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“Labor will strengthen partnerships with community and non-government organisations that provide community support and promote constructive dialogue about priorities….(Labor will) review regulatory environments to cut red tape and promote innovation and community owned enterprises”
(ALP Election Platform Chapter 7, p 108, 2006)

Introduction and background
VCOSS is the cross-sectoral peak body of the social and community sector in Victoria, encompassing a wide range of program and service organisations, including children’s, youth and child and family services, disability services and advocacy support, housing and homelessness, community health, community transport, neighbourhood houses, community legal, financial counselling, problem gambling counsellors, mental health, drug and alcohol, women’s services, employment and welfare rights, and a majority of the peak bodies and statewide networks representing these sectors.  
VCOSS strategic objectives are: 

1. Advocate for good quality of life outcomes for all

2. Build a strong sector that can lead social change

3. Create a strong public presence for the changes required

4. Sustain just and equitable outcomes through collaboration

VCOSS is the state member of ACOSS, the national federated peak body for the community sector, and maintains relationships with service providers to the sector – such as trainers, marketing and fundraising consultants, and pro bono brokers in the business community, insurers, IT services and legal advisors. 
VCOSS interest in the SSA non-profit regulatory review

VCOSS notes the aim of this review is to determine how Government can reduce the regulatory burden on Non-Profit Organisations (NFPs) while continuing to achieve the goals of regulation.

With approximately 500 members, mainly non-profit organisations, this review is a highly relevant process for our membership.  Our member organisations generally consist of associations incorporated in Victoria and non-profit companies constituted under the Corporations Act. 
VCOSS has previously submitted proposals to the Board of Taxation charities definition review in 2003/04, advocating that the purposes of an organisation should be used when defining ‘charitable’ rather than their activities, especially when the ATO Commissioner is not resourced to understand our modern day processes of community development, social policy development and advocacy for the public benefit.  VCOSS also partnered with ACOSS and Jobs Australia on the Charities Now project in 2006, with the support of the Lance Reichstein Foundation and Donkey Wheel Foundation. The papers are published on www.acoss.org.au/publications/...
VCOSS has engaged with considerations of the Incorporated Associations Act several times.  In 1989, we argued that the intention of the Act was correct to focus on providing a vehicle for the incorporation and regulation of non-profit associations and that the companies’ legislation is not an appropriate vehicle for the incorporation and regulation of non-profits.  Companies’ legislation was, and is, not framed to deal with non-profits, and hence we opposed the idea of diverting larger non-profits to ASIC as if only ‘small’ non-profits can be regulated by the Associations Incorporation Act.   
When the Department for Victorian Communities commissioned a report by the Allen Consulting Group in 2005 regarding the issues around the administrative and regulatory burden on non-profit organizations
, VCOSS was strongly supportive of change, and disappointed that follow-up appears to have stalled.
VCOSS supports the following principles regarding the approach taken by the Victorian Government:
1. It is important that community service and other non-profits operate in an accountable and ethical manner, to common standards that meet community expectations.
2. It is timely for this review to occur in the light of the Government’s Fairer Victoria commitment to ‘making government work differently’. 
From a social policy perspective, in order to deliver on the Victorian Government commitment to access, inclusion and quality of service delivery to all Victorians, across all locations and types of community service or activity, it is imperative that the  community sector is understood, partnered with, and regulated, in an effective way by Government.   

3. In the context of National Competition Policy, it is important for Government to look at the productivity impact of their regulatory requirements on the community sector. 
VCOSS hopes we have moved on from the ‘productivity’ debate regarding funding indexation in 2002-03, where KPMG undertook a DTF/DHS commissioned analysis of potential productivity savings from the Victorian funded community sector and discovered (we were advised) that “no significant productivity improvements could be made without significant investment”. 
This led to the setting up of the Community Sector Investment Fund ($8m/4 years) and new arrangements for funding indexation (including in late 2006 the agreement to fund government wages policy and the Fair Pay Commission safety net determination through the NGO price index). However, the pressures on the sector are only increasing.  
This is evidenced by the following documents:
“Community Sector Sustainability: Research Evidence and Public Policy Implications”. Prepared by Jo Barraket for the VCOSS Sector Sustainability Task Group, August 2006. Published by VCOSS, available on www.vcoss.org.au
“Ensuring the sustainability of Victoria’s third sector: an issues and proposal paper” produced by Wesley Mission on behalf of ten agencies including VCOSS, July 2006. Available from VCOSS.

