vs. 
higher levels.

• Reflecting the imbalance in giving programmes, donor acquisition has been 
extremely strong at the entry-level, but more limited at higher-levels.

• COVID-19 and staffing gaps at key times have certainly had an impact here, as 
has the confusion around how the ACM Foundation should best be involved in 
donor solicitation and stewardship.

• Improved data management capability has been critical to improvements here.

c) Professionalise the operation – shifting 
team culture from service-orientation 
to target-driven. Strong systems 

development, 
still not fully 

target-driven.

• Difference in systems to support the ACM’s philanthropic aspirations is marked.
• Much stronger ‘data-based’ decision-making and programme implementation.
• Now have much greater capability to be target-driven, however not yet using 

the data to its full potential (particularly for major giving).
• Potential exists to put fundraising KPIs in place for the whole organisation.

d) Revisit stewardship protocols, 
particularly the President’s Club, to 
maximise donors’ engagement with 
ACM’s vision and case for support.

Improving donor 
stewardship 

remains a work 
in progress.

• Much stronger engagement and stewardship of entry-level/new donors; mid-
level/Associate donor engagement is also beginning to improve; key gap has 
been in the ‘art’ of engaging higher-level donors (still too ‘transactional’).

• Some issues still remain with the use of the President’s Club as a donor 
engagement & stewardship mechanism – particularly when attempts have been 
made to use it to try and engage younger/’Next Gen’ donors.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT: Clear progress made, particularly in terms of data management and the process to run annual fundraising campaigns. 
Significant work is still needed to both strengthen the donor journey/pipeline and improve donor acquisition at the mid to higher levels.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  A Scorecard of Progress Since 2015/16 (2 of 3)
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Objective 2015/16 Recommendations Status Progress to Date

3| Establish a more 
conducive institutional 
framework
In response to a number of 
2015/16 review findings, 
particularly the key one that
Development was ‘positioned 
and resourced according to its 
current financial contribution –
as opposed to its potential’, 
along with the fundraising 
leadership gap identified given 
none of the Executive Team had 
any direct expertise in 
fundraising at the time.

a) Position Development for future 
success, and reinforce philanthropic 
support as pivotal to achieving the Arts 
Centre Melbourne’s vision.

Philanthropy is 
more visible, but 
not yet seen as 

pivotal to vision.

• Philanthropy is more central to the organisation than in 2015/16, and the 
COVID-19 pandemic provided a platform for the function to demonstrate the 
positive impact it could have on the organisation, however, it is not yet seen as 
‘pivotal’ to achieving the ACM’s vision.

• Overall resourcing & investment remains too low for strong, sustainable growth.

• There is still a fair amount of work to be done before Fundraising & 
Philanthropy can be said to have become a ‘whole of organisation’ focus.

b) Increase leadership (ACM Executive, 
Trust and Foundation) understanding of 
and involvement with the donor 
development process.

Understanding 
has increased, 

but involvement 
remains limited.

• Addition of Executive Director, Philanthropy to ACM’s Executive Team has had a 
significant positive impact on overall understanding of Philanthropy’s potential.

• However, whilst understanding has increased, there has been less direct 
involvement of key Executive Team members (other than the CEO) and Trustees 
in the donor development process than is necessary for strong growth.

• The interviews undertaken in Nov/Dec 2021 indicated that a number of 
Executive Team members have both capacity and relatively high levels of 
interest in becoming more involved in growing the ACM’s philanthropic giving. 

c) Re-invigorate the Foundation – to focus 
on donor development.

Whilst there has 
been evolution, 
a ‘working role’ 

for the ACM 
Foundation is 
still unclear.

• The Foundation has certainly evolved to become more directly involved in the 
ACM’s fundraising efforts (e.g. the Arts Wellbeing Collective Emergency Appeal 
& Ovation gala), but there remains some confusion around its overall role.

• A lack of clarity around its role in governance vs. the Trust is central to this 
confusion, which has limited any shift to a strong focus on donor development.

• ‘Re-imagining’ project provides an opportunity to undertake a more 
comprehensive re-invigoration of the Foundation than has occurred to date.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT: Probably the area where least progress has been made. Whilst Philanthropy now has a seat on the Executive Team, 
not yet seen as ‘core’ to the ACM’s vision. Resourcing levels remain at ‘maintain/incremental growth’ vs. ‘strong/transformational growth’ 

and the Foundation’s role in donor development (including when considering the ‘Reimagining’ project) remains unclear/unfocused.

