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Inherent Limitations
This report has been prepared as outlined in the Project Scope section. The services provided in connection with this engagement
comprise an advisory engagement which is not subject to Australian Auditing Standards or Australian Standards on Review or Assurance
Engagements, and consequently no opinions or conclusions intended to convey assurance have been expressed.
The findings in this report are based on consultation with key stakeholders and analysis of available data and information provided to
KPMG by the Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Resources and Transport (DEDJTR).
No warranty of completeness, accuracy or reliability is given in relation to the statements and representations made by, and the
information and documentation provided by DEDJTR personnel and stakeholders consulted as part of the process.
KPMG have indicated within this report the sources of the information provided. We have not sought to independently verify those
sources unless otherwise noted within the report. Accordingly, KPMG can accept no responsibility for any errors or omissions in the
information shown in this report where it is based upon that information provided.
KPMG is under no obligation in any circumstance to update this report, in either oral or written form, for events occurring after the report
has been issued in final form.
The findings in this report have been formed on the above basis.

Third Party Reliance
This report is solely is solely for the purpose set out in the Project Scope section and for the Victorian Government’s information, and is
not to be used for any other purpose.
This report has been prepared at the request of DEDJTR (on behalf of the Victorian Government) in accordance with the terms of the
contract dated 15 July 2016. Other than our responsibility to the Victorian Government, neither KPMG nor any member or employee of
KPMG undertakes responsibility arising in any way from reliance placed by a third party on this report. Any reliance placed is that party’s
sole responsibility.
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Key findings

Project overview

Small Business Regulation Review Overview
Introduction
The Victorian Government is undertaking a Small Business Regulation Review, led by the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, to
investigate regulation impacting on small businesses in specific sectors of the economy. The Department of Economic Development, Jobs,
Transport and Resources (‘DEDJTR’, ‘the Department’) is managing the first component of this broader review, which focuses on the small
business retail sector. This Review of Regulation Impacting Small Business Retailers (the ‘Review’) will examine regulation impacting on small
businesses in the retail sector to deliver a package of measures to support Victoria’s small retail businesses to improve productivity, unlock new
economic activity and create jobs. The Department has released an Issues Paper for the project providing an overview of the Review.1
A high level overview of the components to the Small Business Regulation Review and its overarching objectives is outlined below.
DEDJTR is managing the first component of this review,
which focuses on the small business retail sector

Victorian Government Review of Regulation
Impacting Small Businesses

Objectives of the Review

Improved productivity

1. Retail sector

2. [sector two]

New economic activity

3. [sector three]

4. [sector four]

Job creation

KPMG is supporting the Government’s
Review by undertaking a project to build the
evidence of the cost of regulatory
compliance for small business in the
Victorian retail sector.
1. DEDJTR (2016), Review of regulation impacting small business retailers issues paper, July 2016.
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Project overview

Purpose of this report
Purpose of this report
KPMG has been engaged to support development of the Small Business Regulation Review by undertaking analysis on the nature and extent of
the cost of regulatory compliance, and impact of potential reforms to reduce those costs.
KPMG’s project had two elements. The first was a detailed analysis of high burden areas in the Victorian small business retail sector based on a
survey of 600 businesses, and is included at Appendix A. This analysis supported the Department in identifying preferred regulatory reform
opportunities and developing regulatory reform proposals.
High-cost areas identified through the business surveys include food safety, OHS, planning and the sale of liquor. The surveys also highlighted that
the initial establishment phase of the business lifecycle is where the highest degree of regulatory burden is incurred.
The second element of the project scope was to provide indicative estimates of potential regulatory cost savings and other benefits from nine
regulatory reform proposals developed by the Department. The Department has provided assessments of the extent of impact of each of its
proposed reforms, and KPMG has estimated the magnitude of the savings that would be achieved, if implementation led to these impacts.
The purpose of this analysis was to inform Government decision-making by developing a practical understanding of how regulation was affecting
individual businesses, and help prioritise initiatives to reduce regulatory costs on business, rather than to produce precise estimates. The aim was
to produce credible and realistic estimates, without over-burdening businesses, particularly those which participated. Drawing on the methodology
outlined in the Victorian Regulatory Change Measurement Manual, and in consultation with the Department, it was agreed that a sample of 25
businesses would provide sufficiently robust estimates for this purpose.
Nature of the reforms
The majority of the proposed reforms that KPMG was asked to examine involve changing regulatory practice, and streamlining existing regulatory
processes, thereby improving the customer journey by making it easier for businesses to comply with regulatory requirements. This addresses
many of the concerns of business, as identified by the Department’s consultation and KPMG’s survey of small retail businesses, but the impact of
reforms such as these are more challenging to quantify. This is in contrast to traditional regulatory cost reduction initiatives that tended to focus on
removing regulatory requirements altogether. Given the varied nature of the different reforms, a tailored approach to benefit quantification was
developed for each.
The majority of reforms also focus on reducing the cost of starting a new business. Reducing costs imposed on new businesses will also produce
broader competition benefits by reducing barriers to entry. These broader competition benefits have not been quantified as part of this analysis.

© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

6

Key Findings from survey of 600 small retail businesses

Reform opportunities should strike a balance between targeted and broad reaching impacts
KPMG surveyed 600 small retail businesses and found that Cafes and Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services would
particularly benefit from being a focus for reform, with a targeted focus on opportunities to streamline food safety regulatory
requirements. In addition sector-wide improvements in approval processes, particularly access to information and timeliness,
would yield substantial benefits.
Reform opportunities would benefit from a focus on targeting most-impacted subsectors and highest-cost areas of regulation. However, it is
also important to strike a balance between achieving outcomes across a broad group of subsectors and business types. The below
summarises key findings from the survey, which are further broken down in the following pages.

1

Focus area: the Cafes and Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services subsectors incur more than a third of the total
regulatory burden for the retail sector.
These two subsectors also account for around 41 per cent of the total number of small businesses in the retail sector considered
for this project, thus consideration should be given to reforms in this area. Findings suggest that reforms focused on the provision
of tailored and accessible plain-language information detailing how a new business can comply may have the greatest
impact in the face of reported challenges.

2

Focus area: Food Safety regulation carries the highest cost of compliance, however OH&S and Payroll Tax Payments
also pose significant regulatory cost and impact more subsectors.
While there is scope for regulatory reform in the food safety area (particularly given the high cost of compliance faced by
Cafes and Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services), OH&S and Payroll Tax Payments collectively account for almost a
third of the total cost of regulatory compliance for small retail businesses. Survey results suggest that businesses are
struggling to find information about how they comply with requirements for these areas, as well as paying fees and
training staff thus regulatory reform may wish to focus on some of these challenges faced.

3

Focus area: overall, initial establishment is considered to be the phase of the business lifecycle at which the highest
degree of regulatory burden is incurred.
This is true of nearly all subsectors and business types, with only some limited variation when considering business size and age.
Regulatory reform opportunities considered should have an aim of assisting businesses in the start-up phase. Businesses reported
that on the whole, finding information about how to comply is most difficult, therefore, reforms should provide information in a
simplified format and include comprehensive requirements (e.g. a compliance checklist for new businesses)
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Key Findings from survey of 600 small retail businesses

Cafes and Restaurants reported the highest indicative cost of compliance of all subsectors
What is the total indicative regulatory compliance cost associated with each Victorian small business retail
subsector
Subsector

Total subsector cost p.a.

Cafes and restaurants

$ 157m

Takeaway food services

$ 67m

Clothing retailing

$ 35m

Non-store retailing

$ 25m

Supermarket and grocery stores

Insufficient sample

Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing

$ 25m

Other specialised food retailing

$ 25m

Hardware and building supplies retailing

$ 18m

Pubs, taverns and bars

$ 29m

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing

$ 14m

Furniture retailing

$ 8m

Electrical, electronic and gas appliances retailing

$ 15m

Newspaper and book retailing

$ 14m

Car retailing

$ 17m

Fuel retailing

Insufficient sample

Sports and camping equipment retailing
Catering services

$ 5m
Insufficient sample

Computer and peripheral retailing

$ 7m

Liquor retailing

$ 10m

Which retail subsectors are subject to the
highest regulatory cost?
Cafes and Restaurants were found to have an
indicative regulatory compliance cost of $157
million per annum. This was the highest total
cost of the 19 retail subsectors, partly because
of the large number of businesses in this
subsector.
The Takeaway Food Services and Clothing Retailing
subsectors were estimated to have the second and third
highest total indicative compliance costs respectively.

Pubs, Bars and Taverns reported the highest
compliance costs as a percentage of mean
turnover, estimated at 2.9 per cent.
Car Retailing reported the second highest compliance
costs as a percentage of mean turnover, estimated at 2.6
per cent.
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Key Findings from survey of 600 small retail businesses

Food Safety regulation has the highest cost of compliance of all regulatory areas
What are the total indicative regulatory compliance costs associated with each Victorian small business retail
subsector
Area of Regulation

Total regulatory cost p.a.

Food safety

$ 117m

Occupational Health & Safety

$ 94m

Payroll tax payments

$ 89m

Retail leasing

$ 32m

Sale of liquor

$ 31m

Gambling

$ 30m

Consumer protection

$ 25m

Vehicle standards and licensing

$ 20m

Waste disposal

$ 18m

Trading hours

$ 15m

Dangerous goods

$ 8m

Planning approvals

$ 35m

Signage approvals

$ 13m

Temporary events

$ 10m

Building approvals

$ 9m

Workers compensation

$ 9m

Parking

$ 8m

Outdoor dining

$ 4m

Motor car trading

$ 4m

Which areas of regulation create the highest
total regulatory cost?

Of the 19 regulatory areas considered, Food
Safety regulation imposed the highest total
regulatory cost to small retail businesses,
estimated at $117 million per annum. This was
partly because it applies to a large proportion
of retail businesses.
Occupational Health and Safety and Payroll Tax Payments
were estimated to be the second and third most
burdensome areas of regulation. Planning Approvals had
the highest compliance cost of all periodic costs.
This report considers Occupational Health & Safety, Food
Safety and Planning Approvals (as the highest periodic
regulatory cost) in further detail.
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Key Findings from survey of 600 small retail businesses

Businesses find initial establishment difficult and struggle to find information that meets their needs
Across each small business retail sector, which part of the business cycle is perceived to be subject to the highest
degree of regulatory burden?
Overall, initial establishment phase of a business was considered to have the highest degree of regulatory burden compared the
other phases of the business lifecycle, with some variation within individual subsectors.
Employing staff was considered to carry the second-highest degree of burden for businesses at the aggregate level. However, while
regional businesses considered this the second most burdensome phase, metropolitan businesses considered Sale of Goods the
second most burdensome phase.

Which areas of regulation hold the greatest potential benefit in terms of reform opportunities which could bring
about cost savings for small businesses?
Challenge: Across all subsectors and areas of regulation, it appears that businesses in the retail sector struggle to find information in
a suitable format to meet their needs (e.g. plain language guides by subsector, available from single source) and feel overwhelmed
by the volume of regulation impacting upon them, contributing to a lack of understanding as to how they can meet their regulatory
obligations.
Priority 1: Survey data suggests a focus on reform in areas of regulation with comparatively high costs of compliance, as opposed
to specific retail subsectors, has the potential to create the greatest overall benefit for small businesses in terms of time and resource
costs. Priority areas of regulation for consideration include Occupational Health and Safety, Food Safety, Payroll Tax Payments and
Planning Approvals.
Priority 2: Data analysis also highlights particular subsectors facing comparatively high total regulatory burdens, notably, Cafes and
Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services. Consideration should be given to prioritising reform initiatives targeting these subsectors,
particularly at the initial establishment phase. Reform activity centred on providing tailored and accessible plain-language
information detailing how a new business can comply could assist in addressing reported challenges faced. An example would be a
simple, user-friendly and plain English checklist guide detailing compliance obligations across key regulatory areas including OH&S,
Food Safety, Payroll Tax Payments and Sale of Liquor.
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Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

Overview of reform proposals costed by KPMG
Following KPMG’s survey of 600 businesses and the Department’s consultation with relevant stakeholders, the Department developed a regulatory
reform package. These reforms are based on officer-level drafts and will continue to be refined. KPMG analysed nine key elements of a broader
regulatory reform package, with a focus on those elements where it was possible to derive indicative estimates of the likely benefits. The reforms
primarily target reducing the costs faced by new businesses, however existing businesses changing their operations would also benefit.

1
Improving access to
regulatory information

This reform is composed of five individual elements that aim to address identified challenges related to a business’ search
for regulatory information:
• Modernisation of State Government’s business website, business.vic.gov.au
• Promotion of the Australia Business Licensing Information Service (ABLIS)
• Improve comprehension of regulatory information through simplification of language and messaging to businesses
• Improved linkages across government websites
• Enhancing engagement with trusted advisors to build networks for information dissemination

Reducing business
approvals time

This reform is composed of four individual elements that aim to streamline approvals processes to reduce overall time
taken to obtain approvals to start a business:
• Introduction of a concierge service within local councils to assist businesses to lodge correct and complete applications
• Creation of a single entry point and application process covering all approvals required to open a new business
• Facilitation of concurrent applications processing through procedural improvements within local government and
regulatory bodies
• Introduction of a premium fee for approvals service fast-tracking

Development of
standards for footpath
trading

This reform aims to reduce the number of applicants required to undertake perceived ‘low risk’ local laws approvals related to
footpath trading. The reform proposes to introduce ‘as of right’ standards enabling footpath trading to occur provided
activities undertaken by business owners occurs within specified parameters governed by existing laws and regulations

Development of
standards for portable
signage

As with reform 3, this reform aims to reduce the number of applicants required to undertake perceived ‘low risk’ local laws
approvals related to portable signage. The reform proposes to introduce ‘as of right’ standards enabling portable signage to
be erected provided activities undertaken by business owners occurs within specified parameters governed by existing laws
and regulations

2

3

4

Source: DEDJTR, February 2017
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Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

Overview of reform proposals costed by KPMG (continued)
5

6

7

8

Streamline car parking
approval requirements

This reform aims to reduce the time and cost incurred by businesses applying to local council for car parking requirement
exemption waivers. The reform proposes that responsibility for preparation of local traffic impact reports shift to local
government, to be prepared on an annual basis, thereby removing the need for small businesses to commission these
reports from external traffic engineers and experts.

Streamline fixed
signage approval
requirements

This reform aims to reduce the number of businesses required to undertake planning application approvals processes for fixed
signage. The reform proposes updates to the Victorian Planning Provisions to expand the types of fixed signage that can be
erected without a permit by introducing ‘as of right’ standards to relevant clauses.

Online registration of
fixed premises food
businesses

This reform aims to reduce the time and associated costs borne by businesses required to apply for food business
registration. The reform proposes to create a standardised registration form to be administered online and used by all
local councils.

Remove recording
requirements for Class
3 food businesses

This reform aims to reduce the time taken by Class 3 food businesses to record food safety reporting obligations. The reform
proposes to remove requirements to maintain records for Class 3 food businesses where there is no direct connection
between the creation of the record and the food safety outcome.

Expanded exemptions
for minor external
works

This reform aims to reduce the time and cost incurred by businesses required to undertake planning application approvals
processes for minor external works that are perceived as ‘low risk’ (e.g. external flues). The reform proposes exemptions be
expanded under the relevant sections of the Victorian Planning Provisions to add minor works for which a permit is
not required by ‘as of right’ standards. This reform proposal is currently being refined, and consequently it was not possible
to estimate potential savings at this time.

9

Source: DEDJTR, February 2017
© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

12

Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

Summary of results

The analysis completed in this report shows that the Department’s suite of regulatory reforms have the potential to deliver significant cost
reduction benefits for Victorian retail and food businesses. Reforms that reduce overall approval times for starting a new business have the
potential to deliver the most significant savings.
The table below provides high-level indicative estimates of the potential business cost reductions that could be achieved if the Government
implements all nine of the proposed regulatory reforms / reform groupings described in this report. The analysis completed by KPMG has focused
on estimating the cost of complying with existing regulatory requirements across the various reform areas. These costs have been calculated for
small (less than 20 employees) food and beverage businesses, small food retailers and small non-food retailers (in-scope businesses). KPMG has
relied on Departmental estimates of the percentage reduction in costs that could result from each reform to calculate lower and upper-bound
estimates of potential business cost savings.
The analysis shows that if the reforms are able to deliver all of the Department’s percentage cost reduction estimates, in-scope businesses could
experience an estimated cost reduction of between $73 and $129 million per annum. These savings (largely in the start-up phase) would be
equivalent to approximately 1.5 to 2.5 per cent of annual revenue for new in-scope businesses. It should be noted that while this analysis has
attempted to estimate potential benefits for small food and retail businesses, many of the reforms will also benefit large retail businesses and
businesses in other sectors. These additional benefits are not captured in the calculations below.
The reform to reduce approval times is estimated

to produce the most significant benefits for business

Indicative estimates of potential cost savings for business
Sector-wide indicative estimate of cost
of complying with existing regulatory
requirements (in-scope businesses only)

Reform

Lower and upper-bound indicative
Lower-bound
Departmental estimates of the
estimate of
potential reduction in cost for business reform benefits

Upper-bound
estimate of
reform benefits

Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information

$68 M

10%

20%

$6.8 M

$13.6 M

Reform 2: Reducing business approvals times

$320 M

10 or 15%2

20 or 30%2

$46 M

$93 M

Reform 3: Development of standards for footpath trading

$3 M

85%

95%

$2.8 M

$3.1 M

Reform 4: Development of standards for portable signage

$1 M

92%

98%

$1.2 M

$1.2 M

Reform 5: Streamlining car parking approval requirements

$3 M

65%

85%

$1.6 M

$2.2 M

Reform 6: Streamline fixed signage approval requirements

$5 M

15%

25%

$.7 M

$1.2 M

Reform 7: Online registration of fixed premises food businesses

$12 M

5%

15%

$.6 M

$1.8 M

Reform 8: Remove recording requirements for Class 3 food businesses

$16 M

80%

80%

$13 M

$13 M

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

$73 M

$129 M

Reform 9: Expanded exemptions for minor external works
Total

$428 M

1 Given

the indicative ©nature
of the
shown inand
the
table above,
have
been rounded
theaffiliated
nearest
thousand
or million
2017 KPMG,
ancostings
Australian partnership
a member
firm of theestimates
KPMG network
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withhundred
KPMG International
Cooperative
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
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that
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sitesLegislation.
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Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

Who wil benefit
The proposed reforms have the potential to deliver benefits to a large number of businesses across a range of sectors. The analysis undertaken in
this report has focused on benefits for new small food and beverage businesses, small food retailing businesses and small non-food retailing
businesses.
The structured interviews also identified a significant difference in current-state regulatory costs between businesses that began operations on an
established site (e.g. replacing a cafe with a cafe) and businesses that established their business on a new / change of use site (e.g. setting up a
restaurant in what used to be a bookshop). While there is no published data on the split of new businesses on established versus new sites,
Departmental discussions with local councils, and the composition of KPMG’s sample of 25 interviews, suggest using a 50/50 split is a reasonable
estimate. New small business numbers by sub-sector and new versus established site are shown in the table below.
The proposed reforms will also benefit the stock of existing businesses who expand or change their business operations. The stock of existing
small businesses is shown below and highlights the high rate of business turnover across these three sub-sectors. This shows importance of
reducing the regulatory burden imposed on new entrants.

Business sub-sector
Small food and
beverage

Estimated number of new
businesses on established sites

Estimated number of new
businesses on new sites

1,935

Small food retailing

539

Total new businesses
per annum

Stock of existing
businesses

1,935

3,870

19196

539

1,077

6913

Small non-food
retailing

1,744

1,744

3,487

27160

Total

4,217

4,217

8,434

53,269

1Total

new businesses per annum and stock of existing businesses from ABS, 81650, Counts of Australian Businesses, including Entries and Exits, June 2011 to June 2015

This analysis was based on the number of new in-scope businesses in 2015, the most recent data available when this analysis was prepared. The number
of new businesses fluctuates from year to year and was approximately 7 per cent higher in 2014 and 2016. Higher numbers of new businesses would
increase the overall benefit estimates (as most of the reforms are targeted at reducing the burden imposed on new businesses).
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Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

High-level approach to benefit quantification
As shown below, a three-staged approach was used to develop potential regulatory cost reduction estimates for each of the proposed reforms.
The first stage involved developing per-business estimates of the cost of complying with existing regulatory requirements. These estimates were
informed by KPMG interviews with 25 in-scope businesses that were identified by the Department.
The second stage involved turning per-business cost estimates into sector-wide cost estimates for all in-scope businesses. For most reforms,
actual data on the number of permits that in-scope businesses apply for annually was not available. Where this was the case, the analysis used
ABS data on the number of new in-scope businesses multiplied by the estimated proportion of businesses that were required to obtain a permit
(as identified through the 25 business interviews).
Stage three involved multiplying sector-wide cost estimates by the lower and upper-bound potential cost reduction estimates identified by
DEDJTR.
A more detailed description of the specific methodology used for each reform is shown within the section on each reform in the report. Key
assumptions, data inputs and limitations associated with each of the three costing components below are shown on the following slides.

1

Current state – per-business
cost estimates
Estimate per-business cost
of complying with existing
regulatory requirements

2

Current state – sector-wide
cost estimates
Estimate total number of
small food and retail
businesses that need to
comply with existing
regulatory requirements

3

Future state – estimated
reduction in regulatory costs
Apply estimated percentage
reduction in regulatory costs
that result from each reform
to the current state
economy-wide cost
estimates
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Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

Interpreting quantitative results
The diagram below provides a summary of some of the key data limitations and observations that should be considered when interpreting the
outputs of each quantification stage. A more detailed description of data inputs and limitations is shown in the data sources and limitations chapter.

1

2

Per-business cost estimates
Sample size
The per-business cost estimates shown in this report are
based on interviews with a sample of 25 in-scope
businesses. While this sample is not large enough to split
cost estimates by subsector and business scenario, it is
appropriate to use these estimates to develop indicative
sector-wide cost estimates for all in-scope businesses. The
approach is consistent with DTF’s RCM methodology which
is based on in-depth interviews with a small sample of
businesses. This approach provides estimates that can
inform decision making around policy direction, but does not
impose an unnecessary data collection burden on business
or the Department. In the past, ex-post estimates have also
been completed after the reforms have been implemented
to provide estimates of the actual savings achieved.