“Australian Community Sector Survey Report 2007”, published February 2007 by Australian Council of Social Service Paper 145,  ref Victoria analysis from page 53. Available from VCOSS or on www.acoss.org.au
The pressures on the sector have been recognised by Government as demonstrated by the setting up of the Strengthening Community Organisations project, managed within Department for Victorian Communities, due to report October 2007.
Investment, including growth funding and some major reforms e.g. in children and family services, family violence services, will achieve limited impact on a heavily committed, under-capitalised sector that is facing greater complexity of demand than ever.  
Significant streamlining of the regulatory burden will undoubtedly unlock significant productivity gain, albeit expressed through improved service provision outcomes rather than cash savings.
4. Work in the sector is getting more complex, and perceived to be more bureaucratic ‘more removed from the ‘real people’, at the same time as jobs need to be made more attractive in the face of a looming workforce crisis. 
At a recent sector sustainability workshop co-hosted by Australian Services Union, Uniting Care and attended by the VCOSS CEO, a member commented that ‘it’s all about paperwork these days, not about helping people’.   VCOSS is commencing a DHS community sector investment fund (CSIF) funded project on showcasing the community sector to students and other potential workforce groups, and while the concept of accountability is acceptable where not wasteful of energy and resources, the management of paperwork is often seen as irrelevant and ‘putting data into a black hole’. 

Yet the non-profit community sector needs to be able to actively market itself to future employees as ‘making a difference - with and for people’ not ‘lots of paperwork - with too few resources to deal with it’.

VCOSS calls on the Government to improve the regulation and accountability requirements on the community sector through the following proposals.

We ask for an opportunity to discuss these ideas further. 

1. VCOSS supports reform of the regulatory system and calls on the Victorian Government to lead cross-jurisdictional policy dialogue towards national reform 

The fragmentation and inconsistency of the national regulatory processes has been recognised since the 1995 Industry Commission review of charities
, however significant reform has not occurred. VCOSS supported many of the recommendations in the other major report in this area, published in 2004 by Centre for Corporate Law and Securities Regulation, University of Melbourne
 
If a state-based model could be set up and demonstrated to improve the effectiveness of NFP regulation, it would be hoped that a national charity regulator model could be agreed upon between the state and federal governments.  As canvassed in the Charities Industry Inquiry in 1995, and in public debates around the Charities Definition Inquiry and related changes to the powers of the ATO Commissioner during 2003-05, there is a clear case for devolution of the role of the Australian Tax Commissioner relating to charitable status, and the role of ASIC in regulating non-profits constituted under the Corporations Act to such a Regulator.

VCOSS believes that the Victorian Government is well placed to set up such a model.
1.1 Set up a new independent regulator

Consumer Affairs Victoria is widely seen to lack understanding and capacity to support Victorian incorporated associations.  

This was well summarized by one VCOSS member who commented that “Small Business Victoria (SBV) has a positive view of small business and sees its role to help them, while CAV sees its role to stop voluntary organisations doing the wrong thing”   

SBV links business name registration at CAV with SBV via online registrations and promotion of services, Consumer Affairs does not offer this to NFPs.

The ‘Business Masterkey’ initiative for small business, developed by the Victorian Government to reduce red tape, defined ‘small’ as under 100 employees. There would be several thousand NFPs that fit these criteria but have not had the benefit of this program.  There is clearly work already done in this area that small non-profits could benefit from but are not aware of.