Arts Centre Melbourne | Philanthropy Programme Review
Key Findings & Recommendations  |  A Scorecard of Progress Since 2015/16 (3 of 3)
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
In distilling the key findings from both the assessment of the ACM’s programme against the 
five critical success factors and review of progress since 2015/16, there are five 
recommendations that should be considered as part of the ACM’s forward planning.

When looking at the recommendations, we see a distinct order that starts with properly 
addressing the ACM’s overall level of ambition for Philanthropy, before moving onto the 
detailed work required to develop a full 5-year fundraising strategy.

Within this strategy development work, sits some vision and case for support work to 
support the ACM’s ‘Transformation’ strategy, but more important will be making the 
necessary structural adjustments to ensure the Philanthropy programme can properly 
support mid-level and major giving growth, whilst making sure the longer-term benefits of a 
significant capital campaign are properly captured.

Alongside this sits the ongoing work needed to keep moving Philanthropy towards a clearer 
position at the heart of the ACM (work that has begun, but still has a way to go).

And underneath it all there remains the need to resource Philanthropy appropriately for the 
growth aspirations the ACM has for it, rather than for its current financial position.*

Image © ACM |  Interior of Hamer Hall
* This need was identified in the 2015/16 Development Review document, and, whilst overall investment has increased 

over the last 6 years, it remains at a level that will support current revenue levels vs. drive strong growth.
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
1. The ACM has a clear decision to make around the level of ambition that exists for 

Philanthropy. This decision should be made first, before a new 5-year strategy is finalised.
1.1 The findings from the consultations indicate that there are some differing views around 

what philanthropic growth looks like at the ACM, ranging from incremental growth (or the 
status quo) to more ‘transformational’ growth.

1.2 The general consensus was that more assertive growth was possible, particularly given the 
opportunities provided by the ‘Transformation’ strategy and ‘Reimagining’ project.
• Clarity is needed in this area, however, so that some detailed forecasting can be undertaken 

and a suitable level of investment to support the agreed level of ambition then agreed.

1.3 We would strongly recommend that some robust discussions are held to properly define 
what the expectations for growth are before detailed 5-year Philanthropy strategic plans 
are developed.
• These discussions would ideally be led by the Philanthropy Team and involve representatives 

from the VAC Trust, ACM Foundation and ACM Executive Team.

1.4 Considering how the ’Reimagining’ project could significantly impact the organisation’s 
philanthropic aspirations – both in the short- and long-term – should be a key part of 
these discussions.

1.5 Once an agreement has been reached on the overall level of ambition, a detailed 5-year 
Philanthropy strategy, including realistic levels of investment, would then be finalised.

Image © ACM  |  Interior of Hamer Hall
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
2. The ACM’s vision is currently in transition as operational detail is added to the new 

‘Transformation’ strategy. The organisation’s philanthropic approach will need to evolve 
to support this new direction and a new case for support will need to be developed.*
2.1 Whilst the ACM successfully developed its high-level ‘Transformation’ strategy in 2021 

during the second year of the pandemic, further, more detailed work is currently ongoing 
to fully define what impact it will have on the day-to-day operations of the organisation.

2.2 The new strategy provides some clear philanthropic ‘hooks’ with its inclusion of elements 
like gender equality, indigenous Australians, wellbeing and climate change; how best to 
include these in a revised philanthropic approach needs to be carefully considered.
• The likelihood is that once the necessary decisions have been made about the overall level of 

ambition that exists for the ACMs Philanthropy, enough detail will have been defined around 
the ‘Transformation’ strategy to allow for decisions to be made about how best to structure 
the Philanthropy programme to support the new strategy.

2.3 Careful consideration should be given to the process followed in defining the overall 
Philanthropy programme as this could help bring key audiences much closer to the ACM, 
i.e. undertaking a series of curated conversations/’salons’ with small groups of supporters 
and stakeholders (including Foundation Members and VAC Trustees).