Variation in cost estimates
Business interviews produced a large range of cost estimates
across all permit types. This resulted from differing levels of
complexity associated with their permit application, the
business owners experience in dealing with regulatory
approval processes and differing processes across LGAs.

Sector-wide cost estimates
Existing businesses
For most of the proposed reforms,
benefits have only been quantified for
new in-scope businesses (approximately
8,500 per annum). However, many of the
reforms will also benefit the 53,000
established in-scope businesses who
might change their operations and thus
need to obtain a permit. It has not been
possible to quantify these benefits as
part of this analysis.

Out-of-scope businesses
The proposed reforms will also benefit
large food and retail businesses
(approximately 50 as per ABS data) and
businesses in other sectors. These
benefits have not been quantified as part
of this analysis

Sample selection
The sample of businesses interviewed
were selected by the Department. Given
many of the reforms are targeted at
reducing costs for food and beverage and
food retail businesses, the sample is
skewed towards these groups.

3

Estimated
reduction in
regulatory costs

Benefit reduction
estimates
The analysis in
this report
shows the
potential sectorwide benefits if
the percentage
reductions
identified by the
Department can
be achieved.
These are
indicative
estimates that
have been
developed
internally by the
Department and
could change as
the proposed
reforms are
further refined.

High-end cost estimates
For most permit types, the average per-business cost
estimate is influenced by one or two high-cost estimates from
businesses
that faced more challenging approval processes.
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Key findings from analysis of proposed reforms

Key delay cost drivers
More than half of the overall potential regulatory cost savings can be attributed to reform 2, which aims to reduce overall approval times. The table
below shows which regulatory areas were identified by business as driving the delay. The table shows the number of times each regulatory area
was identified as a key driver of delay across the three in-scope subsectors. Planning approvals were identified as a key driver across all three
subsectors, while the food registration process was identified as a key driver for food and beverage and food retail businesses.
In addition to the type / nature of the business activity and the complexity of the individual circumstances relating to the approvals application, key
factors influencing the approval application experience and overall approval time to start a business included:
• the ability of the business to effectively sequence their approvals in order to maximise the number of approvals that can occur concurrently;
• the quality of the application submitted by the business, which could be enhanced through effective pre-planning and / or participation in
pre-application meetings with regulators; and
• the relative capability and capacity of local councils to be able to efficiently and effectively process approvals applications and provide
accurate information and assistance to businesses where required.
Subsector

Regulatory area
Planning

Local Laws

Building

Food Registration

Liquor Licence

Food & Beverage

4

2

3

4

3

Food retail

2

0

0

4

0

Non-food retail

3

1

2

0

0

Total

9

3

5

8

3
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Project overview and
methodology

Project overview and methodology

Small Business Regulation Review Overview
Introduction
The Victorian Government is undertaking a Small Business Regulation Review, led by the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, to
investigate regulation impacting on small businesses in specific sectors of the economy. The Department of Economic Development, Jobs,
Transport and Resources (‘DEDJTR’, ‘the Department’) is managing the first component of this broader review, which focuses on the small
business retail sector. This Review of Regulation Impacting Small Business Retailers (the ‘Review’) will examine regulation impacting on small
businesses in the retail sector to deliver a package of measures to support Victoria’s small retail businesses to improve productivity, unlock new
economic activity and create jobs. The Department has released an Issues Paper for the project providing an overview of the Review.1
KPMG has been engaged to support the Review by undertaking analysis to build the evidence base of the nature of the costs of regulatory
compliance for small business in the Victorian retail sector, and the potential impacts of a set of reforms developed by the Department.
A high level overview of the components to the Small Business Regulation Review and its overarching objectives is outlined below.
DEDJTR is managing the first component of this review,
which focuses on the small business retail sector

Victorian Government Review of Regulation
Impacting Small Businesses

Objectives of the Review

Improved productivity

1. Retail sector

2. [sector two]

New economic activity

3. [sector three]

4. [sector four]

Job creation

KPMG is supporting the Government’s
Review by undertaking a project to build the
evidence of the cost of regulatory
compliance for small business in the
Victorian retail sector.

Other sectors are yet to
be determined

1. DEDJTR (2016), Review of regulation impacting small business retailers issues paper, July 2016.
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Review of Regulation Impacting Small Business Retailers
Project scope and key definitions
The scope of this project is to examine the impact of state-controlled and council regulations governing small businesses within the Victorian retail
sector, and the potential impacts of a set of reforms developed by the Department. The impact of Commonwealth-controlled regulation (such as
GST, superannuation or industrial relations) are out-of-scope for this Review.
KPMG’s project had two elements. The first was a detailed analysis of high burden areas in the Victorian small business retail sector based on a
survey of 600 businesses, and is included at Appendix A. This analysis supported the Department in identifying preferred regulatory reform
opportunities and developing regulatory reform proposals.
The second element of the project scope was to provide indicative estimates of potential regulatory cost savings and other benefits from nine
regulatory reform proposals developed by the Department. The Department has provided assessments of the extent of impact of each of its
proposed reforms, and KPMG has estimated the magnitude of the savings that would be achieved, if implementation led to these impacts.
A number of key parameters have been agreed with the Department, as noted below.
Scope of ‘retail’
For the purposes of this review, the retail sector has been defined to include the retail trade category and food services (excluding accommodation)
detailed in ABS table 8165.0.
Scope of ‘small’ business
Small businesses for the purposes of the review are defined as those with less than 20 staff OR less than $2 million revenue (based on ABS and
ATO definitions).1 However, at the request of the Department, to increase the sample sizes in the initial survey of small retail businesses,
responses from businesses with up to $3 million in revenue have been included in the analysis in the survey report, presented at Appendix A.
This report (‘Final
Report’) presents
KPMG’s analysis from
this stage

1. Review of Regulation Impacting Small Business Retailers

KPMG initial analysis of
high burden areas in the
Victorian small business
retail sector
[COMPLETE]

Department to identify
preferred regulatory
reform opportunities and
prepare reform proposals
[COMPLETE]

KPMG analysis to
determine the potential
regulatory cost savings
and other benefits from
the nine proposed
reforms

DEDJTR to develop an
Action Statement for
Cabinet approval

1. ABS Table 1321.0; ATO (2016) Small business entity concessions – Eligibility, accessed at <https://www.ato.gov.au/business/small-business-entity-concessions/eligibility/>
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Business interviews
Business interviews questionnaire development
KPMG undertook in-depth structured interviews of approximately an hour each, with a sample of 25 small retail businesses, to develop
indicative estimates of the impact of existing regulations, and to enable assessments to be made of the potential impact of the reforms
developed by the Department.
Working with the Department, KPMG developed a questionnaire that covered all the main regulatory requirements in the areas where the
Department had developed reform proposals. The questionnaire was developed to identify:
• administrative costs, including the cost of understanding specific regulatory obligations, collecting the necessary information,
completing the application and any costs associated with engaging external consultants or advisors
• potential delay cost reductions associated with reducing overall approval times to start a new business
Additional business information (e.g. annual revenue) was also collected in order to inform calculations of indicative estimates of potential
regulatory cost savings related to specific regulatory approval types considered within the Department’s nine reform proposals.
Business interviews sample
Through the Review’s consultation processes the Department identified small retail businesses that were willing to participate in interviews.
As is outlined later in this report, these businesses had a diverse range of experience navigating the regulatory requirements they confronted.
The sample selection was designed to enable the mix of reform proposals developed by the Department (detailed on the following page) to
be assessed, and was consequently targeted at business types the reforms are most likely to impact.
Key details relating to the sample mix of businesses interviewed included:
• all new businesses (i.e. majority were established in the last two years)
• 12 were small food and beverage retailers, 6 were small food retailers, and 7 were small non-food retailers
• a mix of 11 metropolitan and 12 regional businesses and business
• businesses commencing their operations on both new (16 businesses) and pre-existing established premises (9 businesses)
It should be noted that the approach to sampling for the 25 business interviews was slightly different to the approach used for the 600
business surveys completed during the first element of the project. Given the larger sample size for the business survey process, the more
detailed ABS ANZSIC classification of ‘Class Code’ was used to split businesses into industry subsectors. The higher-level ANZSIC
classification of ‘Division’ was used for the 25 business interviews. All ‘Class Code’ groupings used for the business survey process fit within
the three ‘Divisions’ used for the business interviews.1
1

ABS, 2008, Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial Classification (ANZSIC), 2006 (Revision 1.0)
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Overview of proposed regulatory reforms
Over the course of the Review, the Department through its own analysis and consultation with stakeholders and within government, developed
proposals for regulatory reform, nine of which could be costed. These reforms are summarised below, with more detail on following pages.

1
Improving access to
regulatory information

This reform is composed of five individual elements that aim to address identified challenges related to a business’ search
for regulatory information:
• Modernisation of State Government’s business website, business.vic.gov.au
• Promotion of the Australia Business Licensing Information Service (ABLIS)
• Improve comprehension of regulatory information through simplification of language and messaging to businesses
• Improved linkages across government websites
• Enhancing engagement with trusted advisors to build networks for information dissemination

Reducing business
approvals time

This reform is composed of four individual elements that aim to streamline approvals processes to reduce overall time
taken to obtain approvals to start a business:
• Introduction of a concierge service within local councils to assist businesses to lodge correct and complete applications
• Creation of a single entry point and application process covering all approvals required to open a new business
• Facilitation of concurrent applications processing through procedural improvements within local government and
regulatory bodies
• Introduction of a premium fee for approvals service fast-tracking

Development of
standards for footpath
trading

This reform aims to reduce the number of applicants required to undertake perceived ‘low risk’ local laws approvals related to
footpath trading. The reform proposes to introduce ‘as of right’ standards enabling footpath trading to occur provided
activities undertaken by business owners occurs within specified parameters governed by existing laws and regulations

Development of
standards for portable
signage

As with footpath trading, this reform aims to reduce the number of applicants required to undertake perceived ‘low risk’ local
laws approvals related to portable signage. The reform proposes to introduce ‘as of right’ standards enabling portable
signage to be erected provided activities undertaken by business owners occurs within specified parameters governed by
existing laws and regulations

2

3

4

Source: DEDJTR, February 2017
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Overview of proposed regulatory reforms (continued.)
5

6

7

8

Streamline car parking
approval requirements

This reform aims to reduce the time and cost incurred by businesses applying to local council for car parking requirement
exemption waivers. The reform proposes that responsibility for preparation of local traffic impact reports shift to local
government, to be prepare on an annual basis, thereby removing the need for small businesses to commission these reports
for external traffic engineers and experts.

Streamline fixed
signage approval
requirements

This reform aims to reduce the number of businesses required to undertake planning application approvals processes for fixed
signage. The reform proposes updates to the Victorian Planning Provisions to expand the types of fixed signage that can be
erected without a permit by introducing ‘as of right’ standards to relevant clauses.

Online registration of
fixed premises food
businesses

This reform aims to reduce the time and associated costs borne by businesses required to apply for food business
registration. The reform proposes to create a standardised registration form to be administered online and used by all
local councils.

Remove recording
requirements for Class
3 food businesses

This reform aims to reduce the time taken by Class 3 food businesses to record food safety reporting obligations. The reform
proposes to remove requirements to maintain records for Class 3 food businesses where there is no direct connection
between the creation of the record and the food safety outcome.

Expanded exemptions
for minor external
works

This reform aims to reduce the time and cost incurred by businesses required to undertake planning application approvals
processes for minor external works that are perceived as ‘low risk’ (e.g. external flues). The reform proposes exemptions be
expanded under the relevant sections of the Victorian Planning Provisions to add minor works for which a permit is
not required by ‘as of right’ standards.
It should be noted that indicative potential cost savings to business could not be identified for this reform proposal based on
the definition of the proposal provided by the Department.

9

Source: DEDJTR, February 2017
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Reform 1: Improving
access to regulatory
information

Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
1

Problem to be addressed

Small businesses consider finding information about how to comply with relevant regulation to be
the most burdensome aspect of regulatory compliance.1
The survey of small retail businesses conducted by KPMG found that a high proportion of small businesses surveyed felt the current information
on licences, permit and broader compliance available to them was overwhelming. 43 per cent of those surveyed indicated that they wanted
simplified formats and easier access to relevant information about their regulatory obligations.
New small businesses just starting out find the search for relevant regulatory information particularly difficult. The initial establishment phase (first
2 years of operation) of a business was considered to be the most difficult by the majority of the 600 businesses surveyed by KPMG in stage 1 of
this project.2 Additional research commissioned by the Department indicated that businesses in this stage of the business lifecycle find it
challenging to identify compliance information targeted to their business type and preferred location.3 Further, understanding the information
obtained once sourced was noted as a common challenge and significant burden for small businesses across all retail subsectors.
Building on the Review’s extensive business consultation and initial stage 1 work undertaken by KPMG, the Department was able to identify a five
key challenge themes relating to information quality and perceived ease of access when looking to establish a new small business:
•

Information is not tailored to specific business types

•

Potential sources of information are not well-known or communicated to small businesses

•

Existing regulatory information can be technical, adopting complex language and terminology that makes comprehension difficult

•

Many sources of information exist but clear linkages between sources are not always present making navigation difficult

•

Many business owners prefer to engage with non-government advisers about regulatory information but government does not consistently
engage these advisers, impacting information delivery.

Small business interviews undertaken by KPMG confirmed many of these identified challenges, as outlined on the following page.

1– KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
2 - KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
3 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
1

Problem to be addressed

Small businesses said…
“Finding the necessary business approval information to open my business was quite complicated - navigating
websites was difficult, so I turned to council websites but found these to vary significantly between council areas. I then
used social media and online forums - where others shared how they undertook the process.”
New seller of home-made cakes at street) markets

At least half of the small businesses interviewed described limitations in accessing accurate, area or location-specific information
that catered for their business needs. The majority indicated that they had acquired information to understand the required activities for
different approvals through contact with local government. Contact with local councils (including town planners) took a number of forms,
including searches on local council websites, pre-application meetings or telephone discussions. Some reported supplementing this by
conducting searches on government websites, as well as informal websites such as chat threads and social media. Those interviewed
indicated that the quality of information varied between local councils – both in terms of online information, and face to face assistance.
“As a class 3 food business owner, I was advised by a food safety manager that I was required to undertake a food safety
management training program in order to attain a food business registration. After paying for and completing the
training however, I was advised by council that it wasn’t an approved training course. I had to re-take the course
through an approved training provider .”
New producer of waffles for sale at farmers’ markets

In a number of circumstances, businesses reported being provided with incorrect information from sources they assumed to be
knowledgeable and accurate. Such sources included contact with local government. Businesses reported the impact of incorrect
information or advice as contributing to lengthened approval times.
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
1

Problem to be addressed

Small businesses said…
“All information online is very hard to navigate and find answers to questions. For example, what constitutes a food
and drink premises versus hotel – unable to find information that will allow business to clarify which our business is.”
Experienced café operator that plans to offer alcohol

A number of businesses commented that they are able to find general information on approvals and regulation, but are unable to
find information specific to their business type. They reported that when contacting available resources for clarification (including local
government, tradesman and planners) or consulted information online, these sources were unable to clarify their questions or provide them
with appropriate answers. In some instances, these sources referred them to other sources.

A number of businesses, particularly those which had achieved shorter approval times, reported relying on previous
knowledge based on their own existing small business experience or a broader network of small businesses as their source of
information.
Some businesses interviewed reported supplementing their search for information with prior knowledge of approval and regulatory
requirements from previous business management experience. This was particularly common when searching for information about
food business registration processes and activities. Other businesses that were located in shopping centres or shopping strips reported
discussing requirements and processes with their shopfront neighbours or friends.
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed and packaged five reform proposals to improve access to information
and make it easier to discover what is needed to start and grow a business.
The Department has used a co-design process involving small business representatives to develop a package of five regulatory reforms that seek
to address perceived challenges around information accessibility. Collectively, the reform package seeks to ease the regulatory burden on all small
businesses by:
•

Improving the quality of information,

•

Increasing the utility of information; and

•

Improving the dissemination of information.

The five individual reform initiatives developed by DEDJTR that collectively make up the package of Information Access reforms are summarised
below and on the following pages1:
Reform proposal 1a: A modern digital offer – modernise business.vic.gov.au
This reform proposal will seek to improve the accessibility of information by making use of new information formats to be incorporated in an
overhauled business.vic.gov.au website. The Department has indicated that this reform may include the following potential initiatives:
•

Development of new tailored website content incorporating a range of different information formats including (but not limited to) small
business case studies, infographics and diagrams, flow charts and analytics, videos etc.

•

Expansion of the range of content web-based diagnostics to solve specific questions, for example, the incorporation of an interactive chat-bot

•

Exploration of options for gamification that focuses on the establishment of a business

The Department has indicated that content and delivery of information is to be tailored to specific small business sectors (e.g. targeted information
for opening a café), with content produced and narrated by small businesses to the extent possible.
The intended benefits of this reform are to transform the website from a one-way communication tool to a tool that can meet current user
expectations by facilitating quicker responses and providing information that is easier to find and understand, thereby saving times and costs to
small businesses.
1– Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
2

Proposed solution

Reform proposal 1b: Promote the Australian Business Licensing Information Service (ABLIS)
This proposed reform will seek to improve the promotion of the government-supplied ABLIS website, which holds detailed licensing and permitting
information but is not currently well-known by small businesses. DEDJTR proposes that this reform will:
•

Include linked access to the ABLIS website on the front page of business.vic.gov.au

•

Use the Department’s local government network to promote ABLIS on their website

•

Collaborate with Commonwealth to improve ABLIS accessibility and develop Application Programming Interfaces (APIs) to embed the
current ABLIS search function in the business.vic.gov.au website.

This reform is intended to benefit small businesses by providing better access to tailored information about regulations, licences and permits by
creating linkages between the Victorian Government’s business.vic.gov.au and ABLIS.
Reform proposal 1c: Writing for business not bureaucrats
In order to improve the comprehension of regulatory information and guidance material and avoid the unnecessary use of technical terminology, this
reform proposes that the Office of Better Practice Regulation (OBPR) review all government websites providing information to small businesses
against a set of agreed criteria. It is proposed that results are published enabling a comparison of the ability of agencies to provide user friendly and
accessible information. This reform will see DEDJTR work with the OBPR to:
•

Engage with Small Business Victoria on the best methods for improving messaging to small businesses

•

Research the use of plain English on relevant government websites

•

Seek the co-operation of Services Victoria, relevant Departments and other agencies

•

Review the ease of understanding of Government guidance available to small businesses.

The Department perceives that this reform will benefit small businesses by improving the quality of information provided enabling them to betterunderstand their obligations and thereby improve regulatory outcomes.
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Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
2

Proposed solution

Reform proposal 1d: No wrong doors
This reform would seek to alleviate confusion experienced by small businesses as they navigate websites to find regulatory information.
Specifically, this reform seeks to better link and map current government websites so search engine use is optimised, returning information that is
relevant for small businesses. DEDJTR has indicated that this reform will encompass a number of actions to ensure consistent access to accurate
information across Departments and regulators, including:
•

Review and amendment of business.vic.gov.au website to ensure embedded links are accurate and linking back to government regulators

•

Build / embed mapped links into the business.vic.gov.au website and provide these to other regulators for embedding into their websites

•

Engagement with business-facing regulators and agencies around links to business.vic.gov.au

The Department expects this reform to deliver benefits to businesses by making it easier for them to find the information they are seeking, thereby
reducing small business time spent searching for information and making compliance with regulation.
Reform proposal 1e: Taking it to the people, using existing networks to distribute information
Under this reform, it is proposed that Government will develop and enhance its engagement with networks composed of advisors and accountants
to act as trusted intermediaries to provide information to business. This reform acknowledges that a significant number of businesses obtain their
regulatory information and assistance from advisors and industry bodies. This reform will aim to inform and support small businesses through the
promotion of government-endorsed information channels by:
•

creating a network of trusted advisors (e.g. industry associations, accountants etc.) to deliver government information relevant to small
businesses

•

collaborating with networks to develop tailored information

This reform is intended to benefit small businesses by enhancing access to information. This reform also seeks the input of external nongovernment advisors to develop information solutions that are tailored to the needs of small businesses.
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Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential administrative cost savings associated with the improving access to information
reforms. Given the reforms will make it easier for new businesses to complete a number of different approval processes, the approach to
quantification has been repeated for each permit type (as shown in the purple box).
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business administrative cost of complying with
current-state requirements

Average time
spent
understanding
obligations

Permit type

Average time
spent
collecting
required
information
and
completing
application

Average $
spent on
consultants

Number of new in-scope
businesses that require a permit

Number of
new inscope
businesses
per annum

Percentage
of new
businesses
that require
a permit

Number of
observations

Approach to estimating
average costs

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit

Planning
approval

17 of the 25 businesses
interviewed required a
permit

Split by established site
and new site

20% on established sites and 95% on
new sites

Building
approval

13 / 25

One cost across all
groups (established
and new sites)

20% on established sites and 80% on
new sites

Food business
registration

19 / 25

One cost across all
groups

100% of food and beverage and food
retail businesses

Liquor permit

14 / 25

One cost across all
groups

90% of food and beverage businesses
and 30% of food retail businesses

Portable
signage

8 / 25

One cost across all
groups

Footpath
trading

12 / 25

One cost across all
groups

State-wide estimates extrapolated
from Kingston, Bendigo and
Dandenong LGA permit data

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
percentage
reduction in
administrative
cost

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

10%

20%

The approach to estimating average costs and the
percentage of new small retail businesses that
require a permit is based on estimates collected
during the business interview process. Given the
small sample sizes, these are indicative estimates
only.

Key
ABS source
data
Business
interview data
Department
estimate

Current-state administrative cost estimates for portable signage and footpath
trading only include the cost of understanding existing obligations. Cost
reductions associated with completing applications and purchasing consultants
have been captured through Reforms 3 and 4.
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Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory information
4

Quantitative results

The proposed reforms will make it easier for businesses to apply for a number of different permit types. Indicative estimates of the potential
savings for newly established businesses have been calculated for each permit type. There will also be additional savings associated with
established businesses who change their operations and thus need to obtain one of the permits below, however it has not been possible to
quantify these benefits. The table below shows that the information reforms have the potential to reduce administrative costs for in-scope
businesses by between approximately $7 and $14 million per annum.
As noted earlier, business
interviews produced a large
range of cost estimates
across all permit types.