 As noted by VCOSS in 2005
,   Consumer Affairs does not demonstrate an understanding of the NFP sector insofar as it they reviewed the scale and nature of activities and the costs faced by the sector in dealing with the Corporations Act and recommended splitting the sector into two tiers, one that would remain covered by the Victorian Act and the other that would be faced with the expense and complexity of incorporating under the Corporations Act.  
There are also a range of matters that NFP’s have to deal with in Victoria that entail undue complexity and are currently fragmented. Fundraising permits, incorporation, state-related tax matters- not to mention the wide variety of insurance, workcover and other legislated responsibilities, governance supports and other matters. 
VCOSS strongly believes that an independent regulator, adequately charged with managing all relevant matters would reduce regulatory burden on NFPs. The Regulator would administer the Incorporations Act; determine matters currently dealt with by the State Revenue Office regarding tax status e.g. land tax exemptions; also manage a simplified fundraising permit system; charity raffles and trade promotions, and act as an authoritative voice within Government on the role and purpose of the Sector
It would be essential to ensure expert advice and relevant community organisation input is included in a reference or advisory group to such a Regulator. The Small Business Advisory Council is one model which could be applied across to the NFP sector.  
A Victorian Government regulatory body is needed, to champion practical measures at the national level, such as the development of a Not for Profit accounting standard, an issue already advocated by the CPA. 
Another issue requiring State Government attention is the need to simplify and harmonise the state-by-state fundraising and raffle/gaming permit systems to streamline the capacity to fundraise from supporters of the reliable and trustworthy charities (with the right retained by government to audit as required), and to re-align government resources toward ensuring compliance by newer organisations who are launching public appeals and those who have not yet proved their credibility.  Currently the permit systems are complex, overly bureaucratic and constrain resource mobilisation to support bone fide community causes. 
1.2 Set up a ‘central register’ of NFPs active in Victoria
There is an active debate about the role of accreditation or a ‘central register’ carrying generic information on non-profit organisations active in Victoria.

After discussion, VCOSS believes that a central register would be a useful initiative:

· It would need all state government (and ideally over time, local government and philanthropic) funding bodies to agree to a set of requirements that would be generic including annual reporting, layout of accounts within current accounting standards, responsibilities and duties of office bearers etc. 
· A standard Chart of Accounts for reporting would be extremely valuable, agreed between all state government funding bodies as a first step 

· It would mean that small un-funded organisations would be treated to a ‘light’ touch’ with limited reporting within this system i.e. lodgment of constitution, provision of annual reports etc.
· The register would be accompanied by an aligned system for those organisations funded for specialist activities by state government departments and or those who are fundraising from the public. Such organisations would enjoy ‘earned autonomy’ as over time their reporting demonstrated their capacity to deliver effectively on funding.  
· Aswell as it being a legal requirement, the incentive to register for small non-profits would include access to range of practical supports. These might include free public liability insurance, access to web-based referrals and personal advice from independent sources (refer to the PILCH/VCOSS support role mentioned later) and might be where the password was made available for a statewide free wireless broadband service for NFPs (as being discussed overseas to enable social inclusion for disadvantaged groups) also perhaps material to support the state financial annual reporting requirement and or a national NFP accounting standard, and operate within a simplified fundraising permit system, and access support services provided from outside of Government (refer to VCOSS clearinghouse and PILCH NFP legal service proposal) and business networks offering pro bono support.
1.3 Support for self regulation and re-align systems to enable ‘earned autonomy’
There is much potential to develop this concept, with the light touch for those who prove themselves trustworthy, alongside external audit where required and a re- alignment of resources into support and compliance measures for those who are newer or less tested, against an agreed code of conduct.

ACOSS discussed and considered the overseas aid sectors’ code of conduct (applied through AUSAID and the overseas aid peak body ACFID since the mid-90s) some years ago.  The diversity and complexity of the Victorian community sector would make such a code complex and it would be very necessary to keep the purposes in mind. The overseas aid code was developed after a public relations crisis, primarily to reassure members of the community that their funds were being spent in the place they were donated for, and covers a sector that is much smaller and primarily supported by private community donations not government funding. Such a code applied at the Victorian level would need to demonstrate outcomes and effectiveness of programs, and the degree of community ownership and involvement with the organisation’s activities.  It would need to avoid measures that imply greater efficiency from bigger scale and scope of operation, as organisational or program size is not always more efficient in delivering complex community-based programs. It would be imperative to avoid a code that focuses on indicators such as ‘costs of fundraising’ ratios comparable across multiple agencies. Such ratios have been widely criticised as inaccurate, irrelevant and enhance lowest common denominator approaches to quality - pushing down investment in program design, administration and management in favour of ‘getting the money out the door’ to show we’re ‘not wasting their money’.  In fact, there is clear evidence from the international development literature that poorly planned and evaluated programs waste millions of dollars.
1.4 Take immediate practical measures that align with Victorian Government social policy frameworks

The Victorian Government has a strong commitment to support for community strengthening and community well-being through civic participation, yet the regulatory burden for small non-profit organisations is a barrier to developing and maintaining such participation.  This is recognised by the Government as evidenced in the SCOP terms of reference and community building election platform previously quoted.