2.4 Working out how to best support ‘Transformation’ should also mark the beginning of a 
focus on improving ‘storytelling’ at the ACM, with a more compelling ‘case for support’ 
one desired output that is of particular relevance to fundraising.
• Note that in referencing a ‘case for support’,  this should be a ‘library’ of suitable materials 

that can bring the ACM’s vision to life with potential supporters, not just one document.

Image © ACM |  Interior of Hamer Hall
* The timing of this process will need some careful consideration given the likely ongoing impacts of COVID-19 for 

at least the first 6-months of 2022.
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
3. Ensuring the correct structures & programmes are in place will be the key to ensuring an 

evolved philanthropic approach is successful – this includes defining a suitable role for 
the Foundation and creating a suitable structure for the ‘Reimagining’ capital campaign;
3.1 The current structures and programmes have been successful in driving entry-level growth 

and some limited increases in mid- and major-giving, but will need to change to support 
the dual objectives of supporting the ACM’s ‘Transformation’ vision and sourcing 
significant funding for the ‘Reimagining’ project.

3.2 Overall, there is a need to ‘re-balance’ the programme mix; entry-level giving is now a 
clear strength for the ACM, but gaps exist in both mid-level and major giving that need to 
be addressed over the next 5-years.
• The ‘Re-imagining’ capital campaign also needs to be properly integrated into the future 

program mix so that the potential long-term philanthropic benefits of this campaign are as 
fully realised as possible.

3.3 Increasing the level of investment and specialised resources directed to growing major 
giving and establishing a separate capital campaigns team should be a priority.
• Note that the exact programme needed to drive major giving (including the capital campaign) 

should not be fully defined until the decision on overall ambition has been made.

3.4 Better defining the ACM Foundation’s role in major giving and/or the capital campaign 
and clarifying its relationship with the VAC Trust will also be a critical early step. Some 
initial options for the Foundation include:
• Splitting it, with one sub-committee focused on the ‘Re-imagining’ capital campaign and the 

other focused on growing ACM’s long-term major giving programmes;
• Re-focusing it on key gaps in the current Philanthropy programme (e.g. ‘next gen’ donors and 

the development of a more tailored/flexible donor engagement events programme);
• Note that any future role relies on it being re-positioned correctly vis-à-vis the Trust.
• A fully-dedicated resource working closely with Foundation members is also recommended. Image © ACM  |  Interior of Hamer Hall
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
3. Ensuring the correct structures & programmes are in place will be the key to ensuring an 

evolved philanthropic approach is successful – this includes defining a suitable role for 
the Foundation and creating a suitable structure for the ‘Reimagining’ capital campaign;
3.5 A suitable programme for growing mid-level giving needs to be developed, after first 

better defining exactly who are target audiences are (e.g. exactly who are the ‘next gen’).
• Also need to learn from previous unsuccessful attempts in this area (e.g. ‘Arts Club’).

3.6 Continuing to grow entry-level giving via ongoing refinement of the approach to Annual 
Campaigns should remain as a cornerstone of the future Philanthropy programme.
• Key to facilitating ongoing growth in this area will be addressing the ongoing issues with 

access to supporter data.*

3.7 Developing the Bequests and Trusts & Foundations programmes should continue more or 
less along the lines they are currently set-up on (and with similar resources).

3.8 Reviewing the ACM’s current approach to donor engagement – including the role, if any, 
of events like ‘Ovation’ – should also be an early priority.
• The performance analysis indicates that events like ‘Ovation’ are not necessarily the most 

effective way to engage donors; a more tailored & nuanced approach will be necessary.

3.9 Moving the ACM’s Membership programme out of Philanthropy so that it can be fully 
reviewed and returned to growth using dedicated resources should also be considered.

3.10 Considering how to better co-ordinate the ACMs approach to sourcing revenue from 
Philanthropy and corporate partnerships should also be part of any new strategy.

3.11 There are clear gaps in skillset that need to be addressed in the Philanthropy Team, most 
notably with regards to major giving. The role of the Executive Director, Philanthropy will 
also need to evolve to become more focused on future growth vs. day-to-day activity.

Image © ACM  |  Interior of Hamer Hall* There are a number of challenges with accessing key customer data currently that are restricting philanthropic 
growth; a ‘whole of organisation’ approach to data needs to be established to address these.
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
4. Whilst there have been improvements in Philanthropy’s positioning within ACM, work 

remains to be done to ensure fundraising becomes a ‘whole of organisation’ priority.
4.1 There was clear evidence through the consultations that Philanthropy is still too often 

viewed as a ‘nice to have’/additional function, rather than being central to the 
achievement of the ACM’s business objectives.