For most permit types, the average cost per
business is influenced by one or two highcost estimates from businesses that faced
more challenging approval processes.

Indicative sector-wide estimates of current state costs show that processes associated with obtaining
planning, building and food business registration approvals impose comparatively higher
administrative costs on business. This is consistent with qualitative information collected through the
interview process which suggested that these approval processes are more administratively complex.
As a result, scope for administrative cost reductions are highest amongst these three groups
Indicative savings based on
Departmental estimates of
percentage cost reductions

Indicative estimates of current state costs for in-scope businesses
Number of
observations

Average administrative cost
per business associated with
obtaining a permit1

Lowest/highest
individual cost
estimate

Number of in-scope
businesses that require
a permit each year

Sector-wide
cost for inscope
businesses1

Lowerbound
estimate1

Upperbound
estimate1

Planning approval

Established site = 2
New site = 15

Established site = $700
New site = $5,900

$600 / $20,500

Established site = 800
New site = 4,000

$24.2 M

$2.4 M

$4.8 M

Building approval

13

$6,500

$200 / $12,700

4,200

$27.3 M

$2.7 M

$5.5 M

Food business
registration

19

$2,500

$200 / $8,900

4,900

$12.3 M

$1.2 M

$2.5 M

Liquor permit

14

$600

$100 / $2,500

3,800

$2.2 M

$0.2 M

$0.4 M

Portable signage2

8

$100

$30 / $100

6,5003

$0.5 M

Footpath trading2

12

$300

$30 / $1,100

4,3003

$1.3 M

$0.2 M

$0.4 M

$6.8 M

$13.6 M

Permit type

1 Given

the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred or million
discussed on the previous slide, in the analysis of this reform the administrative cost estimates for portable signage and footpath
trading only include the cost of understanding existing obligations
3 Includes both new and existing businesses that require a portable signage or footpath trading permit

Total

2 As
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
1

Problem to be addressed

Small businesses in the initial establishment phase of the business lifecycle considered reducing
the volume of existing regulations and shortening waiting times for approval as measures most
likely to ease their regulatory burden.1
A small business may require multiple approvals from multiple regulators in the form of licences and permits in order to commence trading.
KPMG’s survey of small businesses highlight that 41 per cent were seeking shorter times waiting for approvals, while 32 per cent were seeking
more online submission options. Work commissioned by the Department2 identified a number of overarching challenges posing barriers to small
businesses seeking various approvals to commence their operations:
•

lack of a single entry point for small businesses commencing the approvals process;

•

potential duplicated effort due to the requirement to submit multiple applications to multiple regulators each with differing fees and
application formats (e.g. online versus paper-based submission);

•

inability to access real-time information as to application status creating uncertainty in businesses; and

•

common instances of sequential processing of applications, as opposed to concurrent processing of applications, due to reported lack of
regulator collaboration (both internal and external to their organisations).3

It appears that the above challenges likely contribute to a number of other issues reportedly encountered by businesses including difficulties
navigating the approvals process, inconsistent information and advice and delays in obtaining approvals leading to delays in commencement or
continuation of business approvals.4 Analysis by KPMG suggests that these flow-on impacts are most likely felt by small businesses in the initial
establishment phase, who considered reducing volume of regulation and shortened waiting times as the two measures most likely to ease
regulatory burden.5 Qualitative feedback collected as part of KPMG’s survey of 600 small retail businesses revealed that a number of businesses
were keen to see more streamlined approvals processes to reduce overlapping tasks and duplicative reporting processes. Suggestions from
businesses to streamline approvals and reduce time cost delays included introduction of single windows when filing for approvals and increased
information sharing to reduce the requirement to engage with multiple regulators for approvals.6
Small business interviews further highlighted the adverse impacts related to barriers posed by existing approvals procedures and processing
times, as summarised on the following page.
1– KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
2 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
3 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
4 –Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria
5 - KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
6 - KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
1

Problem to be addressed

Small businesses said…
Particular approval types are most likely to contribute to delays and the nature of impacts can vary across business types…

1

Planning and Building approvals are associated with the longest approval delay times
Planning and building approvals were cited by 8 and 6 respectively of the 25 businesses interviewed as the approval types that caused the
longest delays for their business, with businesses citing total delays from the lodgement of their first application of between 9 to 18
months.

2

In most instances, the approval delay prevented a business from opening
For around three quarters of small businesses interviewed, delays in receipt of approvals prevented a business from opening. This effect
was reported by businesses experiencing delays related to planning, building and food registration approvals. The remaining 25 per cent of
businesses indicated that approval delays did not prevent them from opening, but did result in reduced revenue while the approval was still
being processed. This effect was reported by businesses experiencing delays related to local laws approvals (for footpath trading or portable
signage) or liquor licences.

3

The implication or cost to a business of delayed approval times varies across business types
The majority of businesses described costs associated with delayed approval times as foregone income (as a small business owner), as well
as other costs including rent, interest paid on loans, loss of ‘rent free’ periods and utilities. A small number of businesses indicated they
incurred additional costs related to staffing or inventory (i.e. supplies or produce) as a result of delayed approval times.
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
1

Problem to be addressed

Small businesses said…
“The Council’s capability was a critical factor to ensuring the successful
establishment of our business. The Council established a pre-application
meeting and a number of subsequent meetings with us [the business owners].
These meetings hosted key players around the one table, including the economic
development manager, and representatives from building, planning, health and
safety and food regulation. Not only did we gain an understanding of
timeframes, and who to talk to for what, but we also built relationships with
these council representatives. We worked in collaboration with the Council
to fast track approvals.”
Café/restaurant on a new site

“We commenced business applications
for a café that were unsuccessful. So we
established a food truck in another
location. A number of the business
approvals were not required for the
food truck (ie building application) as
the business location was already set
up.”
Café to food truck on an established site in
an inner regional location

The capability and reliability of local council was considered to influence approval times and processes. Some businesses
interviewed were of the perception that building relationships with local council staff was a critical success factor in terms of simplifying
approvals processes and minimising delays. In some instances, businesses attributed these relationships to fast-tracked delays.
Business owners who opened a business of a similar nature and fitting within the same regulatory criteria as the previous business
on the same premises perceived the regulatory approvals process to be streamlined. Businesses fitting this category reported
instances whereby the previous business had provided paperwork and assistance in navigating the approvals process. In such circumstances,
these businesses were only required to apply for a variation to the previous application, and/or minimal red line plan changes required

Approximately one third of businesses reported engaging an external consultant, advisor or accountant to assist with the completion
of approvals. These external parties were perceived by interviewed businesses to aid their understanding of the approval processes, reduce
the amount of time spent collating information for approvals, fast track the submission and approval of applications and allow owners to
focus on running their core business. Invariably they included real estate agents, architects, builders, planners or food regulatory consultants.
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed and packaged four reform proposals to simplify the approvals
process and reduce the overall time taken for approvals to be received.
The Department has indicated it will introduce a suite of reforms to improve the approvals processes required to establish a new small retail
business. The four packaged up reforms will aim to create more coordinated approvals processes across local government and other regulators in
order to reduce delays to the establishment of a new business and ensure navigation of regulatory approvals is more simple. The proposed
reforms developed by DEDJTR include:
•

A concierge service within local councils, which will assist small businesses to correctly complete and lodge approvals applications

•

A single entry point and application process covering all approvals required to open a new business

•

Facilitate concurrent application processing through improved local government and regulator procedures and processes

•

Introduction of a premium fee for service fast-tracking

Overviews of the individual reform proposals making up the ‘reducing business approval time’ reform package are further detailed below and
continued on the following pages1:
Reform proposal 2a: Introduce a concierge service within councils to assist businesses to lodge correct and complete applications
This reform proposes the establishment of a concierge service to assist all business applicants by providing a single entry point for approvals
processes administered by local councils.
The Department has indicated that a potential concierge service will include a council-based host that can provide initial advice and support to
businesses around their applications by advising them on which potential council-administered permits they may need and what information / plans
may be required to accompany submissions. It is further proposed that the concierge can link applicants with relevant local council areas and
subject matter experts as required.
The Department has indicated that the intended benefits of this reform include improved clarity and timeliness of approvals information and
subsequent avoidance of delays and potential additional costs, encouraging businesses to feel more at ease around their approvals applications.
1– Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
2

Proposed solution

Overviews of the individual reform proposals making up the ‘reducing business approval time’ reform package are continued below1:
Reform proposal 2b: Introduce a single application process for new businesses
This reform is intended to address feedback received from the Department around the need for businesses to obtain multiple approvals, requiring
multiple applications submitted to a number of different regulators, and the respondents to the KPMG survey who sought more online submission
options.
This reform would streamline separate council-administered application forms into a single online application form through working with a
group of demonstration councils via Local Government Victoria. It is proposed that this first stage also incorporate liquor licence applications into the
single application form. In subsequent stages, other state-administered approvals (e.g. WorkSafe premiums and payroll tax administration) and
Commonwealth business and tax registrations may be incorporated into the single application form.
The Department considers that this reform appears most likely to benefit businesses in the initial establishment phase. The Department citied
potential reform benefits as saved time and costs to business through single digital application forms, avoidance of duplicated submissions of
information and improved coordination of approvals across council.
Reform proposal 2c: Move from sequential to concurrent approvals processes
As with reform proposal 2, this reform also intends to address feedback received from the Department around the need for businesses to obtain
multiple approvals, requiring multiple applications submitted to a number of different regulators. The Department indicated that business feedback
suggests a lack of coordination between approvals processes, with separate regulatory areas within local councils processing applications in silos,
leading to sequential as opposed to concurrent processing of approvals.
This reform proposes to introduce changes to regulatory practice to facilitate joined-up, efficient and concurrent processing of approvals through the
introduction of:
•

case management model, enabling coordinated approvals processes

•

legislative and practice changes to mandate concurrent processing for planning and liquor approvals

•

reduced requests for information and joined-up council site inspections where possible.

The Department has indicated that this reform should achieve significant reductions in the time taken to obtain approvals required to open a new
business, thereby benefiting small businesses in this initial establishment phase.
1– Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
2

Proposed solution

Overviews of the individual reform proposals making up the ‘reducing business approval time’ reform package are continued below1:
Reform proposal 2d: Introduce a fee-for-service fast-track service
This reform proposes the introduction of a fast-track premium fee that enables quicker processing of approvals applications. This reform has
been proposed by the Department following feedback from some businesses that they would be willing to pay additional fees to reduce waiting
times for approvals.
This reform proposes that the fast-track fee option will be offered to applicants at the first point of contact with local council and will focus on
planning permits outside of the scope of VicSmart (which has some existing mechanisms to fast-track applications), as well as broader permits,
licences and applications administered by local government. It is proposed that a differentiated pricing model based on the nature of the application
and additional services required be used to determine fees. The Department has indicated that additional features of the reform could potentially
include:
•

Service-level agreements to establish timeframes and milestones

•

Differential delivery models based on local council resources, demand and capability (e.g. use of accredited or approved private providers to
make recommendations and assess applications; use of outsourcing of pooled resourcing between council to address surge)

•

Artificial intelligence for automated decision making on specific application components

The Department has described potential benefits of this reform as most likely to impact businesses in the initial establishment or expansion phase
of the business lifecycle, by facilitating reduced time taken and overall cost of approvals processing to applicants.

1– Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential delay cost savings associated with the reform to reduce overall approval times.
The method used to calculate delay cost reductions is consistent with the method prescribed by the Department of Treasury and Finance in their
Regulatory Change Management Manual. It involves estimating the net additional revenue (additional revenue less additional costs) that could be
earned if approval times are reduced.
Given overall approval times for starting a business vary significantly between new businesses on established sites and new businesses on new
sites, the sample has been split and the process below has been repeated for each group. The Department has also advised that their reforms are
anticipated to result in a larger reduction in overall approval times for new businesses on new sites (with a lower bound estimate of 15 and an
upper bound estimate of 30 per cent) than for new businesses on an established site (10 and 20 per cent respectively).
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business benefit estimate if reduce
overall approval time by one month

Average
additional
revenue if
reduce overall
approval time
by one month

Permit
type

Business
approval
times

Average
additional
costs if
reduce overall
approval time
by one month

Number of observations

16 out of 16 new
businesses on new sites
and 8 out of 8 new
businesses on established
sites began operations in
the last two years

Average approval
time

Average
overall
approval time
for starting a
business

Approach to
estimating
average costs

One cost across
all groups

Number of new inscope businesses
impacted

Number of
new in-scope
businesses
per annum

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit
All 25 businesses interviewed
faced some degree of approval
delay when starting their business.
It is therefore assumed that 100%
of new in-scope businesses will
benefit from this reform.

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
percentage
reduction in
overall approval
time

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Business
circumstances

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

Key
ABS source
data

New business
on established
site

10%

20%

Business
interview data

New business
on new site

15%

30%

Department
estimate
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
4

Quantitative results – per-business time and cost estimates

The tables below show indicative potential per-business time and cost savings that could result if the reforms led to time savings of between 10
and 20 per cent for a new business on an established site, and 15 and 30 per cent for those on new sites.
The first table shows that the average overall approval time for starting a new businesses is much higher if the business is being established on a
new site, as opposed to an established site. As a result, the proposed reform is expected to produce much bigger savings for new businesses on
new sites than for new businesses on established sites.
Indicative per-business approval time estimates and potential approval time reductions resulting from reform (months)
Number of businesses
interviewed

Average overall approval time

Lower-bound approval time
reduction estimate

Upper-bound approval time
reduction estimate

New business on established
site

9

0.8

0.1

0.2

New business on new site

16

7.8

1.2

2.3

New business circumstances

Multiply approval time reduction estimates (rounded to the nearest 0.1 of a month) by estimated average
additional net revenue if reduced delay by one month to get indicative potential per business cost savings
Indicative potential per-business cost savings

Indicative monthly delay cost estimates

Average additional revenue if
reduce delay by one month

$19,000

Average additional costs
if reduce delay by one
month

Average additional net
revenue if reduce delay
by one month

$10,000

$9,000

Lower-bound
estimate

Upper-bound
estimate

$700

$1,400

$10,300

$20,600

New business on established site
New business on new site

Additional revenue estimates were primarily influenced by the size of the business and ranged from $1,200 to $65,000. These estimates were broadly
consistent with the annual revenue figures provided by each interviewee. Additional cost estimates were also influenced by business circumstances and
how many costs they had already begun incurring during the delay period. These ranged from $600 to $55,000.
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
4

Quantitative results – sector-wide cost estimates

The table below shows that reforms to reduce the overall business approval time have the potential to generate indicative sector-wide benefits of
between approximately $50 and $90 million per annum. As discussed on the previous slide, most of these benefits are accrued by new
businesses who are starting operations on a new / change-of-use site. However, there is no official data available on the proportion of new
businesses that are on new/changes of use sites. In the absence of official data, this analysis assumes that approximately 50 per cent of new
businesses are established on new sites. This assumption was informed by the results of KPMG’s 25 interviews, and Departmental discussions
with two local councils. That ratio has been used in this analysis.
The indicative potential sector-wide savings shown below relate to benefits for new, in-scope businesses only. However, there will also be
additional savings associated with established businesses who are waiting for an approval to alter their existing operations. It has not been
possible to quantify these benefits as part of this analysis, however ABS data shows that there are 53,000 established small businesses across
the three in-scope sub-sectors.
The proposed reforms would also benefit large in-scope businesses and businesses in other sectors. This is particularly true for approval
processes that are not sector-specific, such as planning and building.
Indicative potential sector wide savings for in-scope businesses
Total number of in-scope
businesses (ABS)

Lower-bound estimate1

Upper-bound estimate1

New business on established site

4,200

$3 M

$6 M

New business on new site

4,200

$43 M

$87 M

$46 M

$93 M

Indicative potential sector-wide savings for in-scope businesses
1 Given

the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest million
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Reform 2: Reducing business approval time
While the analysis on the previous slides estimates overall approval times for starting a business, the table below shows which regulatory areas
were identified by business as driving the delay. The table shows the number of times each regulatory area was identified as a key driver of delay
across the three in-scope subsectors. Planning approvals were identified as a key driver across all three subsectors, while the food registration
process was identified as a key driver for food and beverage and food retail businesses.
In addition to the type / nature of the business activity and the complexity of the individual circumstances relating to the approvals application, key
factors influencing the approval application experience and overall approval time to start a business included:
• the ability of the business to effectively sequence their approvals in order to maximise the number of approvals that can occur concurrently;
• the quality of the application submitted by the business, which could be enhanced through effective pre-planning and / or participation in
pre-application meetings with regulators; and
• the relative capability and capacity of local councils to be able to efficiently and effectively process approvals applications and provide
accurate information and assistance to businesses where required.
Subsector

Regulatory area
Planning

Local Laws

Building application

Food Registration

Liquor Licence

Food & Beverage

4

2

3

4

3

Food retail

2

0

0

4

0

Non-food retail

3

1

2

0

0

Total

9

3

5

8

3

For the majority of businesses, rent was the primary cost incurred during the delay period. Rental cost estimates ranged from $2,000 to
$10,000 per business, per month. Other costs included utility costs, holding costs for stock, interest on business loans, staff, car related costs
(petrol and vehicle hire) and freight costs.
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reforms 3 and 4: standards for footpath trading and portable signage
1

Problem to be addressed

The time small businesses spend understanding and executing approvals for footpath trading is
comparatively long when considering other locals laws approvals.1
Research commissioned by the Department suggests that some approvals required under Local Laws are onerous given the relatively low public
risk associated with particular activities.2 KPMG’s survey of 600 small businesses indicated that the cumulative cost to small retail businesses of
compliance with outdoor dining regulations, a component of footpath trading, is approximately $4 million per annum. The overall cumulative cost
of signage approvals to small retail businesses is estimated at $13 million per annum. This includes both fixed and temporary signage.
Applying for permits under the Local Laws permit regime for activities including footpath trading and portable signage add to the time and cost to
businesses in the initial establishment phase or business trying to change their activity.3 Interviews conducted by KPMG with small businesses
confirmed this sentiment. Key feedback from small businesses interviews relating to footpath trading and portable signage is summarised below.

Small businesses said…
“The cost of waiting for footpath trading approvals is definitely posed a barrier to me”
Restaurant opening on a new site in an inner-city location

A number of businesses indicated that while delays in waiting for approval to trade on the footpath or erect portable signage did not prevent them
from opening their business, it did prevent them from trading at full capacity. According to businesses, the delay in obtaining approvals and
resultant reduced trade contributed to a reduction in revenue.
“I undertook the process for footpath trading as part of the planning approvals process. It went around in circles a bit
before I got rejected.”
Pizza restaurant opening on a new site

A number of businesses reported difficulties relating to different interpretations of local laws and rulings for footpath trading across different local
councils. In one instance, this appeared to lead to duplicated effort as a business described an application as being rejected, before being reassessed and rejected again. Another business described a situation as confusing where changes to local laws prevented footpath trading due to
inadequate footpath widths, yet the change had a grandfather clause attached meaning existing businesses could continue footpath trading. In both
instances, ultimately the interviewed businesses were unable to trade on the footpath.
1– KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
2– Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
3– Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
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2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed an ‘as of ‘right’ reform proposals to remove low risk approvals
such as footpath trading and portable signage
The Department has developed a number of proposed reforms relating to approvals processes (refer to the improving access to regulatory
information chapter), including a proposed package of regulatory changes that remove current permit requirements for approvals that it considers
unjustified based on perceived public need and risk. At present, the application processes for these approvals are considered to add significant
costs to businesses in the initial establishment phase. This reform package includes proposed changes to footpath trading and portable signage.
The key element of this reform is the proposed introduction of codified ‘as of right’ standards for low risk activities, such as footpath trading and
portable signage that complied with those standards, administered by local government
Specific details around the proposed reform in relation to footpath trading and portable signage is given below1:
Reform proposal: Remove low risk approvals – footpath trading and portable signage.
This reform proposes to move from a permit regime to the creation of codified ‘as of right’ standards for both footpath trading and portable
signage. Under existing arrangements, the majority of local councils use a permit regime for footpath trading and portable signage as part of its
‘Activities Local Law’ regulatory process. The Department proposes that this reform will see Local Government Victoria cooperate with volunteer
local councils to develop a template ‘as of right’ standard for footpath trading and portable signage
Under an ‘as of right’ standard, approval to trade on the footpath or erect portable signage would be given, provided the activity
undertaken by business owners occurs within specified parameters governed by existing laws and regulations. According to the
Department’s reform proposal, an application approvals process would still need to be followed by those businesses whose activities fall outside of
the specified parameters for either footpath trading or portable signage. The Department indicated that a number of local councils currently have
guidelines for ‘as of right’ standards relating to footpath trading and portable signage in place. It is intended that these will be used to inform the
development of the ‘as of right’ standard proposed by this reform.
The intended benefit to business of this reform is an overall reduction in time and cost associated with establishing a business or changing the
activities of an existing business.
1– Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential administrative cost savings associated with the reform to develop standards for
footpath trading and portable signage (associated savings in seeking information or from reduced delays are captured under reform 1 and 2
respectively to avoid double counting). As permit data is collected separately by each LGA, indicative State-wide estimates have been developed
by using ABS population data to extrapolate actual permit numbers from Kingston, Greater Bendigo and Greater Dandenong LGAs.
Estimates for the cost of understanding footpath trading and portable signage obligations are not included in this
costing as businesses will still need to spend time understanding if they are exempt from the permit requirements.
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business administrative cost of complying
with current-state requirements

Average time
spent collecting
required
information and
completing
application

Permit type

Average $
spent on
consultants

Number of
observations
8 of the 25
businesses
interviewed
required a permit

Portable
signage
Footpath
trading

12 / 25

Number of in-scope businesses
that require a permit

Number of
permits per
annum as
per LGA
data

Extrapolate
to Statewide
estimate
using ABS
population
data

Approach to
estimating average
costs

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit

One cost across all
groups

State-wide estimates
extrapolated from Kingston,
Bendigo and Dandenong LGA
permit data

One cost across all
groups

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimates of the
percentage
reduction in the
number of
businesses that
require a permit

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

Footpath
trading

85%

95%

Portable
signage

92%

98%

Repeat
process for
footpath
trading and
portable
signage
approvals

Key
Business interview
data
ABS source data
Kingston, Bendigo
and Dandenong LGA
permit data
Department
estimate

State-wide estimates have been extrapolated on a population basis from a sample of three LGAs as actual data on the number of permits issued annually is not available.
While the three LGAs are unlikely to be exactly representative of State-wide permit data, this approach is expected to provide plausible estimates for extrapolation purposes.
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 3 and 4: Standards for footpath trading and portable signage
4

Quantitative results

The proposed reforms involve developing standards that the Department projects would significantly reduce the number of businesses that need
to apply for footpath trading and portable signage permits. Current state costs and potential reform benefits have been calculated separately for
each permit type. Indicative estimates suggest that these reforms have the potential to reduce sector-wide administrative costs for in-scope
businesses by between approximately $7 and $14 million per annum.
The estimates below are separate from those shown in Reform 1 which relate to reducing the amount if time it takes a business to understand
their footpath trading and portable signage permit obligations.
Indicative savings based on
Departmental estimates of
percentage cost reductions

Indicative estimates of current state costs for in-scope businesses
Permit type

Number of observations

Average administrative
cost per business
associated with
obtaining a permit1

Lowest/Highest
individual cost
estimate

Number of in-scope
businesses that require
a permit each year

Sector-wide
cost for inscope
businesses1

Lowerbound
estimate1

Upperbound
estimate1

Portable signage

8 out of 25 business that
were interviewed
required a permit

$200

$15 / $1,100

6,500

$1.3 M

$1.2 M

$1.2 M

Footpath trading

12 / 25

$700

$50 / $1,400

4,300

$3.2 M

$2.8 M

$3.1 M

$3.9 M

$4.3 M

Given the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred or
million.