1.4.1 There is an urgent and articulated need for legal and governance support for NFPs from bodies outside of Government.  The proposed PILCH non-profit legal service and the recently re-funded VCOSS sector development and training clearinghouse need to be supported on a recurrent basis to offer advice and training to managers and governance bodies in the NFP sector.

1.4.2 Another immediate practical measure for implementing the election policy commitment would be to extend DHS insurance for public liability to all non-profit organisations registered with the Victorian regulator.
1.4.3 A third practical measure would be to commence work towards an NFP accounting standard, as advocated by the CPA. One VCOSS member comments this is overdue as “it is unrealistic to hold separate bank accounts for each and every source of funding .. (and) … that is only one area where the standards force irrelevant disclosures but don’t ask for highly relevant disclosures”.
1.4.4 As previously noted, a standard Chart of Accounts is warranted
1.4.5 As is a standard memorandum of common provisions to include all generic funding clauses across all state government departments e.g. dispute resolution, intellectual property etc. 
1.4.6 And finally, as previously noted, another measure would be commence dialogue with other jurisdiction regulators with a view to national reform of charitable regulation  
The second part of the SSA review is a focus on simplifying government systems, processes and reporting requirements
VCOSS members are deeply impacted by these issues and VCOSS notes submissions made from our member bodies including Centre for Child and Family Excellence, MacKillop Family Services, Salvation Army, Travellers Aid Victoria, Berry St Victoria, Good Shepherd Youth and Family services, Wesley Mission, Public Interest Legal Clearinghouse (PILCH), Yooralla, Hanover Welfare Services, National Disability Service (Vic), Association of Neighbourhood Houses (Vic) and Kindergarten Parents Victoria.

There are several areas for attention.

There is an urgent need to integrate program accreditation, standards, expression of interest processes, data collections and other reporting across departments that fund non-profit organisations e.g. within and between DHS, DVC, DoJ, DoI.  This includes points made earlier in this submissions but would also include the development of more streamlined approaches to these issues in specific areas.
As an example, the Office of Housing, other parts of DHS and DVC all have distinctly different funding contracts, often with the most voluminous contracts pertaining to smaller grants over shorter time periods. It is worth noting that FACSIA has a common schedule for programs. Now is the time to build on the strengths across a variety of contracts, pick out generic clauses for more universal application, and create program-specific schedules where necessary. This would tie in with the recently announced plan to rationalize government corporate services such as legal, HR, IT and related areas as part of the Governments productivity savings for 2007-10. If such a process did not occur, any cuts to grant-making processes would potentially exacerbate the worst of existing arrangements.
The DHS Human Services Partnership Agreement was signed in 2002 and again in 2005 with a high degree of expectation by the funded sector that funding processes could be made more efficient.  As a result, recurrent funding agreements now run for three years not one, variations are managed in a more streamlined fashion and whole-of-DHS mechanics are tested with the Human Service Implementation Committee before roll-out (e.g. DHS ICT Review; rollout of the Human Rights Charter; development and piloting of Common Client software - CRISSP). But there are gaps and learning’s to be taken from these projects.
Funding processes need to focus on the key critical success factors for a successful partnership, not on all the available (and less available) information.  The questions to be asked are ‘what is the purpose of collecting this information? What will we learn and how will we track change over time?”  If not a good enough answer then don’t waste resources collecting it.  Please see submissions from VCOSS members for ample concrete examples of this issue. One example is in Home and Community Care (HACC) – a notoriously under-resourced program by both Federal and State Government. One VCOSS member commented that they are expected to deliver to demonstrated need in the community yet also survey unmet need as well. But the use of this data is unclear as it is clearly not for the purpose of receiving increased resources to meet the unmet need. 