4.2 Further work needs to be done by the Executive, Trust and Foundation’s leadership to 
ensure Philanthropy is more fully integrated into ACM’s operations and positioned as a 
true ‘whole of organisation’ priority by the end of the next 5-year planning period.

4.3 Part of this will involve ensuring everyone closely connected to the ACM understands the 
role they can play in securing Philanthropic support – whether they are a front of house 
staff member, marketing specialist, programming lead, Trustee or Foundation member.
• One tactic that could be used here is the introduction of a Philanthropy KPI for every staff 

member by the end of year 3, with key leadership staff having suitable KPIs set in year 1.
• Ensuring Philanthropy is more visibly involved in the ‘Transformation’ strategy roll-out is 

another relatively simple way to accelerate Philanthropy’s ‘central positioning journey’.

4.4 Building on Philanthropy’s increased profile following the visible fundraising successes 
that were achieved during the first two years of COVID-19 is an obvious opportunity.
• The increased revenue from annual campaigns is a great example of what can be achieved 

when the organisation prioritises Philanthropic growth; it happened during COVID ‘by 
accident’, but provides a strong indication of what could be achieved if conscious decisions 
are made to invest more heavily in Philanthropic growth & make it an organisational priority.

4.5 The capital campaign clearly provides an opportunity to step-change how Philanthropy is 
positioned within ACM, however relying on this one-off project should not be the primary 
way that the Philanthropy is shifted towards a more ‘whole of organisation’ approach.

Image © ACM  |  Interior of Hamer Hall
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05| KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
5. Overall investment levels in Philanthropy have remained at ‘current contribution’/ 

‘incremental growth’ levels over the past 6-years; need to step-change overall 
investment if meaningful growth is desired over the next 5-year period.
5.1 The performance analysis completed as part of this review indicates that continued 

investment in Philanthropy at current levels would see potential annual revenue of 
between $4.5 – $5.5M vs. the current $4.3M in average revenue since 2015/16.

5.2 Assuming some kind of ‘meaningful’ growth is agreed on as being desirable over the next 
5-years, then the overall level of investment will need to increase.
• Level of increase will depend on overall level of ambition, e.g. philanthropic revenue to grow 

to 10%, 15% or 25%+ of ACM revenue vs. current c. 5% level.

5.3 In deciding on a suitable level of future investment, the Programme Investment Ratio 
(PIR%) analysis in the ACM Philanthropy Performance Analysis 2015–21 document can 
provide some indication of required investment for particular targeted revenues.*
• Insights from overseas best practice in terms of investment levels at organisations like The 

Met in NYC and Southbank in London is included in the PIR% analysis.

5.4 In looking at investment levels, careful consideration will need to be given to the balance 
between how much is invested in the capital campaign vs. ongoing fundraising – and how 
the two areas are inter-related and can support each other.

5.5 A number of supporting systems and processes will need additional focus and investment 
to support any kind of increased rates of growth.
• Particularly moves management/lifetime donor stewardship and event implementation.
• Continued investment and refinement of the Tessitura CRM system is also needed.

5.6 One final question was highlighted during the consultations and is included for 
consideration here: whether it is worth extending the next plan beyond a 5-year time 
period to line up more closely with likely capital campaign timings?

Image © ACM  |  Interior of Hamer Hall
* A key chart summarising the PIR% analysis can also be found in the appendix of this document.
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06| WHERE TO FROM HERE?
The findings & recommendations from the programme review summarised in this document 
sit alongside those included in the ACM Philanthropy Performance Analysis 2015–21 
summary; together they are designed to be key inputs to a new 5-year Philanthropy strategy.

6 years ago, a ‘hybrid’ document was produced that was part review and part forward looking 
strategy recommendation. Given the unique opportunities provided by the ACM’s 
‘Transformation’ strategy and ‘Reimagining’ project, we would recommend that a more 
comprehensive 5-year+ Philanthropy strategy is developed than was the case in 2015/16.