1

The sample
sizes mean
that
estimates
are
indicative.

While the average administrative cost associated with footpath trading
and portable signage approvals is relatively low when compared to the
more complex building and planning approval processes, some
businesses still experienced significant cost impacts. For footpath trading,
some businesses were able to complete the approval process in less than
five hours, while three businesses spent more than 40 hours completing
the process. More complex approval processes involved providing notice
to affected parties or attendance at a council meeting.

Total

This equates to a reduction in the number of
in-scope businesses that need to obtain a
portable signage permit from approximately
6,500 to approximately 200 per annum and a
reduction in the number of businesses that
need to obtain a footpath trading permit from
approximately 4,300 to approximately 400
per annum.
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Reform 5: Streamline
car parking approval
requirements

Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 5: Streamline car parking approval requirements
1

Problem to be addressed

The associated costs imposed on small business of seeking a waiver for car parking requirements
can impose unnecessary delays and costs on applicants.1
KPMG’s survey of over 600 small retail businesses found that compliance with the administrative processes associate with car parking regulations
imposed a cost of around $8 million on the small business retail sector per annum. However, research commissioned by the Department suggests
that this cost may be avoidable for a number of small businesses.2 The research found that the number of exemptions granted in Victoria from car
parking requirements under the Victorian Planning Provisions is high; however, these businesses are still required to go through the process of
apply for an exemption with the associated costs, as car parking requirements are generally linked to floor space or patron numbers.3 In applying
for waivers, businesses are often required to commission independent traffic engineer’s reports, adding costs and further potential delays to the
onset of a business’ operations.
Further confusion can be experienced by businesses, creating associated delays, as while clause 52.06 of the Victorian Planning Provisions sets
out the state-wide applicable standards for car parking, clause 45.09 permits local councils to set out local variations to the stipulated standards
within their Planning Scheme. This can create significant variation to car parking requirements across local councils.

2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed a reform that aims to reduce costs incurred by businesses associated
with commissioning independent traffic impact reports.4
Under this reform, the Department proposes that responsibility for the preparation of local traffic impacts reports will shift to local government,
who will produce the reports on an annual basis. Transferring this responsibility to local councils will enable council-employed traffic experts to
utilise the information contained within these reports when assessing applications for car parking waivers. This proposed reform will therefore
relieve businesses from having to engage an independent traffic consultant to produce local traffic impact reports on their behalf to accompany
their waiver applications.
According to the Department, the main intended benefit of this reform is the removal of monetary and potential time and delay costs associated
with commissioning independent traffic reports to accompany each planning permit application for a car parking waiver.
1 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
2 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
3 - Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
4 - Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
1–
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 5: Streamline car parking approval requirements
3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential administrative cost savings associated with the reform to reduce the number of
businesses who are required to hire a traffic consultant.
There is no publicly available data on the number of new small retail businesses that go through the parking approval process annually, Of the 25
businesses interviewed, only three stated that they were required to hire a traffic consultant. In the absence of better data, to provide an indicative
estimate of the impact of this proposed reform, it has been assumed that 10 per cent of new in-scope businesses are required to hire a traffic
consultant.
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business administrative cost of
complying with current-state
requirements

Average $
spent on
traffic
consultants

Permit type

Car parking
approval

Number of
observations
3 of the 25
businesses
interviewed
required a permit

Number of new in-scope businesses
that require a traffic consultant

Number of
new inscope
businesses
per annum

Approach to
estimating average
costs
One cost across all
groups

Percentage
of new
businesses
that require
a traffic
consultant

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit
Based on the sample of 25
businesses, it is estimated that
10% of new in-scope businesses
apply for a permit

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimates of the
percentage
reduction in
businesses that
require a traffic
consultant

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

65%

85%

The approach to estimating the percentage of new in-scope businesses that require a permit
is based on estimates collected during the business interview process. Given their indicative
nature, estimates have been rounded to the nearest 10 per cent.

Key
ABS source
data
Business
interview data
Department
estimate
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 5: Streamline car parking approval requirements
4

Quantitative results

Reforms to streamline car parking approvals that led to reductions of the order of the Department’s projections could reduce sector-wide
administrative costs for in-scope businesses by between approximately $1.6 and $2.2 million per annum. These savings relate to new businesses
that are required to commission a traffic consultant, however there will also be additional savings for established businesses. These additional
benefits have not been quantified as it was not possible to estimate the number of established businesses that were required to commission a
traffic consultant.
Indicative savings based on
Departmental estimates of
percentage cost reductions

Indicative estimates of current state costs for in-scope businesses
Permit type

Number of observations

Car parking
approval

3 out of 25 business that
were interviewed
required a permit

1 Given

Average administrative
cost per business
associated with
obtaining a permit1

Lowest/Highest
individual cost
estimate

Number of in-scope
businesses that require
a permit each year

Sector-wide
cost for inscope
businesses1

Lowerbound
estimate1

Upperbound
estimate1

$3,000

$1,500 / $5,000

800

$2.5 M

$1.6 M

$2.2 M

the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred or million.

Three out of the 25 businesses interviewed indicated that they were required to
commission a traffic consultant as part of the car parking approval process. However,
only two of these businesses were able to provide an estimate of the cost of a traffic
consultant. Furthermore, these estimates were very different, with the first business
stating that the consultant cost them $5,000 while the second business said that it
cost them $1,500. In lieu of any other cost estimates, this analysis has assumed a
rounded average cost of $3,000 per traffic consultant. This estimate should be
treated as high-level and indicative given the small sample and varied estimates

This equates to a reduction
of approximately 500 to
700 in-scope businesses
per annum that are
required to commission a
traffic consultant.
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Reform 6: Streamline
fixed signage
approval
requirements

Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 6: Streamline fixed signage approval requirements
1

Problem to be addressed

Small retail businesses spend $13 million per annum meeting their signage requirements1, despite
the activity being perceived as low risk.
KPMG’s survey of over 600 small retail businesses found that compliance with the administrative processes relating to signage regulation (which
includes both fixed and temporary signage), imposes a cost of approximately $13 million per annum on the small business retail sector.
However, businesses participating in the Department’s industry roundtables identifying fixed signage as a low-risk activity with disproportionate
application requirements.2 Department-commissioned research suggests that the perception of unnecessary time and effort expenditure to obtain
the required approvals has lead to a situation whereby some businesses are opting to trade without the necessary approvals and risk paying fines
if caught out.3
Advertising signage requirements are set out in the Victorian Planning Provisions in clause 52.05, with additional subclauses specifying standards
for signs that can be erected as of right, provided those signs meet the standards. The Department has suggested that the existing as of right
standards do not reflect current practice or evolved technology and may be creating unnecessary time and delay costs for businesses.

2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed a proposed reform that will see as of right standards expanded to
include a greater number of fixed signage types. 4
This reform proposes updating clause 52.05 of the Victorian Planning Provisions to expand the fixed signage types that can be erected without a
planning permit provided they meet stipulated as of right standards. Currently, this clause introduces as of right standards for business
identification signs, promotion signs and illuminated signs that meet particular conditions.
The Department proposes that under this reform, the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning update its fixed signage standards to
reflect modern signage technology (e.g. neon signage) and expand those types of fixed signage exempted from planning permit requirements. It is
the intention of the Department that exempting more signage types from planning permit requirements would reduce potential time and costs
associated with planning permit applications for small businesses across various stages of the business lifecycle.
1 – KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
2 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
3 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
4 – Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
1–
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 6: Streamline fixed signage approval requirements
3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential administrative cost savings associated with the reform to streamline fixed
signage approval requirements. Of the 25 businesses that were interviewed, approximately half state that they were required to obtain a fixed
signage approval. There was no evidence to suggest that a particular sub-sector was more likely to require a fixed signage permit so it has been
assumed that 50 per cent of all new in-scope businesses apply for a fixed signage approval.
Estimates for the cost of understanding fixed signage obligations are not included in this costing as
businesses will still need to spend time understanding if they are exempt from the permit requirements.
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business administrative cost of complying
with current-state requirements

Average time
spent collecting
required
information and
completing
application

Permit type

Fixed
signage

Number of new in-scope
businesses that require a permit

Number of
new inscope
businesses
per annum

Average $
spent on
consultants

Number of
observations
12 of the 25
businesses
interviewed
required a permit

Approach to
estimating average
costs
One cost across all
groups

Percentage
of new
businesses
that require
a permit

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit
Based on the sample of 25
businesses, it is estimated that
50% of new in-scope businesses
apply for a permit

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimates of the
percentage
reduction in the
number of
businesses that
require a permit

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

15%

25%

The approach to estimating the percentage of new in-scope businesses that require a
permit is based on estimates collected during the business interview process. Given
their indicative nature, estimates have been rounded to the nearest 10 per cent.
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 6: Streamline fixed signage approval requirements
4

Quantitative results

Indicative estimates suggest that these reforms have the potential to reduce sector-wide administrative costs for in-scope businesses by between
approximately $0.7 and $1.2 million per annum. These savings apply to new businesses, however there will also be additional savings for
established businesses who install fixed signage and need to obtain a permit. It has not been possible to quantify benefits for established
businesses as part of this analysis.
The Department has estimated that this reform will reduce the number of businesses that are required to obtain a fixed signage approval by
between 15 and 25 per cent. This equates to a reduction in the number of businesses requiring a permit of between approximately 600 and 1,000
per annum.
Indicative savings based on
Departmental estimates of
percentage cost reductions

Indicative estimates of current state costs for in-scope businesses
Permit type

Number of observations

Fixed signage

12 out of 25 business
that were interviewed
required a permit

1 Given

Average administrative
cost per business
associated with
obtaining a permit1

Highest
individual cost
estimate

Number of in-scope
businesses that require
a permit each year

Sector-wide
cost for inscope
businesses1

Lowerbound
estimate1

Upperbound
estimate1

$1,100

$100 / $7,500

4,200

$4.8 M

$0.7 M

$1.2 M

the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred or million.

While most businesses spent less than 10 hours completing their fixed
signage permit application, two businesses spent more than $5,000 on
consultants. These consultant cost estimates had a significant impact on
the overall per-business administrative cost estimate.
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Reform 7: Online
registration of fixed
premises food
businesses

Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 7: Online registration of fixed premises food businesses
1

Problem to be addressed

KPMG’s survey of small business found that food businesses consider compliance activities pose
the greatest regulatory burden, with cafes and restaurants estimating spending a mean of 78
hours per annum at a cost of $5,500. 1
The majority of businesses seeking a fixed premises food business registration follow a similar sequential process, involving pre-application
meeting, commissioning and submission of site plans, being present for one or more EHO site inspections, the development of a food safety
program and the completion of registration. Businesses interviewed reported that most onerous component of this process is invariably the site
inspections and required changes, as well as the food safety program. While the registration completion was generally described as being a
comparatively less onerous matter of filling out the paperwork, the Department noted that, at present, each Victorian local council typically
operates its own database and maintains unique registration forms and processes. They found that requirements can differ significantly between
local councils and require potentially extraneous information.

2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed a proposed reform which see the creation of a standardised, online
registration form for fixed premises food businesses. 2
This reform proposes to create a standardised registration form with councils to be used by all local councils. The proposed portal or database
would potentially be added to the Streatrader website (called FixTrader) and lead to the centralisation of the application processes for food safety.
The Department proposes that this could create benefits for businesses through quicker processing time by local government, while also helping
Government manage the compliance history for the premises, facilitate information sharing across councils to the Department of Health and
Human Services. It is proposed that DHHS will lead these reforms, in alignment with enhancing the Streatrader website and collaborate with
councils to do so.

1 – KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
2 – Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 7: Online registration of fixed premises food businesses
3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential administrative cost savings associated with the introduction of online registration
for fixed premises food businesses. 100 per cent of the 19 food and beverage and food retail businesses that were interviewed were required to
register as a food business. As a result, it has been assumed that 100 per cent of these businesses are required to register as a food business.
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business administrative cost of complying with
current-state requirements

Average time
spent
understanding
obligations

Permit type

Food
business
registration

Average time
spent
collecting
required
information
and
completing
application
Number of
observations

19 of the 25
business
interviewed were
required to register

Average $
spent on
consultants

Approach to
estimating average
costs

One cost across all
groups

Number of new in-scope
businesses that require a permit

Number of
new inscope
businesses
per annum

Percentage
of new
businesses
that require
a permit

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit
Based on the sample of 25
businesses, it is estimated that
100% of new in-scope food and
beverage and food retailing
businesses are required to
register as a food business.

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
percentage
reduction in
administrative
cost

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

5%

15%

Key
ABS source
data
Business
interview data
Department
estimate
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 7: Online registration of fixed premises food businesses
4

Quantitative results

The current sector-wide cost associated with registering a food business is estimated at approximately $12 million per annum. The Department
estimates that online registration could reduce this cost by between 5 and 15 per cent which would lead to indicative savings for business of
between $0.6 and $1.8 million per annum. Most businesses interviewed stated that they identified their food business registration obligations
through either a council officer or through the council website.
Indicative savings based on
Departmental estimates of
percentage cost reductions

Indicative estimates of current state costs for in-scope businesses
Permit type

Number of observations

Food business
registration

19 out of 25 business
that were interviewed
were required to register

1 Given

Average administrative
cost associated with
registering a food
business1

Lowest/Highest
individual cost
estimate

Number of in-scope
businesses that
register as a food
business

Sector-wide
cost for inscope
businesses1

Lowerbound
estimate1

Upperbound
estimate1

$2,500

$200 / $9,000

5,000

$12.3 M

$0.6 M

$1.8 M

the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred or million.

The average business spent approximately 20 hours understanding their
obligations, collecting the required information and completing their food business
registration. However, a number of businesses spent considerably longer than
that, with five businesses spending more than 60 hours completing these tasks.
Four businesses also spent money on consultants, at an average cost of $4,000.
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Reform 8: Remove
recording
requirements for
Class 3 food
businesses

Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 8: Remove recording requirements for Class 3 food businesses
1

Problem to be addressed

KPMG’s survey of small business found that food businesses consider compliance activities pose
the greatest regulatory burden, with cafes and restaurants estimating spending a mean of 78
hours per annum at a cost of $5,500. 1
Interviews conducted found food businesses spend approximately 7-8 hours per month completing food safety recording obligations, with the
average time for Class 3 businesses being approximately half of this amount at 3-4 hours.
Food businesses interviewed by KPMG reported recording obligations as a relatively straight forward part of daily practice which required
approximately 15 minutes of administration per day. The Department found that record keeping requirements under the Food Act 1984 were
reported to be administratively intensive, time-consuming and potentially overly complex. Environment Health Officers consulted by the
Department advised that some reporting requirements may not provide an accurate indication of whether or not businesses are complying with
food safety obligations, and do not enhance food safety outcomes.

2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed a proposed reform which would remove food safety recording
requirements for certain businesses. 2
This reform proposes to remove the requirements for certain businesses (such as Class 3 businesses) to maintain records (such as fridge
temperature), where there is no direct connection between the creation of the record and the food safety outcome. This would include the
removal of the annual mandatory inspection for good performing Class 3 businesses. The reduction or removal of all Class 3 annual inspections
would be at the discretion of Council.
The Department proposes that reductions in record-keeping requirements be achieved by reviewing reporting and food safety program (FSP)
requirements for Class 3 food businesses. This Review should then lead to appropriate changes in line with the above, giving appropriate
consideration of risk profiles, compliance history and operations. The Department also proposes piloting the removal of the use of a Food Safety
Program for 12-24 months for all Class 3 businesses and some Class 2 businesses. During this pilot the impact on food safety outcomes should be
monitored and measured alongside the potential regulatory burden reduction on small business.
1 – KPMG survey of small retail businesses (Appendix A)
2 – Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 8: Remove recording requirements for Class 3 food businesses
3

Approach to estimating indicative benefits

The diagram below sets out the approach to estimating potential administrative cost savings associated with removing food safety recording
requirements for Class 3 food businesses. Only five out of the 25 businesses interviews were Class 3 food businesses, however all businesses
indicated that they were required to complete monthly food safety recording.
Approach to quantifying indicative annual benefits
Per-business administrative cost of
complying with current-state requirements

Average time spent completing food
safety recording obligations per
annum

Permit type

Food safety
recording
requirements
for Class 3
food
businesses

Number of
observations

5 of the 25
businesses
interviewed were
Class 3 food
businesses

Number of in-scope businesses that
require a permit

Number of
Class 3 food
businesses

Approach to
estimating average
costs

One cost for all
Class 3 food
businesses

Estimate
number of
small Class 3
food
businesses
using ABS
business
number data

Approach to estimating % of
businesses requiring permit
Based on the sample of 5 Class
3 food businesses, it is
estimated that 100% of small
Class 3 food businesses face
food safety recording
requirements.

Estimated % cost
reduction

Estimated reform
benefits

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
percentage
reduction in
administrative
cost

Lower and
upper-bound
estimate of
potential
sector-wide
benefits

Lowerbound
estimate

Upperbound
estimate

80%

80%

Key
Business interview
data
ABS source data
DHHS food business
data
Department
estimate
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Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 8: Remove recording requirements for Class 3 food businesses
4

Quantitative results

The current sector-wide cost associated with food safety recording for Class 3 food businesses is estimated at approximately $16 million per
annum. As a result, reducing the regulatory burden by 80 per cent has the potential to deliver a sector-wide benefit of approximately $13 million
per annum.
For this analysis, benefits have only been calculated for the approximately 16,000 small Class 3 food businesses. However, the reform would also
benefit the approximately 1,500 large Class 3 food businesses who would also no longer need to complete food safety recording requirements.
Indicative savings based on
Departmental estimates of
percentage cost reductions

Indicative estimates of current state costs for in-scope businesses
Permit type

Food safety
recording
requirements for
Class 3 food
businesses
1 Given

Number of observations

5 out of 25 businesses
interviewed were Class 3
food businesses

Average administrative
cost associated with
food safety recording1

Lowest/Highest
individual cost
estimate

Number of in-scope
businesses that
complete food safety
recording

Sector-wide
cost for inscope
businesses1

Lowerbound
estimate1

Upperbound
estimate1

$1,000

$300 / $2,500

16,000

$16 M

$13 M

$13 M

the indicative nature of the costings shown in the table above, estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred or million.

From the five class three businesses interviewed, the average time spent
completing food safety recording obligations each month was
approximately 1.5 hours (approximately 20 hours per annum). However,
one business stated that they spent 10 hours per month completing their
food safety recording obligations. KPMG has elected to scale this estimate
back to the average of the other estimates. Given the sample includes only
five businesses, including such a significant outlier would heavily skew the
overall estimate. Other estimates ranged between zero and four hours.

Class 1 and 2 food businesses were also asked to state how
many hours per month they spent completing their food safety
recording requirements. The average estimate for Class 1 and 2
food businesses was approximately 13 hours.
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Reform 9: Expanded
exemptions for minor
external works

Analysis of Proposed Reforms

Reform 9: Expanded exemptions for minor external works
1

Problem to be addressed

Planning permit requirements for some minor works, such as external flues, are onerous and
unnecessarily complex for businesses to obtain.1
Research commissioned by the Department suggests that some existing planning approvals relate to specific, low-risk activities.2 The indicative
regulatory compliance cost incurred by small retailer businesses applying for planning approvals is estimated at $35 million p.a. while the cost of
compliance with building approvals is $9 million per annum based on KPMG’s survey of small retail businesses. These costs would include approval
costs linked to substantial works as well as minor external works, such as flue installation or alteration. It is not possible to determine what share of
these costs are associated with minor works.
Under section 34 of the Victorian Planning Provisions, rules have been established for Commercial 1 Zone and Commercial 2 Zone businesses. Under
the rules, a permit is required for external building works, including the “installation or alteration of external flues and awnings.” According to business
consultations undertaken by the Department, the permit requirements for minor works, such as external flues, creates complexity and additional delay
for business planning applicants that is not justified by the risks to the community.

2

Proposed solution

The Department has developed a reform proposing to expand the scope of existing exemptions for
minor façade works that cover permit requirements for external flues.3
Under this reform, the Department proposes that the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning add specific minor works, such the
“Installation or alteration of external flues” to the list of exemptions for external works to the façade of existing buildings included under Section
34 of the Victorian Planning Provisions.
Under its reform, the Department proposes that the exemption set out the specific parameters for when a permit is not required for installation or
alteration, such as for an external flue. As with the Department’s “as of right” standards reform proposals (refer to the develop standards for footpath
trading and portable signage chapter), where activity falls outside of the stipulated parameters, a planning permit will still be required to be obtained by
the businesses.
This reform is likely to benefit a number of businesses, including newly established and existing businesses wanting to alter their premises. The intended
benefit of this proposed reform is a reduction in overall time and cost required to open a business or change a business’ activities. However, given work
is still underway to define the specific changes that will result from this reform, quantitative benefit estimates have not been developed as part of this
analysis.
1– DEDJTR interview feedback provided to KPMG
2 – Nous Group (2017) Making it easier to do business in Victoria.
3 – Reforms summarised in this report were developed by DEDJTR. Source: DEDJTR 23 February 2017, personal communication
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Data sources and
limitations

1

Methodology

Data sources and limitations – per-business cost estimates
The figure below provides a summary of the data limitations and observations that should be considered when interpreting perbusiness estimates of the cost of complying with current state regulatory requirements.