· As well as a common chart of accounts, a common set of data definitions would greatly assist. The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare has developed a common set of data definitions – e.g. when to use family name when to use surname? These definitions were created to apply and simplify data collection across multiple departments; however they are not being used. The Victorian Government could use them - and avoid wheel re-invention.

· Recurrent versus one-off funding. As mentioned above, funding processes for smaller one-off grants (e.g. Community Support Fund) are often more voluminous than larger, multi-year projects.  There is an urgent need to review and simplify the funding application process, assessment process, reporting and monitoring and acquittal with recurrent sources of funds (e.g. disability services division of DHS) as well as one-off grant sources( e.g. Community Support Fund managed within DVC). 
· Pooling of funding sources.  The Ministerial Advisory Committee for Victorian Communities (MACVIC) discovered numerous opportunities for pooling of funding when researching its ‘Community Strengthening: Ways Forward” report in August 2006.  However there do appear to be unnecessary constraints in setting up pooled funding sources for place-based partnerships that would enable a rationalised number of funding submissions and acquittals in order to achieve the outcomes.  Please refer to other VCOSS member submissions for examples (e.g. Hanover Welfare/Brotherhood of St Laurence YP 4 project; Melbourne Citymission, Braybrook project).  VCOSS notes the Treasurer has committed to saving $35m over 4 years in streamlining grant-making processes and we support this aim, although we note that it will be important to ensure that smaller organisations do not miss out as a result of funding sources being rationalised The overall capacity of an organisation must not be measured purely on size or scope.  VCOSS calls on the Government to ensure that support services for smaller NFPs and the opportunities for mutual partnering of networks of large and small organizations, around common projects, be fully exercised.
· Apply ‘joined up government’ test to new requirements. The working with children check costs potential employees $70 and is carried by the employee as part of their personal ‘accreditation’ to work in the sector.  Aside from the issues about young, often low paid staff having to find $70 as their ‘entry ticket’, at least the certification is transferable. Whereas, the mandatory police check now required in a number of sectors costs $27 and belongs to the agency – but cannot be shared with a second employer – even if a worker is undertaking two part-time jobs at the same time.

· Integrating the accountability demands on the sector across different funding programs. Data collections need to be aligned across program areas (especially relevant to organisations funded for a variety of programs e.g. disability, family support, housing, financial counseling). One VCOSS member has no fewer than 371 standards that they are required to meet, as a relatively large, multi-program, multi-regional service provider.

· Data collection: Using sledge-hammers to crack nuts? VCOSS defines micro-management as a style of program management that focuses on small (often irrelevant) details rather than broader outcomes; on weaknesses and gaps rather than on how to build from strengths; and on risk management approaches around program inputs and outputs rather than focus on how to evaluate the success of innovative programs.   Micro-management is still occurring far more frequently and with greater intensity than it should.

The DHS continuous monitoring framework was developed in 2004-05 as a tiered approach to monitoring with the aim of reducing the monitoring on smaller and ‘low risk’ programs down to a very light touch, while maintaining the capacity to run a desk review and or pro-actively manage those partners engaged with high risk activities, especially with vulnerable clients and or large programs. While the idea makes sense, VCOSS members do not report experiencing less micro-management as a result.  

Examples raised by VCOSS members relating to regulatory burden in this section include:

· Policy is being implemented through regulation/legislation rather than good practice development. An example is the new Disability Act, which confers regulatory status on aspects of program delivery that should be ‘good practice’ notes and training programs, relevant only for specific circumstances.  