Whilst the performance analysis and programme review provide some clear pointers to what 
the future focus should be for the ACM’s Philanthropy programme, they also raise some 
important questions about ambition – and the level of investment that will be needed to 
realise a higher level of ambition (particularly if more transformational change is desired).

There is also the question of the capital campaign and how the ACM’s approach to this 
project could be structured in a way that will drive strong and sustained philanthropic growth, 
rather than just providing a one-off boost focused solely on ‘Reimagining’.

The detail underneath the ACM’s ‘Transformation’ strategy is also still in development – detail 
that will clearly have a significant impact on how philanthropic support could grow.

And underneath all that there is the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, and the opportunities it 
might be providing for more dramatic change than would have been possible just 2 years ago.

Taking some additional time now to address these questions and possibilities, before then 
developing as robust a 5-year philanthropic growth and investment plan as possible, would 
seem to offer the ACM the greatest chance of moving from the steady philanthropic growth 
path it has been on since 2015/16, to a more ‘transformational’ one that will better support 
the future vision the organisation is in the middle of finalising. Image © ACM  |  Backstage at the State Theatre
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Image © Beat Magazine  |  Arts Centre Melbourne, 2020

APPENDICES
a) ACM Average Annual Revenue Overview.
b) ACM Philanthropy & Membership Revenue Overall Trends.
c) ACM Programme Investment Ratio (PIR%).
d) ACM Philanthropy Performance Analysis 2015–21 Base Data.
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Summary Findings | ACM Average Annual Revenue Overview (2015/16–2020/21)

Data Sources: ACM Finance Team reporting, ACM Philanthropy Team data, Tessitura, ACM Annual Reviews.

ARTS CENTRE MELBOURNE
$91M Average Annual Funding 2015-21

$4.3M in Philanthropy & Membership Revenue (4.7% of total)

Summary of ACM Revenue Sources 2015–21
(All figures included below are average annual revenue for 2015/16–2020/21)

VIC Government
$20.3M Recurrent Funding 

$10.1M Non-recurrent

Other Government
$1.4M

Commercial Revenue
$49.1M

Performing Arts 
Collections & Artwork

$361K in-kind

Other ACM Revenue
Interest, dividends etc.

$4.7M

Corporate Partners 
$635K + $538K in-kind

Major Giving
Direct
$1.4M

Major Giving
Foundation*

$354K

Associate Giving
$396K

Entry Level Giving
$207K

Trusts & 
Foundations

$402K
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Bequests
$931K

Presidents & Arts 
Club Membership

$229K

General Membership
$248K

Other Phil. Revenue
Gift with Ticket, Seat 

Dedications, Arts Walk
$93K

M
AN

AG
ED BY PHILAN

THRO
PY TEAM

Capital Campaign
$15M Pledge (2020)

* Major Giving (Foundation) denotes revenue 
derived directly from Foundation members or 
from projects led by them. It should be noted 
that Foundation Members have also assisted 
with the solicitation of ‘Direct’ Major Giving.
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$3,740,772
$3,488,986

$4,375,610

$6,648,616

$3,745,714

$3,633,270

$2,759,289

$3,373,021

$3,382,983

$3,222,393

$3,696,056

$3,614,787

$2,159,257

$2,736,274
$2,827,969

$2,643,693

$3,336,241

$3,485,927

$600,033
$636,747 $555,014 $578,700

$359,815

$128,860
$0

$1,000,000

$2,000,000

$3,000,000

$4,000,000

$5,000,000

$6,000,000

$7,000,000

2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21

ACM Philanthropy Total Revenue 2015/16 – 2020/21
Note: 6 year time period includes COVID-19 Pandemic

 1. Fundraising Revenue Total 2. Total – Excl. Bequests 3. Philanthropy – Excl. Bequests 4. Membership – All

Trendline 1
All Fundraising

6-yr Av. $4,272,161

Trendline 2 
Ex. Bequests

6-yr Av. $3,341,422

Significant $3.4M Bequest in 2018/19

1

2

3

4

COVID-19 IMPACT

Membership in gradual decline 
overall pre-COVID

Overall Philanthropic growth driven primarily 
by success of Annual Campaigns building 
entry-level & associate level giving, along 

with steady Major Giving growth

During COVID, overall fundraising has 
experienced a very slight decline, with 

an increase in campaign fundraising  
offsetting membership declines

Trendline 3 
Philanthropy

6-yr Av. $2,864,893

Trendline 4 
Membership

6-yr Av. $476,528

Significant Membership decline 
during COVID–19 (membership end 
dates extended through closures)