Data limitations and observations

Sample sizes

Significant variation
in cost estimates

High-end cost
estimates

In-depth structured interviews were undertaken with 25 small retail business operators who had commenced operations
in the last two years that had been identified by the Department . As a consequence of the resulting small sample sizes,
and the variation in business circumstances, the per business cost estimates are high-level and indicative. Sample sizes
range between 10 and 20 observations for most permit types. However, sample sizes drop below 10 observations for a
few permit types (including Class 3 food businesses, parking and portable signage permits). Given their indicative
nature, all per-business cost estimates have been rounded to the nearest $100.

Business interviews produced a large range of cost estimates across all permit types. Qualitative discussions with
business identified a number of reasons for this variation. Factors included the level of complexity associated with their
permit application, the business owners experience in dealing with regulatory approval processes and differing
processes and levels of support across LGAs. The lowest and highest cost individual estimates underpinning each of the
indicative sector wide estimates have been reported for each reform within this report.

For most permit types, the average per-business cost estimate is influenced by one or two high-cost estimates from
businesses that faced more challenging approval processes. Follow-up questions were asked where estimates appeared
particularly high. Initial estimates were revised downwards on a number of occasions following more detailed questioning.
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1

Methodology

Data sources and limitations – per-business cost estimates
The figure below summarises the data sources used to calculate current state per-business cost estimates for each of the
regulatory areas assessed in this report.
Data sources and assumptions

Administrative time
and cost estimates

Per-business time and cost estimates of the administrative and delay costs imposed by existing regulatory requirements
have been sourced from KPMG’s 25 in-depth structured interviews with new small retail businesses. Where current-state
regulation imposes administrative costs, businesses were asked to estimate:
• how much time they spend understanding their regulatory obligations;
• how much time they spent collating the required information and submitting applications; and
• if applicable, how much money they spent engaging an external consultant, advisor or accountant to assist in complying
with their regulatory obligations.
The average of these cost estimates has been used in this analysis.

Hourly staff cost
estimates1

Delay cost
estimates

ABS figures on average weekly earnings for retail trade workers were used to convert business time cost estimates into
monetary values. The ABS figure of $30.07 per hour was scaled up by 75 per cent to account for overheads and on-costs.
This is consistent with Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF) guidance (Conducting a regulatory change measurement,
P.3) and provided for a total hourly cost estimate of $52.63.

To calculate delay costs associated with approval processes, businesses were asked to estimate:
• how much additional revenue they could have earned if the overall approval time for starting a business was reduced by
one month; and
• what their additional costs would have been if they were able to open one month earlier.
The difference between the average additional revenue and the average additional cost has been used in this analysis. This
represents the net additional revenue associated with opening a business one month earlier and is consistent with approach
set out in DTF’s Regulatory Change Measurement Manual.

1ABS,

6302.0, Average Weekly Earnings, Australia, May 2016
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2

Methodology

Data sources and limitations – sector-wide cost estimates
The figure below provides a summary of the data sources used to turn per-business cost estimates into sector-wide estimates
for current state regulatory requirements.
Data sources

Number of new
businesses per annum1

% of new businesses
that require a permit

New site vs established
site

1Source:

This report assesses the impact the proposed reforms on new small food and beverage businesses, food retail
businesses and non-retail food businesses. The definition of a small business is consistent with the ABS definition of
20 employees or less. ABS business entry data has been used to estimate the number of new in-scope businesses
per annum – estimates are as follows:
• Food and beverage businesses = 3,870 per annum
• Food retail businesses = 1,077 per annum
• Non-food retail businesses = 3,487 per annum
• Total new in-scope businesses = 8,434 per annum
Interview data has been used to estimate the percentage of new businesses that require each type of permit. For
example, 12 out of the 25 new businesses that were interviewed indicated that they were required to obtain a fixed
signage permit. It was therefore assumed that 50 per cent of new in-scope businesses are required to obtain a fixed
signage permit (50% of 8,434 = 4,217 new businesses per annum). For some permit types, specific percentages were
used for the three subsectors.
For some permit types, the percentage of new businesses that were required to obtain a permit differed considerably
depending on whether the business was setting up on a new site or there was a change of use (e.g. setting up a
restaurant in what was previously a warehouse) or setting up on an established site (e.g. setting up a restaurant with a
liquor licence in what was previously a café without alcohol). Fewer or less complex approvals were required for a new
business on an established site as the business was being replaced by a similar (although not identical) business. For
those permit types where the typical requirements differed, the percentage estimates of the number of businesses that
need to comply was split into these two categories (see slide 42).

ABS, 81650, Counts of Australian Businesses, including Entries and Exits, June 2011 to June 2015
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2

Methodology

Data sources and limitations – sector-wide cost estimates
The figure below provides a summary of the limitations that should be considered when interpreting the sector-wide cost
estimates for current state regulatory requirements.

Data limitations and observations

Existing businesses
that require a permit1

Large businesses and
businesses in other
sectors1

1Source:

For most of the proposed reforms (excluding food safety recording, portable signage and footpath trading)
the analysis only quantifies benefits for new in-scope businesses (estimated by the ABS to be 8,434 per
annum). However, there will also be additional savings associated with established businesses who change
their operations and thus need to obtain a permit. It has not been possible to quantify these benefits as part
of this analysis, however ABS data shows that there are 53,000 small businesses across the three in-scope
sub-sectors.

The proposed reforms will also benefit large in-scope businesses (approximately 50 as per ABS data) and
businesses in other sectors. This is particularly true for approval processes that are not sector-specific, such as
planning and building. It has not been possible to quantify benefits for these businesses as part of this analysis.

ABS, 81650, Counts of Australian Businesses, including Entries and Exits, June 2011 to June 2015
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Methodology

Data sources and limitations
The diagram below shows the three stages of benefit quantification and provides more detail on the different approaches used for each type of
reform. Using the sources outlined above, including ABS data, the 25 in-depth structured interviews, information provided by relevant regulators,
KPMG developed per-business cost estimates, and sector-wide estimates. The potential savings from the reforms utilised Departmental estimate
of the potential impact of each set of reforms.

1

Current state – per-business cost estimates

2

Estimate per-business cost of complying with
existing regulatory requirements

a

Estimate total number of small retail businesses that
need to comply with existing regulatory requirements

a
Approval time reforms
Estimated additional net revenue (i.e.
subtracting marginal costs) if overall approval
time is reduced

b

Information and food business registration
reforms

b

Estimated costs associated with submitting
approval applications and hiring consultants

Portable signage and footpath trading reforms
Extrapolated Kingston, Greater Bendigo and Greater
Dandenong LGA permit numbers to develop indicative
Victoria-wide estimate

c
All other reforms

All reforms other than food safety, portable signage and
footpath trading
Estimated using number of new businesses as per ABS
and percentage of businesses that need to comply as
per businesses interviewed

Estimated costs associated with
understanding obligations, submitting approval
applications and hiring consultants

c

Current state – sector-wide cost estimates

Food safety recording
Multiply ratio of small food businesses over total food
businesses by total number of Victorian Class 3 food
businesses

3

Future state –
estimated
reduction in
regulatory costs
Apply estimated
percentage
reduction in
regulatory costs
that result from
each reform to
the current
state economywide cost
estimates

a
All reforms
Percentage
cost reduction
estimates
provided by
DEDJTR
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3

Methodology

Data sources and limitations – Estimated reduction in regulatory costs
The table below shows the Department’s estimates of the percentage reduction in cost following implementation of each reform. Upper
and lower bound dollar estimates of the potential reforms benefits have been quantified by multiplying current state sector-wide cost
estimates by the cost reduction estimates shown below.
It should be noted that Departmental estimates of the potential benefits of each reform are preliminary and indicative. The proposed
reforms will continue to be refined as stakeholder consultations continue. The analysis in this report shows the potential sector-wide
benefits if the percentage reductions shown below can be achieved.
Data sources
Benefit reduction parameter for in-scope businesses

Lower-bound
Department
estimate

Upper-bound
Department
estimate

Reform 1: Improving access to regulatory
information

Percentage reduction in administrative costs associated with completing
the required approval processes when starting a new business

10%

20%

Reform 2: Reducing business approval times

Percentage reduction in overall approval time for starting a business

10 or 15%2

20 or 30%1

Reform 3: Develop standards for footpath
trading

Percentage reduction in number of businesses that are required to
obtain a footpath trading permit

85%

95%

Reform 4: Develop standards for portable
signage

Percentage reduction in number of businesses that are required to
obtain a portable signage permit

92%

98%

Reform 5: Streamline car parking approval
requirements

Percentage reduction in number of businesses that are required to
obtain a car parking approval

65%

85%

Reform 6: Streamline fixed signage approval
requirements

Percentage reduction in number of businesses that are required to
obtain a fixed signage approval

15%

25%

Reform 7: Online registration for fixed
premises food businesses

Percentage reduction in cost associated with opening a food business

5%

15%

Reform 8: Remove recording requirements
for Class 3 food businesses

Percentage reduction in number of Class 3 food businesses that are
required to complete food safety recording requirements

80%

80%

Reform 9: Expanded exemptions for minor
external works

The scope of this reform needs to be more tightly defined before it can
be quantified.

N/A

N/A

Reform

1 The

Department has advised that Reform 2 is anticipated to deliver a larger reduction in overall approval times for new businesses that set up on new sites than for new businesses that set
up on established sites. Consequently the lower bound estimate incorporates an assumed 10 per cent reduction in approval times on existing sites and 15 per cent reduction on new sites.
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Case studies

Case studies

Introduction to the four case studies
Purpose and overview of case studies
Five case studies have been developed drawing from findings collected during 25 small retail business interviews conducted by KPMG. These
case studies demonstrate some of the key activities and processes businesses are required to undertake in order to establish their business
or change the operations of their business. Case studies also detail key delay drivers experienced by various business types as they navigate
the regulatory approvals process. The structure of the case studies are as detailed below.
• Case studies are grouped by retail sub type:
• three food and beverage retailers;
• one comparison of new versus established site food retailers; and
• one comparison of new versus established site non-food retailers.
• Case studies reflect findings from a hybrid of businesses interviewed
• Case studies demonstrate the spectrum and complexity of issues faced by businesses;
Each case study is presented so as to include:
• an overview of the key processes and activities relating to approvals, as well as some of the key issues faced by a typical business of the
retail sub type,
• a timeline flow diagram presented to show the activities/processes taken by business owners to obtain approvals, as well as
approximated timing for each activity/process,
• observations and experiences detailing where challenges can arise during the approvals process, including quotes from small business
used to supplement case study findings.
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Case studies

Case study 1 a – Typical food and beverage business in new site
Of the 25 small businesses interviewed, 12 were Food and Beverage businesses. 10 of these businesses were establishing
operations on a new business site. The total elapsed time delay ranged from 1 month (for established site businesses) through to 18
months (for businesses established on new sites).
The diagram below shows an example of the sequence of approvals, and associated time delay incurred by a typical Food and Beverage
businesses established on new site. Key observations and issues associated with each regulatory area is provided on the following page.
Majority of businesses indicated a general sequential ordering of
approval applications. For a few businesses, liquor, local laws and
food applications were undertaken concurrently.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
Time in months

Planning application

Liquor licence

Food registration

Preplanning
Building application
Local Laws

A

B

Most businesses reported spending time preplanning. Pre-planning is usually done over a
number of months. Business owners perceived
pre-planning to reduce the time spent collating
information for approvals, as well as the number of
issues that arouse during the process.

C

D

D

A typical business indicated 8 months elapsed
between their first approval submission and
receiving their final approval application

Regulatory touch-points
A. Pre-application meeting
B. Building/architect meeting(s)
C. Affected parties meeting
D. Inspection(s)
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Case studies

Case study 1a – Typical food and beverage business in new site
Observations and issues
Detailed below are a summary of observations relating to the experience of the ten Food and Beverage businesses that were established
on new sites. The summary includes generalised consultation findings that relate to all approval delays experienced by these businesses,
across all regulatory areas.
•

•

•
•

General
•

•

Most food and beverage businesses established on new sites considered were fairly split in their
view as to which regulatory approvals were instrumental in causing delays to (4 x planning, 3 x
building, 3 x local laws, 3 x food registration and 3 x liquor).
For most food and beverage businesses established on new sites, the delay resulted in the
business being unable to open. A small number of businesses reported being able to open at reduced
revenue. For example, the business could open but did not have liquor licence approval or could not trade
on the footpath.
Planning and building approvals were the critical approvals driving delays for businesses with
longer total elapsed time (6 months+), followed by liquor and footpath permits.
All but two businesses completed all business approvals they required to establish their business.
The two incomplete approvals were both local laws approvals, including one business that did not have
their footpath trading application approved, and one business that did not complete their portable sign (Aframe) application due to the time and financial cost associated with doing so.

“This [exceeding budget as a result of
being unable to open due to the
lengthy approval time] now sits over
our head, in terms of our balance
sheet rather than profit and loss. The
business is still making money, but
paying off debt”
Cafe opening on a new site in a
suburban location

Financial and emotional stress was the most commonly reported impact of approval process
uncertainty. Many businesses indicated loss of income for owner(s) during the approval period, forcing
some to seek alternative income sources, such as casual employment. These financial impacts also
resulted in businesses requiring additional finance and paying additional interest or having the cost of
opening ‘hanging over their heads’.
Some other frustrations and impacts include:
- businesses significantly exceeding their opening budgets,
- processes being time consuming for owners,
- inconsistency in Council processes and advice,
- marketing costs of delayed opening, and
- a loss in motivation and business momentum.

“Financial pressures and delays
resulted in us borrowing money –
then subsequently carrying debt for a
long time, paying high interest rates.
For example, we pay an additional
$200 in interest p/ month… We felt
we had no control over the
process…. We lost our soul a little
bit, quite broken and never recovered
from it.”
Cafe and provedore opening on a
new site in a regional location
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Case studies

Case study 1a – Typical food and beverage business in new site
Summarised below are consultation findings as they relate to planning applications undertaken by the ten Food and Beverage businesses
established on new sites.
•

•

•

Planning
application

•
•

•

All businesses were required to undertake planning approvals. This included six businesses
that applied for car parking permits or waivers, half that applied for fixed signage, and one third of
businesses (n=3) required permits or approvals for minor external works.
Across food and beverage businesses, planning application approvals were the most
commonly reported cause of delay. With some businesses attributing the planning approval
alone to take more than 9 months.
Two key issues appeared to delay planning approvals reported by multiple businesses:
- Approvals that required changes to zoning/premise use,
- Approvals that involved lengthy ‘notice to affected parties’ processes. Businesses
requiring this process considered that too much time was provided to objectors, reported
multiple meeting reschedules and meetings being held for objections not specific or relevant to
the planning application. Perceived high costs associated with approaching VCAT limited
businesses from fast tracking this process.
Businesses found both understanding what was required for planning approvals, as well as
the process of collating and submitting planning applications to be complex and lengthy
Delays were reduced when owners were familiar with the laws and their business rights,
and/or had prior experience running businesses
- Some businesses could attribute specific planning approval areas to the cause of delay, for
example, car-parking.
- Businesses reported there being significant ‘grey area’ in the information available on carparking approvals as well as attributing the level of detail required to complete applications and
the time taken to commission/ complete the required traffic report to delays experienced.
- For minor external works and fixed signage, the designs required to be drawn up and level of
research to be undertaken by owners, were perceived to cause the longest delay.
Around half of the food and beverage businesses engaged an external consultant, advisor or
accountant to assist with the completion of planning approvals. For most, this cost in the
range of $1000 - $7000. Some businesses were also encouraged to seek external assistance by
local council, to better understand requirements relating to their type of business and parking
approval/waiver obligations.

“Planning took unexpectedly long.
Despite the business already being in a
Zone 1 area we had to write multiple
letters, and took 10-12 weeks to get
approved.”
Cafe opening on a new site in a
suburban location
“… [The planning application process]
was torturous and disheartening; I am a
very thorough person - so spent a lot of
time getting it prepared. From photo
shopping images through to writing up
the intent of the business.”
Cafe and provedore opening on a new
site in a regional location

“For our business, total elapsed time
was shorter than it could have been due
to the owners’ prior business experience
and the approach owners employed for
the application process.”
Cafe opening on a new site in a
suburban location
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Case studies

Case study 1a – Typical food and beverage business in new site
Summarised below are building and liquor consultation findings as they relate to the ten Food and Beverage businesses established on new sites.

Building
application

•

Seven food and beverage businesses established on new sites completed building applications.

•

Most businesses engaged builders/tradesmen and architects to undertake their required building works to
establish their business. For these businesses, their involvement in the execution component (collating information and
submitting applications) was minimal as builders were engaged to undertake these activities on their behalf.
All businesses sought information from their local Council to understand obligations and complete building
applications (including via the pre-application meeting and through Council websites).
Cited reasons for building approval delays and complications include:
- Building changes being identified through multiple inspections, rather than all at once.
- Inspections, building works, or submission of application occurring over the end of year/ Christmas period causing
delays in the approval process itself, confounded by lack of availability of tradesman to undertake the required works.

•
•

•
•

•

Liquor

•
•
•
•
•

Of all businesses interviewed, 14 completed liquor licence applications. The majority of these primarily operate
within the ‘Food and beverage’ retail subsector (n=11), compared to ‘food retailing’ (n=2) or non-food retailing’ (1).
Of the 11 ‘Food and beverage’ businesses that applied for liquor permits, almost all were established on new
sites (n=9).
Many businesses anticipated liquor licencing to involve a lengthy approval process prior to commencing their
application. This perception was informed by past experience, word of mouth from other business owners, as well as
advice businesses sought from other sources and peers.
While some businesses viewed liquor licencing as a critical approval driving delay, some commented that business
requirements for liquor licencing were not too onerous or complex, but rather, the total time to attain approval was long.
Liquor licencing approvals took longer for businesses that were required to undertake responsible service of
alcohol (RSA) courses – businesses found finding the time to do these courses challenging.
Liquor licencing approvals were simplified when the business had previously applied for a liquor licence or
received information from previous business owners that simplified the process.
Businesses found the information and advice provided by the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor
Regulation (VCGLR), both online or via telephone, easy to access and understand.
Most business owners completed liquor licence applications themselves, and did not engage assistance as they
more commonly did for planning and building approvals.
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“We spent a lot of
time on building
approvals. We ended
up having to
undertake two major
builds for our
business. It took 6
months longer than
anticipated - from
moment started to
end. There was a
number of issues
flagged along the
way that required
addressing – i.e:
Stormwater issues,
etc.”
Cafe and provedore
opening on a new
site in a regional
location
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Case studies

Case study 1a – Typical food and beverage business in new site
Summarised below are local laws and food regulation consultation findings, as they relate to ten Food and Beverage businesses established
on new sites.
•

Ten local laws applications were made by food and beverage retailers in new sites. This
included three portable signage applications and seven footpath trading applications.

•

For most businesses, approval delays related to local laws (both footpath and portable
signage) did not prevent the business from opening, but reduced the business’ realised
revenue
Businesses considered portable signage application processes to be characterised by major
fees and lengthy wait times (2-3 weeks). For some businesses, these were barriers to both
undertaking or completing the approval process. As an alternative, businesses would operate
without a portable sign, or use a portable sign and run the risk of being fined by local government
for doing so.
Specific feedback relating to footpath permits highlighted:
- variation in how local Councils in different areas interpret the same footpath trading
laws – this results in businesses in some areas being permitted to trade while others are not.
- inconsistency in the application of footpath trading laws in the one area. For example, a
new business owner’s footpath trading application was rejected following the recent
introduction of a footpath trading law that detailed the number of tables and chairs allowed on
a footpath dependent on footpath width. However, pre-existing businesses next door and in
the precinct area that had already obtained approval were grandfathered and could continue to
trade / use chairs on the footpath. This created confusion and frustration for the new business.
- significant time taken to complete, adjust and finalise redline plans, which form part of
the footpath permit application.
- multiple touch points were sometimes required for footpath trading approval, particularly for
businesses with liquor licences

•

Local laws

•

“My food registration and liquor licence
were both approved before my footpath and
portable sign approvals due to long delays. I
could still open, but not at full capacity
because I couldn’t trade outside on the
footpath.”
Restaurant opening on a new site in an
inner-city location

“Better risk getting fined,
than waiting and paying”
Cafe opening on a new site
in a suburban location

“I undertook the process for footpath
trading as part of the planning approvals
process. Then had to make contact with
local laws and council, all for footpath
trading. It went around in circles a bit
before I got rejected.”
Pizza restaurant opening on a new site
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Case studies

Case study 1a – Typical food and beverage business in new site
Summarised below are food regulation consultation findings as they relate to the ten Food and Beverage businesses established on new
sites.

•
•

•

•
Food Regulation

•
•

All ten Food and Beverage businesses established on new sites completed food business registration
applications.
All ten businesses were class 2 food businesses, and spent an average of approximately 14 hours per month
completing food safety recording obligations. The two other food and beverage businesses consulted were
class 1 food businesses and both moved into established sites.
All businesses owners completed food regulation applications, and did not engage assistance for
applications as they more commonly did for planning and building approvals.