· One member delivering child and family services commented that inappropriate data collection tools (with irrelevant data) were being used by DHS to question the individual organizations’ decision-making practices over individual clients.
· The quarterly data collection (QDC) tool within DHS is unstable and time consuming. 
· The dysfunctional Looking After Children (LAC) tool is being used for the wrong purpose (culture change not data analysis – the data cannot be analysed with the current reporting). 
· The contracted case management data collection (CRIS) cannot provide meaningful reports.   The incident reporting tool is overly complex and not fit for purpose. 
· CRISSP. An example of time wasting. “We need a system from which you can extract a report – not a black hole”

While the problems with CRISSP are well canvassed in DHS circles, it is a good example that illustrates a number of issues of concern.  A key issue identified by VCOSS is that members do understand the need for accountability and service planning, the issue is the wastage of time and resources that go into data collections with zero feedback.  When CRISSP was introduced the departmental processes did not resource early consideration of how the sector would interface with the new software.  In the event one VCOSS member comments they spent thousands of dollars on software to provide a more efficient interface then DHS changed the interface so it was wasted. The project management of CRISSP did not take into account the needs of the community sector who are expected to implement it – and for multi-regional disability organisations the implementation varies across DHS regions (e.g. not being implemented in North-West region until the bugs are ironed out, yet mandatory in Barwon - with related double data entry - despite it not yet working); The data is being collected even though the system reports have not been designed yet.  

Reduce burden around new accreditation and quality systems 
If a program standard doesn’t already exist, the different divisions within DHS and other departments should develop the standard within the broader system of quality improvement and accreditation e.g. QICSA, not as a stand alone standard that doesn’t relate (and may contradict) other standards.
Resource quality improvement properly
New requirements need investment in systems and support for the sector to implement them, as well as reference to all the relevant QA systems e.g. QICSA, ABEF, and ISO etc.  Currently, there is one worker resourced in one peak body representing over 50 organisations, to implement new accreditation processes in the housing area - yet VCOSS understands there are over 50 workers in the relevant department to manage the accreditation process. 
Regarding accreditation processes and standards, many other industry sector programs focus on quality improvement – there are core components that can be licensed or used with permission that are relevant to the NFP sector and then tailored units developed. 
What is the most cost effective and streamlined model? (E.g. ISO is expensive, is it worth this level of investment?)

Quality improvement deserves quality input
The value of accreditation and quality improvement initiatives would be significantly improved if multiple reviews were more aligned and relevant government agencies not allow multiple reviews to take place at the same time. . A current example is the children’s service sector where food regulations review, this SSA review and the major accreditation process are all occurring at the same time.

Any new requirement or standard should have an impact assessment carried out at the relevant time in the legislation-to-policy & practice process.  A current example is in the children service review where a heavily foreshortened consultation period was required to enable the time for a RIS before legislation goes through during 2007. But it will be the regulations that are developed after the legislation is finalised that will have most impact on the sector and the impacts of this cannot be assessed at the point where the RIS occurs.
Align compliance requirements with delivery of quality outcomes 
Many VCOSS members feel the community sector acts to ‘join up’ government departments that are failing to do so, but are generally not funded to do this. Organisational time and resources are being allocated to administration and linking up various government departments and other stakeholders, rather than improving the quality and reach of service provision and the inclusion of service users in service planning and evaluation.

This issue links directly to the SSA Joined Up Government Review.  VCOSS understands that a number of ‘enablers’ have been identified through this process and advocates use of these enablers to identify and plan how departments could dramatically reduce pressure on sector organisations.  Such analysis may lead to the recognition that, as with community strengthening, governments, with their silo-based program and place-based constraints and need for tight command structures, are not well placed to succeed at this and that it needs more clarification of the Government role, transfer of resources and devolution of decision-making to the sector to undertake the judgement, linking and connecting with communities on behalf of Government, within a clear policy framework. 
To conclude, VCOSS is confident that a range of short and long term measures are available to reduce regulatory burden, but emphasise the importance of clarifying the purpose of this project.  
Appendix 1 shows our comment on the current public debate about ‘reducing the red tape’ While the sheer volume of red tape is staggering for some members in our sector, VCOSS believes there is far more to accountability and  achievement of outcomes than reducing the numbers of pages.
APPENDIX 1 
VCOSS comments on the debate about reducing red tape 
Letter to the Editor, Age Newspaper 17 May 2007 written in response to an article on page 1 “Red Tape a $2bn burden for the state”
When the Government first announced that it would cut ‘red tape’ by 25%, we were bemused: how is ‘red tape’ measured? But the informative article on the front page of yesterday's Age (“Red tape a $2bn burden for state”) reveals the answer. Pages! Red tape is measured in pages. Overlooking the confused terminology (doesn’t tape come on reels?), this revelation enabled us to conduct our own inquiry; and after examining several copies of Acts and Regulations that were lying around on our desks the policy team at the Victorian Council of Social Service has come up with the following suggestions:

* 12-point Times New Roman is excessive and unnecessary. Use a smaller font (we suggest 9-point Arial Narrow). Estimated reduction in red tape: 40%

* The pages are some weird small size. Print all regulation on A4. Estimated reduction: 9%

* The margins are huge! White space may be an integral element of page design, but this is red tape, not a magazine! Shrink ‘em down to 2cm. Estimated reduction: 6%

* At the end of each Act is a list of all amendments made since it was first introduced. This is unnecessary: history is bunk! Scrap it. Estimated reduction: 1 to 4%

Following these suggestions will result in a reduction of red tape by between 56 and 59%. This exceeds the Government target substantially, so should settle the matter for many years to come. Then we can pay more attention to enforcement and compliance, so Victorian consumers receive the full benefit of the protections they are entitled to.

Dean Lombard
Policy Analyst — Utilities, Consumer Policy

Victorian Council of Social Service

Our staff member noted that the VCEC report counted pages that aren’t even regulation. What about blank ones and the table of contents (if we do a more detailed table of contents to make it easier to find stuff, its more red tape!)
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Red tape a $2 billion burden for Victorians

Josh Gordon
The Age, May 17, 2007

VICTORIA is in danger of being swamped by red tape, which burdens the state economy to the tune of up to $2 billion a year.

A report by the Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission has shown that households and businesses face 32,000 pages of regulations enforced by 72 different entities. It casts doubt on a State Government pledge to cut the compliance burden by 15 per cent over three years and 25 per cent over five years.

Also, the volume of red tape appears to be fast increasing. The report estimated that in the year to January, the number of pages of regulations increased by 4.5 per cent, after a 4.8 per cent surge in 2005.

An army of regulators, covering areas such as workplace and food safety, the environment, health, gambling and construction, oversees 420 laws and regulations and 1.9 million licenses. The report found that it took more than 7400 staff to administer them.

Commission head Robert Kerr said regulations introduced last financial year would cost about $280 million, and changes to existing regulations would cost more than $1.7 billion.

As the number of regulations and amendments increases each year, this suggests a cost to Victoria of about $2 billion.

Mr. Kerr said it was difficult to assess the overall impact because of a lack of information about likely benefits, but Victorians faced more regulation, creating concerns about duplication. "Certainly there is more red tape," he said.

"Regulations tend to be introduced individually, but if you do that, it is important not to lose track of the cumulative effect," Mr. Kerr said.

The report warned that overlapping and duplication had created uncertainty about legal obligations, and imposed unnecessary costs on businesses in exchange for limited public benefits in consumer protection.

Of the 34 Victorian regulators required to monitor misleading or deceptive conduct, half reported that their jobs overlapped with other state or federal entities.

Treasurer John Brumby said Victoria was leading a national push for red tape reform — $42 million was allocated in the budget to supplement efforts at reducing it.

The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry said the Government's willingness to collect data and set targets on the regulatory burden was positive.

"It is concerning that an estimated dollar value of the total net impact of regulation in Victoria remains elusive," VECCI chief economist Steven Wojtkiw said. "In other words, regulation is being imposed where the benefits are not always known," he said.

Opposition scrutiny of government spokesman Murray Thompson said the report showed the Government's promise to cut red tape was rhetorical.
� Improving Not-For Profit law and regulation: Options Paper , Allen Consulting Group (DVC, October  2005)


� Charitable Organisations in Australia, 1995 Industry Commission inquiry � HYPERLINK "http://www.pc.gov.au/ic/inquity/45charit/finalreport/index.html" ��http://www.pc.gov.au/ic/inquity/45charit/finalreport/index.html�





� “A Better Framework: reforming not-for-profit regulation” written by Susan Woodward and Shelley Marshall (Centre for Corporate Law and Securities Regulation, University of Melbourne) published 2004.





� VCOSS Submission to the Review of the Associations Incorporations Act 1981, June 2005
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