Steady overall growth in  Revenue across the 
6 years (led by Philanthropy revenue 

offsetting Membership declines)

Page 30

| Total Revenue (Philanthropy and Membership)

Data Sources: ACM Finance Team reporting, ACM Philanthropy Team data, Tessitura, ACM Annual Reviews.
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$3,740,772

$3,488,986

$4,375,610

$6,648,616

$3,745,714 $3,633,270

$1,086,712

$1,142,184

$1,316,797

$1,710,242 $1,728,774 $1,395,294
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ACM Programme Investment Ratio (PIR) 2015/16–2020/21
Philanthropy & Membership Revenue

Revenue – Philanthropy & Membership Investment – Budget + Staff Costs Linear (Revenue – Philanthropy & Membership)

PIR 29.1% PIR 32.7% PIR 30.1% PIR 25.7% PIR 38.4%

$1.3M (35%)

$750K (20%)

Optimal
Investment 

Range

6 Yr Av. $1,321,667

$1.5 M (35%)

$875K (20%)

$1.3M (35%)

$725K (20%)

PIR 46.1%

$2.3M (35%)

$1.3M (20%) $1.3M (35%)

$744K (20%)

$1.2M (35%)

$700K (20%)

COVID-19 IMPACT

FORECAST SUSTAINABLE 
REVENUE RANGE

$
3

.9
9

M
$

6
.9

9
M

Trendline

Total Revenue

6-yr Av. $4,272,161

Investment has increased, but has 
never been at a level to support 
sustainable, double digit growth.

Best practise would see a PIR of 

between 35–40% for 

sustainable growth, with 40%+ 

the level needed for 

transformational growth.

Note: need to decide what 
growth looks like for the ACM 
over the next 5 years, before 

establishing investment levels.

Continued investment at this slowly 
increasing level would see potential 
future revenue of $4.5 – $5.5M vs. 

6-yr hstorical average of $4.3.M

6 Yr Av. PIR 32.7%

Return on investment was within the expected 
revenue band between 2017–2019 (pre-COVID)
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Summary Findings | Summary Data (Philanthropy & Membership Revenue 2015/16–2020/21)
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PRE COVID-19FULL TIME PERIOD

REVENUE AREA 2015-16
(Financial Year)

2016-17
(Financial Year)

Diff +/- 2017-18
(Financial Year)

Diff +/- 2018-19
(Financial Year)

Diff +/- 2019-20
(Financial Year)

Diff +/- 2020-21
(Financial Year)

Diff +/- 6-Year Total
(2015/16–20/21)

% Tot. ACM 
Revenue – All

% Fundraising 
Revenue – All

6-Year Average
(2015/16–20/21)

Diff +/-
(2015/16–20/21)

% Change
(2015/16–20/21)

4-Year Average
(2015/16–18/19)

Diff +/-
(2015/16–18/19)

% Change
(2015/16–18/19)

A| FUNDRAISING REVENUE (PHILANTHROPY)

A1- Gift with Ticket $61,500 $75,647 $14,146 $57,952 -$17,695 $45,082 -$12,871 $46,285 $1,203 $39,437 -$6,848 $325,902 0.06% 1.27% $54,317 -$22,063 -35.88% $60,045 -$16,419 -26.70%

A2a- Entry Level Giving (excluding Gift with Ticket) $55,734 $52,043 -$3,690 $67,959 $15,916 $156,468 $88,508 $393,903 $237,436 $515,095 $121,192 $1,241,201 0.23% 4.84% $206,867 $459,361 824.21% $83,051 $100,734 180.74%

A2b- Associate Giving ($350 - $9999.99 for FY15-16 and FY16-17), ($500 - $9999.99 from FY17-18) $434,119 $394,884 -$39,235 $271,018 -$123,866 $326,860 $55,841 $409,199 $82,340 $537,195 $127,996 $2,373,274 0.43% 9.26% $395,546 $103,076 23.74% $356,720 -$107,259 -24.71%