Specific feedback relating to food regulation highlighted :
- duplicated processes associated with the need to engage with both local Council and the Department of
Health and Human Services. For example, businesses cited requirements to provide plans to both council
building inspectors and the health department.
- food regulation was a longer and more complex process than anticipated by some businesses. One
business advised the site inspection was the most important and onerous component of the registration while
another advised completing the online course for food safety requirements as part of the food safety program
was the most time consuming.
- businesses spent significant time making telephone calls and researching requirements
In terms of food safety reporting obligations, most businesses did not perceive the hours spent ensuring
food safety obligations were met as concerning or excessive.
Two ‘class 2’ businesses commented on the recent reduction in food safety requirements, advising that food
safety documentation and requirements were streamlined within the last 2 years. The businesses both considered
that this had simplified the level of detail and effort required when reporting.
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Case studies

Case study 1b – Enabling factors and better-practice, food and beverage
business establishment
Business interviews suggested a number of precursors exist to a successful and timely regulatory approvals process. It appeared that a
number of better practice activities and processes could be undertaken to enhance the likelihood of business approvals being obtained
quickly. In some instances, factors beyond the immediate control of the business assisted successful and timely approvals. An overview of
typical enabling factors and better practice activities undertaken by food and beverage businesses who experienced a timely approvals
process is given below. It is important to note that many of the activities and factors listed below could apply across all retail sub-sectors.
Regulatory touch-points
A. Pre-application meeting
B. Building/architect meeting(s)
C. Affected parties meeting
D. Inspection(s)

Sequencing of applications and undertaking approvals
applications concurrently where possible appears to be
a critical success factor influencing the timely
attainment of regulatory approvals

1

0
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3
Time in months

Planning application

Liquor licence

Building application
Pre-planning

Food registration
Local Laws

A

Food and Beverage businesses who
experienced timely regulatory approvals
processes attributed increased time spent
pre-planning as a critical success factor

B

D

C

D

A well--prepared food and beverage business on an established site could experience an elapsed of as little as 3 months between
their first submission and receiving their final approved application
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Case studies

Case study 1b – Enabling factors and better-practice, food and beverage
business establishment
A combination of better-practice processes and activities, as well as circumstantial enabling factors were found to have a significant impact
upon those businesses that were able to achieve timely and successful regulatory approvals processes to establish their food and beverage
business. Based on the experience of interviewed businesses, one or a combination of the factors below could minimise the approvals
process for Food and Beverage businesses to as little as three months for a new business site or 1.5 months for an established site.
Food and Beverage businesses engaged in better-practice processes and activities in
order to fast-track their approvals applications, these included:

Better practice
processes and
activities

-

Internal enabling
factors

Spending adequate time pre-planning their application process
Participating in a pre-application meeting with local council
Sequencing their applications and undertaking applications concurrently where possible to speed-up the
process
Engaging external consultants to undertake processes on the owners’ behalf

Internal enabling factors (i.e. those factors attributable to the skills and capability of the
business owner) influenced the application approvals process, these included:
-

Previous business experience contributing to a pre-existing understand of laws and rights of business
owners

External enabling factors (i.e. those factors attributable to external parties involved in
the approvals process) influenced the application approvals process, these include:
-

External enabling
factors

-

-

The capability of the local council, including the level of experience held by staff involved in the approvals
process, such as town planners, influenced time take for approvals
Opening a business on a previously established site (e.g. business proposing to establish restaurant in a
premises that was previously a café) hastened approvals times as previous business owners were often
able to provide documentation from the previous site, as well as advice on approvals.
A number of the business approvals were not required where a site was pre-existing (e.g. liquor permit
simplified as location previously approved by VCGLR/Council) and in some cases, approvals could be
renewed

” Sequencing can impact timelines.
Based on experience with another
business, we knew that if we applied
for the liquor licence first, it would hold
up the planning application. So instead
we first applied for the planning
application, followed by liquor licence,
and hope it got approved.”
Cafe opening on a new site in a
suburban location
“For our business, total elapsed
time was shorter than it could
have been due to the owners’
prior business experience and
the approach owners employed
for the application process.”
Cafe opening on a new site in a
suburban location
Processes for me were
simplified because of
existing permits”
Experienced café
operator that plans to
offer alcohol
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Case studies

Case study 1c – Inhibiting factors, food and beverage business
establishment
Absence of precursors to success, as outlined in Case Study 1B, as well as other factors attributable to both owners and regulators could
negatively impact the time taken to obtain business approvals, leading to slow and complex approvals processes for some Food and Beverage
businesses. It is important to note that some of these factors are applicable to all sub-sectors, not only Food and Beverage businesses.
Businesses that did not undertake approvals applications
concurrently, but rather, performed applications
sequentially, appeared to experienced longer overall
elapsed approvals times to commence trading.
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A complex food and beverage business on a new site could experience an elapsed of as long as
18 months between their first submission and receiving their final approved application

Comparatively limited time spent pre-planning
applications to establish a business appears to have
contributed to lengthened and delayed approval
processes for some Food and Beverage businesses

Regulatory touch-points
A. Pre-application meeting
B. Building/architect meeting(s)
C. Affected parties meeting
D. Inspection(s)
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Case studies

Case study 1c – Inhibiting factors, food and beverage business
establishment
A number of different factors that could be attributed to both business owners/ approvals applicants, regulators and external parties were
found to have an impact on the length of the approvals process for Food and Beverage businesses, with associated complexity resulting in
lapsed approval times of up to 18 months.

The relative experience of the business applicant played a role in length of elapsed
time in approvals processes

Approval
applicant factors

-

-

A number of businesses reporting comparatively long approvals processes had either limited or no small
business experience and therefore could not rely on pre-existing knowledge to in completing their
approvals applications
Businesses that undertook applications sequentially (as opposed to concurrently) were found to have
longer elapsed approval times. This may be attributable to a relative lack of experience and familiarity
with regulatory requirements

Some food and beverage businesses reported factors attributable to regulator
performance as influencing the length of elapsed time in the approvals process
-

Regulator factors

-

-

Local Councils that were perceived as comparatively inexperienced or short-staffed thereby contributing
to a lack of capability and capability, were considered to contribute to delayed approvals processes
In some instances, businesses considered that Councils engaged in activity that resulted in delay, for
example, consultation related to planning applications
Councils that did not offer or encourage pre-application meetings contributed to lengthy approvals
processes according to some businesses, as it hindered the ability to gather accurate information in a
timely manner
Variation across local government requirements also appeared to cause confusion and disruption to
approvals processes for some businesses, resulting in approval application delays

“The council conducted
multiple, unnecessary
conferences with affected
parties when I applied for my
planning permit which meant I
had to engage in multiple
compulsory conferences and
hearings, adding a lot of time
to my approvals.”
Chocolate manufacturer
opening on a new site in a
suburban location
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Case studies

Case study 2 –Food retailing business
Of the 25 small businesses interviewed, six were food retailing businesses. Half of these were starting businesses on new sites, while the other
half were entering established sites. The total elapsed time delay for food retailing businesses in new sites ranged from 3 to 9 months.
In contrast, the food retailing businesses on established sites typically experience one month elapsed approval time. The diagram below
shows an example of the sequence of approvals, and associated time delay incurred by a typical Food retailing businesses on an established
(similar to Case study 1a) as compared to a new site. It should be noted that businesses on established sites included both class 2 and class 3
food businesses.
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A typical non-food business on a new site indicated 6 month elapsed
between their first submission and receiving their final approved application
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An established food retailer primarily is faced with
food registration regulation, and a short planning
application to receive a ‘statement of trade’
following a pre-application meeting

The typical food retail business on a new site
experiences similar issues as ‘food and beverage’
retailers, and may be required to undertake approvals
in the same five regulatory areas
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A typical food retailing business on an established site indicated 1 month elapsed
between their first submission and receiving their final approved application.
Most of the businesses in the sample were Class 3

A. Pre-application meeting
B. Building/architect meeting(s)
C. Affected parties meeting
D. Inspection(s)
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Case studies

Case study 2 – Food retailing business
Observations and issues
Detailed below are a summary of observations relating to the approvals process experience of the six food retailing businesses consulted,
as they relate to the various regulatory areas considered in this report. Findings are split and boxes colour coded by new and established
sites, where applicable.
•

All food retailing businesses completed planning approvals. For businesses trading on established sites, the planning approvals process
was undertaken after Food Registration and was required in order to attain a statement of trade.

•

Findings relating to planning application processes for new
site food retailing businesses were similar to those for food
and beverage businesses.
Planning applications were the most commonly mentioned
critical approvals driving delays in starting a business. Delays
were specifically attributed to ‘change of use’ approvals, notice to
affected parties’ processes, and local government capability.

Planning application
•

Building application

•

Liquor licence
Local Laws

Food registration

Only the three new site food retailing businesses
completed building applications, local laws applications
and liquor licencing applications. Of these, all completed
building, some completed local laws (portable sign) and some
completed liquor licencing.

•

•

•

•

For established site food retailing businesses, the planning process
was required in order to attain a statement of trade, and is
undertaken after Food Registration has been completed.
While businesses advised this online application is quite short and straight
forward; it must be completed for each and every council they want to
trade in and renewed annually.
Findings for new site food retailing businesses were similar to
findings of food and beverage businesses, for these three regulatory
areas and food registration.
Some businesses found not being able to do planning and liquor
licence applications concurrently problematic.

•

All established site food retailing businesses (class 3) consider food registration the critical delay driver for their business. Food
registration was the main component of total elapsed approval time for businesses.

•

Feedback relating to food registration for food retailing businesses commencing trade on an established site includes:
- The level of detail required was considered onerous, while stipulated information requirements did not tailor to business size and operations.
- The major concern cited by most businesses was having their kitchen approved – the process could be delayed, depending on the inspection
outcome and findings.
- Delays resulting from inspection invariably required some owners to make small changes or modifications to their kitchens, or find an alternative
arrangement for producing food such as a community kitchen.
- Time spent pre-planning reduced food registration approval times.
- Some businesses were required to undertake training to meet registration requirements.
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Case studies

Case study 3 – Non-food retailing business
Of the 25 small businesses interviewed, seven were non-food retailing businesses. Five non-food retailers were commencing operations on
established sites, while two were seeking to start their business on new sites. Consultations suggested a significant difference in total
elapsed approval time for established sites as compared to those businesses seeking to operate on new sites. Approval time to
established versus new sites was typically 1 and 17 months, respectively. This is demonstrated in the two diagrams below.
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A typical non-food business on a new site indicated 17 month elapsed
between their first submission and receiving their final approved application

Opening on a new versus an established site appeared to significantly
impact the total elapsed approval time for businesses. Most businesses
commencing operations on an established site had comparatively simple
planning and building application processes.
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A. Pre-application meeting
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C. Affected parties meeting
D. Inspection(s)
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Case studies

Case study 3 –Non-food retailing business
Observations and issues
Detailed below are a summary of observations relating to the approvals process experience of the seven non-food retailing businesses
consulted as they relate to the various regulatory areas considered in this report. Findings are split and boxes colour coded by new and
established sites, where applicable.
•

All seven non-food retailing businesses completed planning approvals. With around half completing fixed signage, and half
completing car park permits/waivers

•

For businesses establishing themselves on new sites, planning
application delays were attributed to lack of information access
and issues associated with local council capability, coupled with
limited resources in regional/rural areas.
Many businesses on new sites engaged external assistance to
complete approvals applications
The relationship between planning and building approvals was
considered complex and interrelated, contributing to delays.

Planning
application
•
•

Building
application

Local Laws

•

•

Businesses that were commencing their trading operations on
established sites, indicated that their real estate agent undertook
some planning applications on their behalf.
One business interviewed indicated that they were operating as a
‘pop-up shop’ and therefore did not undertake the required
planning process due to the perceived high time and cost
associated with obtaining approvals.

•

Half non-food retailing businesses completed building approvals. For the established businesses building applications were for
extensions/business expansions on current premises and were quite short. While for the building applications for new sites involved
were lengthy and complex processes.

•

Businesses establishing themselves on new sites, considered that
the building application process was not particularly complex;
however additional requests for modifications following inspections
could contribute to delays in some circumstances.

•

All 5 non-food retailing businesses in established undertook one or more local laws applications (footpath or portable sign). No nonfood retailing businesses in new sites completed any.

•

One business that was trading on an established site as a ‘pop-up shop’ for a period of one month opted not to undertake the required local
laws approvals process around temporary signage due to a lack of process available to fast-track approvals. The business indicated the
elapsed time to obtain approval would likely exceed the time the business would be trading for.

•

Businesses that were commencing their trading operations on
established sites that had outsourced their building approvals
processes found that any resultant delays were borne by their
engaged builder.
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Appendix A
The impact of regulatory compliance for small
Victorian retailers - building the evidence base

Initial Analysis of High Burden Areas
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Key survey findings

Key Findings

Reform opportunities should strike a balance between targeted and broad reaching impacts
KPMG surveyed 600 small retail businesses and found that Cafes and Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services
would particularly benefit from being a focus for reform, with a targeted focus on opportunities to streamline food
safety regulatory requirements. In addition sector-wide improvements in approval processes, particularly access to
information and timeliness, would yield substantial benefits.
Reform opportunities would benefit from a focus on targeting most-impacted subsectors and highest-cost areas of regulation. However,
it is also important to strike a balance between achieving outcomes across a broad group of subsectors and business types. The below
summarises key findings from the survey, which are further broken down in the following pages.

1

Focus area: the Cafes and Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services subsectors incur more than a third of the total
regulatory burden for the retail sector.
These two subsectors also account for around 41 per cent of the total number of small businesses in the retail sector considered
for this project, thus consideration should be given to reforms in this area. Findings suggest that reforms focused on the provision
of tailored and accessible plain-language information detailing how a new business can comply may have the greatest
impact in the face of reported challenges.

2

Focus area: Food Safety regulation carries the highest cost of compliance, however OH&S and Payroll Tax Payments
also pose significant regulatory cost and impact more subsectors.
While there is scope for regulatory reform in the food safety area (particularly given the high cost of compliance faced by
Cafes and Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services), OH&S and Payroll Tax Payments collectively account for almost a
third of the total cost of regulatory compliance for small retail businesses. Survey results suggest that businesses are
struggling to find information about how they comply with requirements for these areas, as well as paying fees and
training staff thus regulatory reform may wish to focus on some of these challenges faced.

3

Focus area: overall, initial establishment is considered to be the phase of the business lifecycle at which the highest
degree of regulatory burden is incurred.
This is true of nearly all subsectors and business types, with only some limited variation when considering business size and age.
Regulatory reform opportunities considered should have an aim of assisting businesses in the start-up phase. Businesses reported
that on the whole, finding information about how to comply is most difficult, therefore, reforms should provide information in a
simplified format and include comprehensive requirements (e.g. a compliance checklist for new businesses)
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Key Findings

Cafes and Restaurants reported the highest indicative cost of compliance of all subsectors
What are the total indicative regulatory compliance associated with each Victorian small business retail subsector
Subsector

Total subsector cost p.a.

Cafes and restaurants

$ 157m

Takeaway food services

$ 67m

Clothing retailing

$ 35m

Non-store retailing

$ 25m

Supermarket and grocery stores

Insufficient sample

Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing

$ 25m

Other specialised food retailing

$ 25m

Hardware and building supplies retailing

$ 18m

Pubs, taverns and bars

$ 29m

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing

$ 14m

Furniture retailing

$ 8m

Electrical, electronic and gas appliances retailing

$ 15m

Newspaper and book retailing

$ 14m

Car retailing

$ 17m

Fuel retailing

Insufficient sample

Sports and camping equipment retailing
Catering services

$ 5m
Insufficient sample

Computer and peripheral retailing

$ 7m

Liquor retailing

$ 10m

Which retail subsectors are subject to the
highest regulatory cost?
Cafes and Restaurants were found to have an
indicative regulatory compliance cost of $157
million per annum. This was the highest total
cost of the 19 retail subsectors, partly because
of the large number of these businesses.
The Takeaway Food Services and Clothing Retailing
subsectors were estimated to have the second and third
highest total indicative compliance costs respectively.
The six subsectors with the highest overall costs are
considered in more detail in this report.

Pubs, Bars and Taverns reported the highest
compliance costs as a percentage of mean
turnover, estimated at 2.9 per cent.
Car Retailing reported the second highest compliance
costs as a percentage of mean turnover, estimated at 2.6
per cent. This subsector is also considered in the report.
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Key Findings

Food Safety regulation has the highest cost of compliance of all regulatory areas
What are the total indicative regulatory compliance associated with each Victorian small business retail subsector
Area of Regulation

Total regulatory cost p.a.

Food safety

$ 117m

Occupational Health & Safety

$ 94m

Payroll tax payments

$ 89m

Retail leasing

$ 32m

Sale of liquor

$ 31m

Gambling

$ 30m

Consumer protection

$ 25m

Vehicle standards and licensing

$ 20m

Waste disposal

$ 18m

Trading hours

$ 15m

Dangerous goods

$ 8m

Planning approvals

$ 35m

Signage approvals

$ 13m

Temporary events

$ 10m

Building approvals

$ 9m

Workers compensation

$ 9m

Parking

$ 8m

Outdoor dining

$ 4m

Motor car trading

$ 4m

Which areas of regulation create the highest
total regulatory cost?

Of the 19 regulatory areas considered, Food
Safety regulation imposed the highest total
regulatory cost to small retail businesses,
estimated at $117 million per annum. This was
partly because it applies to a large proportion
of retail businesses.
Occupational Health and Safety and Payroll Tax Payments
were estimated to be the second and third most
burdensome areas of regulation. Planning Approvals had
the highest compliance cost of all periodic costs.
This report considers Occupational Health & Safety, Food
Safety and Planning Approvals (as the highest periodic
regulatory cost) in further detail.
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Key Findings

Businesses find initial establishment difficult and struggle to find information that meets their needs
Across each small business retail sector, which part of the business cycle is perceived to be subject to the highest
degree of regulatory burden?
Overall, initial establishment phase of a business was considered to have the highest degree of regulatory burden compared the
other phases of the business lifecycle, with some variation within individual subsectors.
Employing staff was considered to carry the second-highest degree of burden for businesses at the aggregate level. However, while
regional businesses considered this the second most burdensome phase, metropolitan businesses considered Sale of Goods the
second most burdensome phase.

Which aspect of the process hold the greatest potential benefit in terms of reform opportunities which could bring
about cost savings for small businesses?
Challenge: Across all subsectors and areas of regulation, it appears that businesses in the retail sector struggle to find information in
a suitable format to meet their needs (e.g. plain language guides by subsector, available from single source) and feel overwhelmed
by the volume of regulation impacting upon them, contributing to a lack of understanding as to how they can meet their regulatory
obligations.
Priority 1: Survey data suggests a focus on reform in areas of regulation with comparatively high costs of compliance, as opposed
to specific retail subsectors, has the potential to create the greatest overall benefit for small businesses in terms of time and resource
costs. Priority areas of regulation for consideration Occupational Health and Safety, Food Safety, Payroll Tax Payments and
Planning Approvals.
Priority 2: Data analysis also highlights particular subsectors facing comparatively high total regulatory burdens, notably, Cafes and
Restaurants and Takeaway Food Services. Consideration should be given to prioritising reform initiatives targeting these subsectors,
particularly at the initial establishment phase. Reform activity centred on providing tailored and accessible plain-language
information detailing how a new business can comply could assist in addressing reported challenges faced. An example would be a
simple, user-friendly and plain English checklist guide detailing compliance obligations across key regulatory areas including OH&S,
Food Safety, Payroll Tax Payments and Sale of Liquor.
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Key Findings

Can we compare Victoria with other States?
KPMG has considered the extent to which the findings of this Review can be compared with those of other States. While other
studies provide some useful comparative qualitative information and data, approaches to examining and reporting on the impact of
regulation vary significantly, making it challenging to directly compare the quantitative findings of this Review with those of other
states.
Industry associations, State Governments and bodies such as the Productivity Commission often report on the impact of regulation. These
reports contain useful information to support reform opportunities, but it has not been possible to use these reports to compare the indicative
estimates of the current costs imposed by each area of Victorian Government regulation on small businesses in the various retail subsectors
with that of other States. This is often because the studies do not focus or report on the directly corresponding business sectors, business
size, and /or utilise a sufficiently consistent sampling and / or costing methodology to enable direct comparison.
For example, ACCI’s 2015 national survey reported that 38 per cent of respondents spent between 1-5 hours on compliance with federal,
state and local requirements per week, while 23 per cent spent 6-10 hours.1 It also noted that 61 per cent of its respondents had fewer than
20 employees (that is, they were small businesses). This also provides a useful overview of business concerns and experiences, for example
revealing that nationally, local government is seen as the most complex regulatory agencies to deal with at the State level. However, ACCI
does not publicly report by state, size of business, or sector, nor is information collected on the time burden by level of government that
imposes the regulation that would allow comparisons with our results. Similarly, the NSW Business Chamber reports on the complexity of
dealing with different State and Commonwealth agencies, and again local government is seen as more complex (along with their planning
department).2 It also reports on compliance burdens but again these cover all levels of government, so again they are not comparable to the
data collected for this study.
There may be some useful comparative data collected that is not publicly available. For example, Restaurant and Catering Australia reported
selected results of its 2015 Industry Benchmarking Survey that compared ratings of South Australia’s liquor license compliance activities with
national averages.3 However, these published results do not list each state and thus Victoria can not be compared with other jurisdictions.
The Productivity Commission has undertaken reviews relating to regulation that affects the retail sector, including: The Market For Retail
Tenancy Leases in Australia (2008), Performance Benchmarking of Australian Business Regulation: Occupational Health & Safety Performance
(2010), Benchmarking of Australian Business Regulation: Planning, Zoning & Development Assessment (2011), Performance Benchmarking
of Australian Business Regulation: The Role of Local Government as Regulator (2012), Regulator Engagement with Small Business (2013), and
Relative Costs of Doing Business in Australia: Retail Trade (2014). These studies have useful analysis of differences across States but do not
quantify the impacts. Moreover, most of these studies cover all sectors and business sizes.
In order to directly compare the results of Victoria with other States, this study would have to be replicated using a consistent scope
and methodological approach.
1. ACCI (2015), National Red Tape Survey; 2. NSW Business Chamber (2016), Making it easier to do business: 2016 Red Tape Survey ; 3. Restaurant & Catering Australia (2016), Submission to South Australian Liquor
Licensing Discussion Paper.
© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

97

Survey overview and
methodology

Survey overview and methodology

Survey– methodology and purpose
Purpose
The purpose of the survey was to estimate and develop an understanding of the comparative areas of regulatory burden for retail
subsectors across the key areas of regulation for small retail businesses. In order to do this, KPMG conducted a survey both online and
via a computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) service, which asked small businesses to estimate the hours and costs associated
with compliance activities across the key regulatory areas impacting upon their business. An overview of the survey methodology is
provided below.
Targeting retail subsectors and areas of regulation
Due to the significant diversity in business types and areas of regulation impacting the retail sector, the Department and KPMG agreed to
target the project at the 19 retail sub-sectors with the largest number of businesses as defined by the ABS. It was also agreed to target
19 areas of state-based regulation likely to have the largest impact on retail businesses. Together these parameters formed the ‘targeted
businesses’ cohort. The list of targeted sub-sectors and areas of regulation is contained in Appendix 2.
Methodology – survey design
KPMG devised a business survey in consultation with the Department. The survey was developed to align with KPMG’s analytical
framework which sought to identify and provide high level estimates of regulatory costs, and benefits of opportunities. Specifically,
survey questions were designed to estimate comparative regulatory burden including:

1

Time cost of compliance with a given regulatory area (i.e. hours to comply)

2

Additional costs of compliance with a given regulatory area (i.e. external provider and other costs)

3

Opportunities to ease perceived regulatory burden (i.e. identification of burdensome aspects of compliance)

The survey was tested in a workshop with the Department, attended by select industry association representatives to ensure
accessibility and appropriateness of format. The workshop also considered appropriate channels by which to distribute the survey to the
intended respondents.
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Stage two – methodology and purpose

Survey administration and consistency of findings
KPMG utilised a ‘push and pull’ approach to administering the survey to businesses. A push
approach involved engaging a CATI service to conduct 300 interviews with targeted small
businesses via telephone (see previous page for explanation of ‘targeted businesses‘). A pull
approach was also utilised through the distribution of an online survey. A total of 619 surveys
were completed for the project across the 19 targeted subsectors, including 92 non-retail
businesses and 18 non-small businesses (see page 6 for definition of a ‘retail‘ and ‘small‘
business).
The two surveying methods utilised the same set of survey questions and produced largely
consistent results when outliers were excluded. However, when outliers were included the
average regulatory cost estimate from the online survey was 30 per cent higher. This shows that
the online survey produced a higher proportion of unrealistic estimates.
Given that survey partication is voluntary it has not been possible to assess whether the
respondents‘ estimates are representative of the regulatory experience of non-respondents. The
limitations and key assumptions are discussed on page 12 and in Appendix 5.
A break down of respondents by subsector across both survey administration methods is given
in the table on the right and comparison with ABS counts can be found at Appendix 3. A diagram
depicting this method is contained on the following page.
Methodology – online survey distribution
The online survey remained open for approximately one month and distribution channels
included:
• advertising / link included on Department’s website;
• publication in Small Business Victoria (SBV) newsletter;
• direct emails to SBV mailing list (which goes to both retail and non-retail businesses);
• dissemination via retail industry associations (e.g. newsletters / direct emails); and
• promotion during retail industry round tables held by the Department.
Industry association involvement
The significant efforts of industry associations in disseminating the online survey to their
members and coordinating respondents is acknowledged and KPMG wishes to thank those who
assisted for their involvement. A break down of survey respondents by industry association is
provided at Appendix 5.

Subsector
Cafes and restaurants

75

Takeaway food services

46

Clothing retailing

34

Non-store retailing

26

Supermarket and grocery stores
Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry
goods retailing
Other specialised food retailing
Hardware and building supplies
retailing
Pubs, taverns and bars

3

39

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing

25

Furniture retailing
Electrical, electronic and gas
appliances retailing
Newspaper and book retailing

11

Car retailing

26

Fuel retailing
Sports and camping equipment
retailing
Catering services

1
11

Computer and peripheral retailing

16

Liquor retailing

17

Other retailing*

101

6
15
29

18
23

5

Non-retail*

92

Total**

619

*Excluded from in scope retail sub-sectors ** Includes
18 respondents not classified as small businesses.
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Overview of survey administration and purpose
The diagram below provides an overview of the survey methodology utilised to gather input from small businesses. As noted on the previous page,
KPMG employed a ‘push and pull’ approach to administer the survey, using both a CATI and an online survey.

A ‘push and pull’ approach was used to survey to small businesses
Total survey responses = 619
Computer-assisted telephone
interviewing (CATI) service
(push survey)
Accessible to:
Method:

Online survey advertised
through various channels
(pull survey)

Targeted at small retail businesses only

Targeted at small retail businesses, but
accessible to all businesses

Telephone survey

Online survey

Responses from
non-retail businesses:

92

Responses from
non-small businesses:

18

Responses from targeted
small retail businesses:

Data from these 110 responses
was provided to the Department
to inform the broader Victorian
Government Review of
Regulation Impacting Small
Business Retailers, however, is
excluded for the purposes of
calculating estimates of the
regulatory compliance burden
for targeted small retail
businesses

509

Data from these 509 responses was used as an input to calculating indicative high-level
estimates of the cumulative regulatory compliance burden for targeted small retail
businesses. The methodology for calculating these costs is outlined on the following page
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Methodology and purpose
Methodology – cost calculation
The below methodology has been used to calculate indicative high-level estimates of the regulatory compliance burdens for the 19 small business
retail subsectors across the 19 areas of regulation. Calculations are based primarily on data collected through the survey of small businesses but has
been supplemented with ABS data where possible (see Appendix 5 for sources). This approach to calculating regulatory compliance costs is
consistent with Victorian government guidelines, including DTF’s Victorian Guide to Regulation and the Victorian Regulatory Change Measurement
Manual. It should be noted that delay and financial costs have not been included in the calculation due to data limitations. Our approach is outlined in
the schematic below. Data assumptions, limitations and sensitivity testing is included at Appendices 6 and 7.
Mean time spent meeting
regulatory obligations per
annum per area of
regulation (hours)
Mean Hourly wage (Vic)
plus overheads as per RCM
manual ($70.29)

Mean $ spent on external
service providers per
annum per area of
regulation

Mean
compliance
cost by
regulatory
area and
subsector for
survey
respondent
($)

Average
across all
respondents
($)

Total
number of
businesses
in retail
subsector
(Vic)

Cumulative
compliance
cost
estimate ($)1
average per
subsector
per annum

Mean other costs
associated with
compliance per annum
per area of regulation
Key:

ABS source data (see Appendix 6)

Business survey data

1Excludes delay costs and financial costs arising from an obligation to transfer a sum of money to the Government or other authority (these include administrative charges, fees for applying for a permit, taxes, levies and
premiums payable to Government for mandatory insurance, as per DTF guidance materials).
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Interpreting results
Given the primary objective of this report is to understand relative compliance cost burdens across sectors and areas of regulation at a granular
level, the survey of small business retailers focused on obtaining a diverse sample of respondents. Responses were sought from small
businesses across 19 different subsectors and each respondent was asked to provide regulatory cost estimates for up to four of a possible 19
different regulatory areas (multiplying out to 361 different regulatory cost estimate combinations). Given the breadth of areas covered, the
aggregate regulatory cost estimates might not be completely representative of the actual regulatory costs experienced by business, however
this should not impact the comparative analysis across sectors or regulatory areas.
Other key assumptions and limitations are listed below with a comprehensive list provided in Appendix 6.

Key assumptions

Key limitations

Regulatory areas where cost estimate not provided: Where a respondent has
not identified a cost for a particular regulatory area, the regulatory cost estimate is
assumed to be zero. This assumption is likely to reduce the overall cost estimate
as in many cases the actual cost incurred in these areas will be higher than zero.
Sample size threshold: The central scenario outlined in this report uses five
observations as the sample size threshold for calculating a compliance cost by
regulatory area and subsector (e.g. the cost of complying with OHS for cafes and
restaurants). Because the data has been cut so there are 361 different regulatory
cost permutations, and because many respondents identified regulatory costs in
fewer than four regulatory areas, a sample size of five was not achieved in many
instances. However, the survey results do provide sufficient sample sizes for
calculating total compliance costs by regulatory area across all subsectors and
vice versa (e.g. the cost of complying with OHS across all subsectors and the cost
imposed on Cafes and Restaurants across all areas of regulation).
Sensitivity testing has been undertaken on the sample size parameter and is
shown in Appendix 7.

Sample selection by subsector: Although the
survey aimed to achieve a proportionate sample
across regulatory areas and small business
subsectors,
some
subsectors
are
slightly
overrepresented
while
others
are
underrepresented.
Subsectors
that
were
underrepresented include supermarkets and
grocery stores as well as pharmaceutical, cosmetic
and toiletry goods retailing. A detailed breakdown of
the sample selection by subsector is show in
Appendix 4.
Sample selection bias: It is possible that the
businesses who chose to respond to the survey are
the ones that are most concerned about regulatory
costs. This sample bias might have resulted in
some regulatory cost estimates being overstated.
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Results – Cost matrices

Total cost of complying with regulation by subsector
The following slides provide a summary of results from the survey of small business retailers.
The table on the right provides a
summary of survey results by small
business retail subsector. The right
hand column provides an estimate
of the total cost of regulation
across all 19 regulatory areas for
each subsector. This has been
calculated by multiplying the mean
cost per business per subsector by
the number of small businesses in
that subsector.
It shows that the top four high
burden small business subsectors
are:
• Cafes and Restaurants;
• Takeaway Food Services;
• Clothing Retailing; and
• Pubs, Taverns and Bars.
Because a number of assumptions
have been used to calculate these
estimates (see Appendix 1) the
results should be used primarily to
compare
compliance
costs
between regulatory areas and
subsectors, not calculate overall
regulatory costs.

Estimated total cost of complying with regulation by subsector
Survey business
counts

Number of small
businesses

Total cost of
regulation by
subsector

Cafes and restaurants

75

9,962

$ 157m

Takeaway food services

46

6,734

$ 67m

Clothing retailing

34

3,193

$ 35m

Non-store retailing

26

2,934

$ 25m

3

2,835

-

6

1,618

$ 25m

15

1,430

$ 25m

29

1,389

$ 18m

39

1,262

$ 29m

25

1,148

$ 14m

11

1,108

$ 8m

18

1,061

$ 15m

23

1,016

$ 14m

26

974

$ 17m

1

967

$ 5m

Subsector

Supermarket and grocery stores
Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing
Other specialised food retailing
Hardware and building supplies retailing
Pubs, taverns and bars
Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing
Furniture retailing
Electrical, electronic and gas appliance retailing
Newspaper and book retailing
Car retailing
Fuel retailing
Sport and camping equipment retailing

11

869

Catering services

5

858

-

Computer and computer peripheral retailing

16

821

$ 7m

Liquor retailing

17

801

$ 10m

“-” indicates an insufficient sample
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Cost per business of complying with regulation
The four subsectors with the
highest estimated burden per
business are:
• Pubs, Taverns and Bars;
• Other
Specialised
Food
Retailing;
• Car Retailing; and
• Cafes and Restaurants.
The four subsectors with the
highest estimated regulatory cost
as a percentage of mean business
turnover are:
• Pubs, Taverns and Bars;
• Other
Specialised
Food
Retailing;
• Car Retailing; and
• Non-store retailing.

Estimated cost of complying with regulation per business per annum
Mean cost per
business

Mean turnover per
business (ABS)

Cost as % of
average annual
turnover

Cafes and restaurants

$ 16k

$ 728k

2.2%

Takeaway food services

$ 10k

$ 613k

1.6%

Clothing retailing

$ 11k

$ 552k

2.0%

Non-store retailing

$ 8k

$ 329k

2.6%

-

Subsector

$ 720k

-

Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing

$ 15k

$ 721k

2.1%

Other specialised food retailing

$ 17k

$ 668k

2.6%

Hardware and building supplies retailing

$ 13k

$ 719k

1.8%

Pubs, taverns and bars

$ 23k

$ 781k

2.9%

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing

$ 12k

$ 893k

1.4%

Furniture retailing

$ 7k

$ 616k

1.1%

Electrical, electronic and gas appliance retailing

$ 14k

$ 630k

2.3%

Newspaper and book retailing

$ 14k

$ 722k

1.9%

Car retailing

$ 17k

$ 657k

2.6%

Fuel retailing

-

$ 756k

-

$ 6k

$ 708k

0.8%

-

$ 561k

-

Computer and computer peripheral retailing

$ 8k

$ 498k

1.7%

Liquor retailing

$ 13k

$ 705k

1.8%

Other

$ 5k

Non-retail

$ 18k

Supermarket and grocery stores

Sport and camping equipment retailing
Catering services

“-” indicates an insufficient sample
© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

107

Results – Cost matrices

Total cost matrix
The tables below show total regulatory costs by area of regulation for all 19 small business subsectors. The first table splits the estimates
by regulatory areas that primarily impact business on an ongoing basis and those that primarily impact business on a periodic basis. The
second table splits the estimates by regulatory areas that are primarily regulated by State Government, those that are primarily regulated by
local government and those that are regulated by both. Survey results show that the top six most burdensome areas are:
1. Food Safety
2. OHS
3. Payroll tax payments
4. Planning approvals
5. Retail lease
6. Sale of liquor
The table also shows the number of responses that were used to calculate each regulatory cost to provide a sense of the robustness of
each estimate. It should be noted that the sum of all cost estimates by regulatory area is greater than the sum of all cost estimates by
subsector. This is because insufficient sample sizes were achieved for three of the subsectors. As with the other tables, the results should
be used primarily to compare compliance costs between regulatory areas and subsectors, not calculate overall regulatory costs.
Ongoing cost

OHS

Count of survey response estimates
(time)
Count of survey response estimates
(other costs)
Total cost of regulation by regulatory
area across all subsectors

Payroll tax Food
payments safety

Sale of
liquor

Gambling

Retail
lease

Periodic cost

Trading
hours

Consumer Waste
protection disposal

Vehicle
standards
and
licensing

Dangerous Planning
goods
approvals

Building
permits

Signage
approvals

Temporary Outdoor
events
dining

Workers
comp.

Motor car
trading
licence

81

97

77

33

5

52

13

32

28

15

13

21

29

12

25

10

9

30

6

59

85

50

22

2

26

4

16

21

16

6

10

12

6

2

10

10

15

1

$94m

$89m

$117m

$31m

$30m

$32m

$ 15m

$ 25m

$ 18m

$ 20m

$ 8m

$ 35m

$ 8m

$ 9m

$ 13m

$ 10m

$ 4m

$ 9m

$ 4m

Primarily State Government regulated

OHS

Count of survey response estimates
(time)
Count of survey response estimates
(other costs)
Total cost of regulation by regulatory
area across all subsectors

Parking

Payroll tax Sale of
payments liquor

Gambling

Retail
lease

Trading
hours

Vehicle
standards
Consumer and
protection licensing

Dangerous Workers
goods
comp.

Motor car
trading
licence

Regulated by both State and Local government

Primarily Local government
regulated

Food
safety

Signage
approvals

Waste
disposal

Planning
approvals

Parking

Building
permits

Temporary Outdoor
events
dining

81

97

33

5

52

13

32

15

13

30

6

77

28

21

29

12

25

10

9

59

85

22

2

26

4

16

16

6

15

1

50

21

10

12

6

2

10

10

$ 94m

$ 89m

$ 31m

$ 30m

$ 32m

$ 15m

$ 25m

$ 20m

$ 8m

$ 9m

$ 4m

$ 117m

$ 18m

$ 35m

$ 8m

$ 9m

$ 13m

$ 10m

$ 4m
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Mean costs per business
This table shows regulatory cost estimates at the micro level by regulatory area and small business subsector. The central scenario outlined in this
report uses five observations as the sample size threshold for calculating a compliance cost by regulatory area and subsector (e.g. the cost of
complying with OHS for cafes and restaurants). Because cutting the data by the 19 regulatory areas and 19 small business subsectors provides 361
different regulatory cost estimates, and because many respondents identified regulatory costs in fewer than four regulatory areas, a sample size of
five was not achieved in many instances.
Ongoing cost
Survey
business
counts
OHS

Count of survey response
estimates (time)
Count of survey response
estimates (other costs)

Payroll tax Food
payments safety

81

97

77

Sale of
liquor

Retail
Gambling lease

33

5

Periodic cost

Trading Consumer Waste
hours protection disposal

52

13

32

28

Vehicle
standards
and
Dangerous Planning
licensing goods
approvals

15

13

21

Building
Parking permits

Signage
approvals

Temporary
events

Outdoor
dining

Workers
comp.

Motor car
trading
licence

29

12

25

10

9

30

6
1

59

85

50

22

2

26

4

16

21

16

6

10

12

6

2

10

10

15

Cafes and restaurants

75

$ 18m

$ 19m

$ 59m

$ 10m

-

$ 3m

-

-

$ 8m

$ 11m

-

$ 11m

$ 2m

-

-

-

-

-

-

Takeaway food services

46

-

$ 15m

$ 21m

-

-

-

-

-

$ 3m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$ 2m

-

-

Clothing retailing

34

$ 7m

$ 10m

-

-

-

$ 7m

-

$ 2m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Non-store retailing
Supermarket and grocery
stores

26

$ 5m

$ 5m

-

-

-

-

-

$ 5m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

3

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Pharmaceutical, cosmetic
and toiletry goods retailing
Other specialised food
retailing
Hardware and building
supplies retailing

6

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

15

-

-

$ 11m

-

-

$ 5m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

29

$ 6m

$ 5m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Pubs, taverns and bars
Fresh meat, fish and poultry
retailing

39

-

$ 4m

$ 3m

$ 4m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

25

-

-

$ 12m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Furniture retailing
Electrical, electronic and gas
appliance retailing
Newspaper and book
retailing

11

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

18

$ 2m

-

-

-

-

-

-

$ 3m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

23

$ 1m

$ 3m

-

-

-

$ 1m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$ 0m

-

-

$ 0m

-

Car retailing

26

$ 5m

$ 3m

-

-

-

$ 0m

-

-

-

$ 2m

-

-

-

-

-

$ 1m

-

-

-

Fuel retailing
Sport and camping
equipment retailing

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

11

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

5

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

16

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$ 1m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

17

-

-

-

$ 4m

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Catering services
Computer and computer
peripheral retailing
Liquor retailing

“-” indicates an insufficient sample
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Results – Retail small
business subsectors

Results – Retail small business subsectors

Guide to results
The following slides provide detailed breakdowns of regulatory costing information obtained via the online survey for seven of the 19 retail
subsectors. Subsectors for further analysis were chosen based on their comparative total cumulative regulatory burden estimates (both per
subsector and per business) as given in the cost matrices. The grey callout boxes below provide a guide to the information contained within
subsector profiles in this section.

Each overview page
contains key observations
regarding regulatory costs
for the subsector are given
in the headline state and
supplementary
commentary

Key statistics provides
details of the subsector’s
cumulative cost burden
and details of the
subsector from ABS data

The Cumulative Regulatory
Burden column gives the
total regulatory cost
estimate for the subsector
(left), while purple text
provide the same burden
on a per business basis.

Top areas of burden
highlights the regulatory
areas (up to 4) that pose
the greatest cost to the
subsector and also
include details of perbusiness costs

The coloured Regulatory Burden column provides an indicative
estimate of the cost of compliance as a proportion of average revenue
for a small business in a given subsector (as taken from ABS data).
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Guide to results
For each of the six subsectors examined in closer detail, a page examining the top areas of perceived regulatory burden has been prepared, which
draws on both time and cost data from the survey, as well as responses received to qualitative-style survey questions. The grey callout boxes
below are intended to provide a guide to the information contained within subsector profiles in this section.

Each page looking at top
areas of regulatory burden
provide a Total compliance
hours and time costs for a
given subsector are provided
in the yellow boxes at the top
right corner of each page

Key observations
regarding regulatory time
costs by area of regulation
and perceived
burdensome activities are
summarised at the top of
each page.

The top areas of burden (up
to 4) for a given area of
regulation are considered in
terms of compliance time
cost and activities perceived
to pose burden.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Guide to results
For each of the six subsectors considered in further detail, analysis as to the type and format of regulatory requirements was undertaken. This
analysis is considered a useful proxy measure for the degree of regulatory complexity. The table on this page considers the total number of state
and local government licences and regulatory agency touch points required for a given area of regulation, based on those areas identified as most
impacting upon a subsector (up to 4). The grey callout boxes below highlight key information when interpreting this page.
The licence / permit
administering authority
column details:
• Total number of stateadministered licences
• Total number of local
council licences where
required by all local
councils (denoted by all)
• Total number of licences
only required by select
councils (denoted by
some)

The permit / licence duration column considers all
licences and permits as they are required to be
renewed, highlighting the number of licences
requiring annual renewal, renewal as specified or
those with no duration specifications.

The additional requirements
column counts additional
information and requirements
that may be applicable to an
area of regulation, but not
necessarily linked to a licence,
permission or approval (e.g.
legislation, Codes of Practice,
general compliance guidance)
The regulatory touch points
column counts the total
number of regulators a
business may encounter in
undertaking compliance
activities for a given area of
regulation.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – overview
Retail Subsector A: Cafes and Restaurants small businesses

The Cafes and Restaurant subsector is estimated to experience the greatest total
regulatory burden cost (approx. $157m), of all retail subsectors.
This cost is shared across nine regulation areas in total, but fell primarily within the food safety area
(38 per cent) and four other areas that collectively make up 75 per cent of the Cafes and Restaurants
sector’s estimated regulatory burden.

$

The Cafés and Restaurants subsector bears the largest Cumulative Regulatory
Burden ($157m) of all retail subsectors. This is substantially greater than the
total burden cost of all other subsectors, which vary between 3 and 43 per
cent ($5m to $67m) of the Café and Restaurants’ total burden.
Regulatory
burden 2.2%

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($157 m)
average per
Café and
Restaurant

subsector

per annum

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden ($16k)
average per
individual café
/ restaurant
per annum

As a proportion of average total
business revenue, there is a
regulatory burden of approx. 2.2
per cent, placing Cafes and
Restaurants in the mid-range as
compared with other subsectors.
Total average
revenue for
business in
the Cafes and
Restaurants
subsector
($720k)

Key statistics
Total no. of business

9,962

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$157m

Total subsector revenue

$7.1b

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$16k

Average revenue

$720k

Approximately half of the total regulatory burden
for the Cafés and Restaurants subsector is borne
by two areas, food safety (38 per cent) payroll tax
payments (12 per cent).

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Cafés and Restaurants retail subsector1 Cost per
Regulatory area

Total cost

business

1

Food safety

$59m. p.a.

$5.9k p.a.

2

Payroll tax payments

$19m. p.a.

$1.9k p.a.

3

Occupational health and safety

$18m. p.a.

$1.8k p.a.

4

Planning approvals

$11m. p.a.

$1.7k p.a.