A3a- Major Gifts – $10,000+, ACM Foundation sourced (includes Foundation Member Ovation donations) $435,000 $280,000 -$155,000 $258,000 -$22,000 $313,900 $55,900 $381,000 $67,100 $210,000 -$171,000 $1,877,900 0.34% 7.33% $312,983 -$225,000 -51.72% $321,725 -$121,100 -27.84%

A3b- Major Gifts – $10,000+, Direct (excludes all Ovation donations) $894,532 $1,426,000 $531,468 $1,470,545 $44,545 $1,158,034 -$312,511 $1,065,500 -$92,534 $1,417,500 $352,000 $7,432,111 1.36% 28.99% $1,238,685 $522,968 58.46% $1,237,278 $263,502 29.46%

A3c- Arts Wellbeing Collective Emergency Appeal  (Foundation member led donations) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $216,250 $216,250 $32,000 -$184,250 $248,250 0.05% 0.97% $41,375 – – $0 – –

A3d- Ovation Dinner - exclusive donations (excluding Foundation Member donations) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $185,050 $185,050 $307,630 $122,580 $0 -$307,630 $492,680 0.09% 1.92% $82,113 – – $46,263 – –

A3e- Music4Vic - exclusive donations (Major Giving, ex. non Foundation member) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $554,700 $554,700 $554,700 0.10% 2.16% $92,450 – – $0 – –

A4- Trusts & Foundations Revenue $244,872 $486,200 $241,328 $660,195 $173,995 $420,000 -$240,195 $448,474 $28,474 $150,000 -$298,474 $2,409,741 0.44% 9.40% $401,624 -$94,872 -38.74% $452,817 $175,128 71.52%

A5- Bequests (cash donations) $981,483 $115,965 -$865,518 $992,627 $876,662 $3,426,223 $2,433,596 $49,659 -$3,376,564 $18,483 -$31,175 $5,584,439 1.02% 21.79% $930,740 -$962,999 -98.12% $1,379,074 $2,444,740 249.09%

A6- Seat Dedications $33,500 $21,500 -$12,000 $42,300 $20,800 $38,300 -$4,000 $28,000 -$10,300 $30,000 $2,000 $193,600 0.04% 0.76% $32,267 -$3,500 -10.45% $33,900 $4,800 14.33%

A7- Arts Walk Plaques $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $40,000 $0 -$40,000 $40,000 0.01% 0.16% $6,667 – – $0 – –

A- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Philanthropy – All) $3,140,740 $2,852,239 -$288,501 $3,820,596 $968,358 $6,069,916 $2,249,320 $3,385,899 -$2,684,017 $3,504,410 $118,510 $22,773,800 4.15% 88.85% $3,795,633 $363,670 11.58% $3,970,873 $2,929,177 93.26%

A- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Philanthropy – All, Excluding Bequests) $2,159,257 $2,736,274 $577,017 $2,827,969 $91,696 $2,643,693 -$184,276 $3,336,241 $692,548 $3,485,927 $149,686 $17,189,361 3.13% 67.06% $2,864,893 $1,326,670 61.44% $2,591,798 $484,436 22.44%

A- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Philanthropy – Major Giving, inc. Wellbeing Collective, Ovation & Music4Vic) $1,329,532 $1,706,000 $376,468 $1,728,545 $22,545 $1,656,984 -$71,561 $1,970,380 $313,396 $2,214,200 $243,820 $10,605,641 1.93% 41.38% $1,767,607 $884,668 66.54% $1,605,265 $327,452 24.63%

A- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Philanthropy – Estimated Annual Campaigns Revenue, ex. Major Giving) $201,986 $170,865 -$3,690 $322,028 $151,163 $459,161 $137,132 $762,947 $303,786 $999,675 $236,728 $2,916,662 0.53% 11.38% $486,110 $797,689 394.92% $288,510 $257,175 127.32%

B| FUNDRAISING REVENUE (MEMBERSHIPS)

B1a- Presidents Club Membership Fees - New $13,200 $26,400 $13,200 $39,060 $12,660 $26,400 -$12,660 $33,000 $6,600 $6,600 -$26,400 $144,660 0.03% 0.56% $24,110 -$6,600 -50.00% $26,265 $13,200 100.00%

B1b- Presidents Club Membership Fees - Renew $214,500 $240,900 $26,400 $231,000 -$9,900 $277,200 $46,200 $112,200 -$165,000 $99,000 -$13,200 $1,174,800 0.21% 4.58% $195,800 -$115,500 -53.85% $240,900 $62,700 29.23%

B2a- Arts Club Membership Fees - Single $10,450 $10,175 -$275 $7,150 -$3,025 $0 -$7,150 $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,775 0.01% 0.11% $4,629 -$10,450 -100.00% $6,944 -$10,450 -100.00%

B2b- Arts Club Membership Fees - Double $7,920 $9,725 $1,805 $7,920 -$1,805 $0 -$7,920 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,565 0.00% 0.10% $4,261 -$7,920 -100.00% $6,391 -$7,920 -100.00%

B3a- ACM General Membership Fees - Single $172,389 $170,495 -$1,894 $163,795 -$6,700 $189,275 $25,480 $143,120 -$46,155 $13,825 -$129,295 $852,899 0.16% 3.33% $142,150 -$158,564 -91.98% $173,988 $16,886 9.80%

B3b- ACM General Membership Fees - Double $91,104 $84,745 -$6,359 $87,485 $2,740 $83,185 -$4,300 $69,080 -$14,105 $9,435 -$59,645 $425,034 0.08% 1.66% $70,839 -$81,669 -89.64% $86,630 -$7,919 -8.69%

B3i- ACM Membership Elevated Events - Ticketed events exclusively for members $90,470 $94,307 $3,837 $18,604 -$75,703 $2,640 -$15,964 $2,415 -$225 $0 -$2,415 $208,436 0.04% 0.81% $34,739 -$90,470 -100.00% $51,505 -$87,830 -97.08%

B- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Memberships– All) $600,033 $636,747 $36,714 $555,014 -$81,733 $578,700 $23,686 $359,815 -$218,885 $128,860 -$230,955 $2,859,169 0.52% 11.15% $476,528 -$471,173 -78.52% $592,623 -$21,333 -3.56%

B- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Memberships– Presidents Club) $227,700 $267,300 $39,600 $270,060 $2,760 $303,600 $33,540 $145,200 -$158,400 $105,600 -$39,600 $1,319,460 0.24% 5.15% $219,910 -$122,100 -53.62% $267,165 $75,900 33.33%

B- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Memberships– Arts Club) $18,370 $19,900 $1,530 $15,070 -$4,830 $0 -$15,070 $0 $0 $0 $0 $53,340 0.01% 0.21% $8,890 – – $17,780 -$18,370 -100.00%

B- Subtotal (Fundraising Revenue, Memberships– General, inc. Elevated Events) $353,963 $349,547 -$4,416 $269,884 -$79,663 $275,100 $5,216 $214,615 -$60,485 $23,260 -$191,355 $1,486,369 0.27% 5.80% $247,728 -$330,703 -93.43% $312,123 -$78,863 -22.28%

A+B- TOTAL FUNDRAISING REVENUE (Philanthropy + Membership) $3,740,772 $3,488,986 -$251,786 $4,375,610 $886,625 $6,648,616 $2,273,006 $3,745,714 -$2,902,902 $3,633,270 -$112,445 $25,632,969 4.67% – $4,272,161 -$107,502 -2.87% $4,563,496 $2,907,844 77.73%

A+B- TOTAL FUNDRAISING REVENUE (Philanthropy + Membership, Excluding Bequests) $2,759,289 $3,373,021 $613,731 $3,382,983 $9,963 $3,222,393 -$160,590 $3,696,056 $473,663 $3,614,787 -$81,269 $20,048,529 3.66% 78.21% $3,341,422 $855,497 31.00% $3,184,422 $463,104 16.78%
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A note on Philanthropy Squared’s involvement
During the consultation process, some concerns were raised by a member of the ACM 
Foundation regarding the independence of the review given one of the authors of this 
report, Frankie Airey, is also a Trustee of the Victorian Arts Centre.
This potential issue was originally identified during the scoping of the project and is one of 
the reasons that Richard Plumpton of 2iis Consulting was engaged to both interview ACM 
Foundation members and ACM key staff and act as an independent co-author of the report.
Additional text re independence and P2 in-depth sector knowledge?

Image © Visit Melbourne