1. – Represents the top 4 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector A: Cafes and Restaurants small businesses

Cafes and Restaurants reported spending approximately 50 per cent (78 hours) of their total time spent
on regulatory obligations per annum complying with food safety regulatory obligations.
This is substantially more time than is spent on any other regulatory area. Across all areas, survey findings suggest
completing and/or submitting regular paperwork/reporting (nominated by 45 respondents), applying for applying for
licences, permits or other regulatory approvals (n = 44) and paying fees (n=43) are the most burdensome compliance
activities for this subsector. A breakdown of time and activities1 by regulatory area is provided below.

1

Food safety

2

Cafes and Restaurants are estimated to spend a mean of 78 hours
per annum at a cost of $5.5k per annum meeting their Food
Safety regulatory obligations.

Occupational health and safety

Payroll tax payments
Cafes and Restaurants are estimated to spend a mean of 14
hours per annum at a cost of $1k per annum meeting their
Payroll tax regulatory obligations.

The compliance activities that are reported to pose the
greatest burden include training staff (n=17), performing
inspections, audits and compliance monitoring (n=14), complying
with regulatory requirement (n=14) and completing and/or
submitting regular paperwork/reporting (n =14).

3

Cafes and Restaurants
spend a total of 155 hours
p.a. at a cost of $11k p.a.
per business, meeting
regulatory obligations across
the nine regulatory areas
with sufficient sample sizes

The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include paying fees (n=11), completing and/or submitting regular
paperwork/reporting (n =10) and finding information about how you
comply (n=8).

4

Cafes and Restaurants are estimated to spend a mean of 13 hours
per annum at a cost of $900 per annum meeting their OH&S
regulatory obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include
training staff (n=7), monitoring changes to regulation (n=5) and
waiting times associated with decisions / approvals (n=5).

Planning approvals
Cafes and Restaurants are estimated to spend a mean of 16 hours
per annum at a cost of $1.1k per annum meeting their planning
approvals regulatory obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include
applying for licences, permits or other regulatory approvals (n=6),
findings information about how you comply (n=5), paying fees and
completing and/or submitting regular paperwork/reporting (both n=4).

1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector A: Cafes and Restaurants small businesses

Cafes and Restaurants could potentially require up to ten licences, permits or other approvals from both local government and
state government for their top four most burdensome regulatory areas.
Further licences would also be required for additional regulatory obligations not counted in the top four areas of regulation impacting the sector, for
example Sale of Liquor, which requires up to 9 state-based licences and 1 local government licence depending on the jurisdiction. Based on the top
four identified areas of regulation most impacting Cafes and Restaurants, the majority of requirements are state-administered. The few regulations
administered by local government are either state-based regulations that have been delegated to Council (namely three DHHS - Health Protection
Branch food safety licence regulations). The exception is Planning Approvals which are entirely administered by local government.
There is generally one agency that Cafes and Restaurants must engage with for each regulatory area, excluding engagement with local council for
some locally administered regulations. However, Food Safety regulation potentially requires the greatest number of regulatory touch points
depending on the nature of the business’ operations, with up to three agencies involved in administering and / or providing advice on regulation,
particularly where a business may be multi-faceted in its activities (e.g. a café / restaurant with a deli selling meat or seafood).
It is likely a Cafe & Restaurant would only require one Local Government licence for Food Safety
Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Additional
requirements

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Local

Local

(all)

Permit / licence duration

1

Food Safety

1*

3

0

4*

4

0

1

2

5

3

2

Payroll Tax
Payments

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

3

OH&S

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

0

2

1

4

Planning
0
3
2
5
0
approvals
Based on guidance material, 8 per cent of councils [n=6] require
approval for a home-based business. Further, 30 per cent [n=24]
require approvals to sell goods in a non-retail zone.

4

1

1

0

1

A business may
need to engage
with their Local
Council, PrimeSafe
and DHHS (for
advice only) for
their Food Safety
regulatory
compliance
obligations,
depending upon
their business
operations

OH&S does not require specific licences but rather, adherence
to Codes of Practice, Regulation and Legislation

* - A PrimeSafe licence would only be required where the predominant activity is selling or processing meat, such as a butcher, with an attached café.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – overview
Retail Subsector B: Takeaway Food Services small businesses

The Takeaway Food Services subsector is estimated to experience the second greatest
total regulatory burden cost (approx. $67m) of all retail subsectors.
Based on survey results, this is the cumulative burden for four regulation areas in total. Food Safety
regulatory compliance costs account for almost a third of this total cumulative burden (approx. 31 per
cent).

$

The Takeaway Food Services subsector experiences the second
highest total Cumulative Regulatory Burden cost ($67m), of all
retail subsectors. This cost is shared across four regulatory areas
based on survey sample sizes.

Regulatory
burden 1.6%

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($67m)
average per
Takeaway
Food
Services

subsector

per annum

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden ($10k)
average per

individual

Takeaway
Food Services
business per
annum

As a proportion of average
total business revenue,
Takeaway Food Services
has the fourth lowest
regulatory burden of
approx. 1.6 per cent.
Total average
revenue for
business in
the Takeaway
Food Services
subsector
($613k)

Key statistics
Total no. of business

6,734

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$67m

Total subsector revenue

$4.1b

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$10k

Average revenue

$613k

Food safety and payroll tax payments account for over
half of the total cumulative burden for both the
subsector and for an individual business (55 per cent),
based on its total mean regulatory costs

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Takeaway Food Services retail subsector1
Regulatory area

Total cost

Cost to
business

1

Food safety

$21m. p.a.

$3.1k p.a.

2

Payroll tax payments

$15m. p.a.

$2.3k p.a.

3

Waste disposal

$3m. p.a.

$400 p.a.

4

Outdoor dining

$2m. p.a.

$300 p.a.

1. – Represents the top 4 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector B: Takeaway Food Services small businesses

Of the total time spent meeting regulatory obligations per annum, Takeaway Food Services reported
spending more than 50 per cent (43 hours) of their time complying with food safety regulatory
obligations.
This is approximately double the time spent on compliance activities for payroll tax payments, which recorded the
second highest time (approx. 21 hours per annum). A breakdown of time and activities1 by regulatory area is
provided below.

1

Food safety

2

Takeaway Food Services small businesses are estimated to spend a
mean of 43 hours per annum at a cost of $3k per annum meeting
their Food Safety regulatory obligations. This accounts for
approximately half of total time costs of compliance.

Waste disposal

Payroll tax payments
Takeaway Food Services are estimated to spend a mean of 21
hours per annum at a cost of $1.5k per annum meeting their
Payroll tax regulatory obligations.
The two activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include paying fees [n=10] and completing and/or submitting
regular paperwork/reporting [n =10]. Training staff was the third
most selected option [n=9].

The compliance activities that are reported to pose the greatest
burden include training staff [nominated by 9 respondents],
completing and/or submitting regular paperwork/reporting [n=8].
Together, these account for almost a third of selections.

3

Takeaway Food Services
spend a total of 74 hours
p.a. at a cost of $5k p.a.
per business, meeting
regulatory obligations across
their top four areas of
regulation

4

Takeaway Food Services are estimated to spend a mean of 12 hours
per annum at a cost of $400 per annum meeting their Sale of
liquor regulatory obligations.
Training staff was the most selected top three burdensome activities
(n=4), followed by monitoring changes to regulation [n=3]. All other
options recorded selections of between 0 and 2.

Outdoor dining
Takeaway Food Services are estimated to spend a mean of 5 hours
per annum at a cost of $300 per annum meeting their OH&S
regulatory obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include
paying fees [n=6], applying for licences, permits or other regulatory
approvals [n=5] and waiting times associated with decisions and
approvals [n=4].

1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector B: Takeaway Food Services small businesses

Takeaway Food Services could potentially require up to nine licences, permits or other approvals from both local government and
state government for their top four most burdensome regulatory areas.
Further licences would also be required for additional regulatory obligations not counted in the top four areas of regulation impacting the sector.
Across the top four regulatory areas impacting upon the subsector alone (depending on the nature of the activities being undertaken), a Takeaway
Food Service business may need to engage with up to six regulatory agencies for required licences, permits and other approvals depending on
activities being undertaken. However, as with Cafes and Restaurants, Food Safety regulation potentially requires the greatest number of regulatory
touch points depending on the nature of the business’ operations, with up to four agencies involved in administering and / or providing advice on
regulation, particularly where a business may be multi-faceted in its activities (e.g. a café / restaurant with a deli selling meat or seafood).
For waste disposal, 95 per cent of councils (75 in total) require a licence in order to place a skip or large
container on council land. To meet waste disposal obligations, a business may be required to apply require to
apply for a Backflow Prevention Device Installation, which is required for containment and connection to a
water supply. This is a requirement of 14 local councils (18 per cent) and regulated by state water agencies.
Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Additional
requirements

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Local

Local

(all)

Permit / licence duration

1

Food Safety

1*

3

0

4*

4

0

1

2

5

3

2

Payroll Tax
Payments

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

3

Waste disposal

0

0

2

2

0

1

1

0

0

2

4

Outdoor dining

0

0

2

2

0

2

0

0

0

1

A business may
need to engage
with their Local
Council, PrimeSafe
and DHHS (for
advice only) for
their Food Safety
regulatory
compliance
obligations,
depending upon
their business
operations

All but one local council require a business to obtain a licence to establish an outdoor eating
facility. 72 per cent of local councils (a total of 57), require a permit to place or remove street
furniture on roads, council land etc.
* - A PrimeSafe licence would only be required where the predominant activity is selling seafood or fish, such as a fishmonger, that offers takeaway food.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – overview
Retail Subsector C: Clothing retailing small businesses

The Clothing Retailing subsector is estimated to experience the third greatest total
regulatory burden cost (approx. $35m), of all retail subsectors and the highest total
burden for non-food related subsectors.
Based on survey results, this is the cumulative burden for four regulation areas in total. Despite
having one of the highest cumulative burdens of all subsectors considered, the Clothing Retailing
subsector has a comparatively lower per-business burden, sitting in the mid-range of the subsectors
for which sample sizes were sufficient.

$

The Clothing and Retailing
subsector has the third highest
total Cumulative Regulatory
Burden cost ($35m), of all retail
subsectors, shared across four
regulatory areas

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($35m)
average per
Clothing
Retailing

subsector

per annum

The Clothing Retailing subsector experiences
regulatory burden of 2.0 per cent as a
proportion of average total business revenue,
placing it in the mid-range of proportionate
burden for subsectors considered.

Regulatory
burden 2.0%

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($11k)
average per

individual

business in
a given
subsector
per annum

Total average
revenue for
business in
the Clothing
Retailing
subsector
($552k)

Key statistics
Total no. of businesses

2,934

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$35m

Total subsector revenue

$1.8bn

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$11k

Average revenue

$552k

Clothing Retailing recorded the second highest
estimates for mean costs to business of all
subsectors for the retail lease regulatory area.

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Clothing Retailing subsector1
Regulatory area

Total cost

Cost to
business

1

Payroll tax payments

$10m. p.a.

$3.0k p.a.

2

Occupational health and safety

$7m. p.a.

$2.3k p.a.

3

Retail lease

$7m. p.a.

$2.2k p.a.

4

Consumer protection

$2m. p.a.

$600 p.a.

1. – Represents the top 4 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector C: Clothing Retailing small businesses
Clothing Retailing
Of total time spent meeting regulatory obligations, small business clothing retailers estimated the Retail
businesses spend a total of
Lease regulatory areas as having the highest mean compliance time.
76 hours p.a. at a cost of

Small businesses in this subsector reported spending around 41 per cent of their time (31 hours) meeting their retail $5.3k p.a. per business,
lease regulatory obligations. However, small businesses in the subsector estimated extra costs for payroll tax payments
meeting regulatory
($1.9k per business per annum) and OH&S ($800 per business per annum), leading to the higher per business costs and obligations across their top
four areas of regulation
overall costs for these regulatory areas. A breakdown of time and activities1 by regulatory area is provided below.

1

Payroll tax payments

2

Clothing Retailing small businesses are estimated to spend a
mean of 21 hours per annum at a cost of $1.5k per annum
meeting their OH&S regulatory obligations.

Clothing Retailing small businesses are estimated to spend a mean
of 16 hours per annum at a cost of $1.1k per annum meeting
their Payroll Tax Payments regulatory obligations.

The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include finding information on how to comply [n=6], training
staff [n=5] and waiting times associated with decisions and
approvals [n=5].

The compliance activities that are reported to pose the
greatest burden include finding information on how to comply
[nominated by 7 respondents], monitoring changes to regulations
[n=4] and completing and/or submitting regular
paperwork/reporting [n =4].

3

Retail lease

Occupational health and safety

4

Clothing Retailing small businesses reported spending a mean of 31
hours per annum at a cost of $2.1k per annum meeting their
Retail Lease regulatory obligations. The overall regulatory cost of the
retail lease area to a business stems from the time a business
spends complying, with no other costs estimated.
The activity most selected as the top 3 most burdensome aspects
of compliance for retail leasing was paying fees [n=4].

Consumer protection
Clothing Retailing small businesses are estimated to spend a mean
of 9 hours per annum at a cost of $600 per annum meeting their
Consumer Protection regulatory obligations.
Small businesses in the Clothing Retailing subsector considered
finding information on how to comply [n=4] as the most
burdensome of their top three most burdensome aspects of
compliance.

1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector C: Clothing Retailing small businesses

Comparative to other retail subsectors, small Clothing Retailers are not required to hold a significant number of licences, permits
or approvals. However, there is an obligation for businesses in this sector to be familiar with legislation across a variety of
different regulatory areas.
The vast majority of all regulatory areas relating to clothing retailers are state-administered. Across the four top areas nominated as impacting most
upon small businesses in the clothing retail subsector, a business must be familiar with at least three pieces of legislation. To meet OH&S
obligations, a business must be familiar with Codes of Practice under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004; to meet and understand their
retail lease obligations, a business must have some familiarity with the Retail Leases Act 2003 and subordinate regulations; and, to meet
Consumer Protection obligations, businesses must ensure they are compliant with the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act 2012. Small
clothing retailers indicated that the most burdensome aspect of compliance across three of the four areas listed below was finding information on
how to comply (see previous page), suggesting that sourcing information from legislation regarding obligations may be difficult for some
businesses.
For consumer
Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Local

Local

(all)

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Additional
requirements

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Permit / licence duration

1

Payroll Tax
Payments

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

2

OH&S

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

0

2

1

3

Retail lease

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

1

2

1

4

Consumer
protection

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

2

0

1

There is one state-based approval required for consumer
protection and two applicable codes of practice, however these
are only relevant to pharmacies. Similarly, one local government
registration is required for health businesses only.

protection
obligations, a
small clothing
retailer may
engage with
Consumer Affairs
Victoria, while
engagement with
the Victorian
Small Business
Commissioner
may be required
for retail lease
obligations and
queries.

Advisory material for consumer protection is primarily legislation stipulating
obligations to comply with Australian Consumer Law. The banned products
list also prohibits certain goods that may cause death or injury.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – overview
Retail Subsector D: Pubs, Bars and Taverns small businesses

The Pubs, Bars and Taverns subsector is estimated to have the highest total regulatory
compliance cost per business, reported as $23k per annum.
The comparatively high regulatory burden cost per business also translates to the highest
proportionate regulatory burden based on average revenue per business in the subsector, estimated
at 2.9 per cent. Small businesses in the Pubs, Bars and Taverns subsector reported three areas of
regulation as their highest burden areas.

$

The Pubs, Bars and Taverns
subsector has the fourth
highest total Cumulative
Regulatory Burden cost
($29m) of all retail
subsectors.

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($29m)
average per
Pubs, Bars
and Taverns

subsector

per annum

The Pubs, Bars and Taverns
subsector experiences the
highest regulatory burden as a
proportion of average total
business revenue (2.9 per cent).

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($23k)
average per

individual

business in
Pubs, Bars
and Taverns
subsector
per annum

Total no. of businesses

1,262

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$29m

Total subsector revenue

$952 m

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$23k

Average revenue

$781k

Pubs, Bars and Taverns reported the
highest estimates for mean costs to
business of all subsectors for the Sale of
Liquor area of regulation.

Regulatory
burden 2.9%

Total average
revenue for
business in
the Pubs, Bars
and Taverns
subsector
($781k)

Key statistics

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Pubs, Bars and Taverns subsector1
Regulatory area

Total cost

Cost to
business

1

Sale of Liquor

$4m. p.a.

$3.5k p.a.

2

Payroll tax payments

$4m. p.a.

$3.4k p.a.

3

Food Safety

$7m. p.a.

$2.3k p.a.

1. – Represents the top 3 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector D: Pubs, Bars and Taverns small businesses

Small Pubs, Bars and Taverns reported the highest mean compliance time and compliance time cost for
Sale of Liquor obligations out of targeted subsectors.
Small businesses in the subsector reported that complying with Sale of Liquor regulatory obligations accounts for
approximately 39 per cent of their total compliance expenses (of the total across their top three most burdensome
areas). A breakdown of time and activities1 by regulatory area is provided below.

1

3

Sale of Liquor

2

Pubs, Bars and Taverns
spend a total of 102 hours
p.a. at a cost of $7.1k p.a.
per business, meeting
regulatory obligations across
their top four areas of
regulation

Payroll tax payments

Small Pubs, Bars and Taverns respondents are estimated to spend a
mean of 39 hours per annum at a cost of $2.7k per annum
meeting their Sale of Liquor obligations, representing the highest
time spent of targeted subsectors.

Pubs, Bars and Taverns are estimated to spend a mean of 30 hours
per annum at a cost of $2k per annum meeting their Payroll Tax
Payments regulatory obligations. This is the second highest
compliance time estimate of the targeted subsectors.

Applying for licences, permits or other regulatory approvals
was reported to be the most burdensome aspect of
compliance [nominated by 6 respondents], following by complying
with regulatory requirements [n=5] and monitoring changes to
regulation and training staff [both n =4].

The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include completing and/or submitting regular paperwork /
reporting [n=9], paying fees [n=8] and finding information about
how to comply [n=6].

Food Safety
Small Pubs, Bars and Taverns estimated are estimated to spend a
mean of 33 hours per annum at a cost of $2.3k per annum
meeting their Food Safety obligations, representing the lowest time
spent of targeted subsectors.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include completing and/or submitting regular paperwork /
reporting [n=6] and training staff [n=5].

1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector D: Pubs, Bars and Taverns small businesses

Compared to other retail subsectors, Pubs, Bars and Taverns appear subject to a significant number of licences, permits and
approvals, based on their nomination of Sale of Liquor and Food Safety as being within their top most burdensome areas of
regulation.
While the number of licences, permits and approvals seems high, with many requiring annual renewals, it is unlikely a small Pub, Bar or Tavern
would required all 10 licences associated with the Sale of Liquor. Unless a business is conducting manufacturing activities (requiring a Producer’s
Licence), holding a temporary event (requiring a Temporary Limited Licence) or operating their establishment as including a restaurant / café (which
may require a BYO Permit or a Restaurant and Café Licence to serve alcohol), many of the licences required for Sale of Liquor would not be
applicable. Although depending on the jurisdiction in which they operate, they may require a Permit to Sell Alcohol in a Municipal Place, which is
required by eight local councils.
When considering the three top burdensome areas of regulation, the majority of all regulatory areas relating to Pubs, Bars and Taverns are stateadministered. Across their three top areas of burden, a business may need to engage with more than five regulatory agencies, although it is
unlikely engagement with some Food Safety regulators (e.g. PrimeSafe), would be required.
Eight local councils (10 per cent), require a licence for sale of
alcohol. While nine licences exist for Sale of Liquor, it is unlikely a
Pub, Bar or Tavern would require all of these, depending on
individual business circumstances.
Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Local

Local

(all)

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Advisory material available outlines
Liquor Licensing exemptions and
circumstances under which
exemptions are granted
Additional
requirements

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Permit / licence duration

1

Sale of Liquor

9

0

1

10

6

3

1

1

0

2

2

Payroll Tax
Payments

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

3

Food Safety

0

3

0

3

4

0

1

2

5

2

For Sale of Liquor
obligations, a Pub,
Bar or Tavern
would need to
engage with the
Victorian
Commission for
Gambling and
Liquor Regulation
and depending on
their jurisdiction,
may also be
required to engage
with their local
council for
applicable licences.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Output for retail subsector
Retail Subsector E: Non-Store Retailing small businesses

The Non-Store Retailing subsector has the fourth highest estimated regulatory burden as
a proportion of total business revenue, at 2.6 per cent.
When compared to other sub-sectors, the average annual cost of compliance per non-store retailing
business is appears relatively low ($8.5k), however because of the lower average revenue of these
businesses, this makes up a significant proportion of average total business revenue (2.6 per cent).

$

The Non-Store Retailing subsector has
the equal fifth highest total Cumulative
Regulatory Burden cost ($25m) along
with Pharmaceutical, Cosmetic and
Toiletry Goods Retailing and Other
Specialised Food Retailing.

per annum

Total no. of business

2,934

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$25m

Total subsector revenue

$952m

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$8.5k

Average revenue

$329k

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Non-Store Retailing subsector1
Cost to

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($25m)
For the nonstore
retailing

subsector

Of all the sub-sectors, the NonStore Retailing subsector
experiences the fourth highest
regulatory burden as a proportion
of average total business revenue
(2.6 per cent).

Key statistics

Regulatory area

Regulatory
burden 2.6%
Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($8.5k)
For individual
non-store
retailing
business

Total average
revenue for
business in
the Non-Store
Retailing
subsector
($329k)

Total cost

business

1

Payroll tax payments

$5m. p.a.

$1.8k p.a.

2

Occupational Health and Safety

$5m. p.a.

$1.7k p.a.

3

Consumer protection

$5m. p.a.

$1.7k p.a.

No other areas of regulatory burden were identified as
statistically significant by respondents from businesses in the
Non-Store Retailing sub-sector

1. – Represents the top 3 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector E: Non-Store Retailing small businesses

The average Non-Store Retailing small business reportedly spends 49.1 hours per annum meeting
regulatory obligations.
While potentially a product of survey sample sizes, it is possible that the subsector is impacted by comparatively
fewer areas of regulation, with businesses only reporting impact for three of the 19 regulatory areas. A breakdown of
time and the activities1 that are considered most burdensome for each of the three regulatory areas is provided
below.

1

Occupational health and safety

2

Non-Store Retailing small businesses are estimated to spend a mean
of 18 hours per annum at a cost of $1.2k per annum meeting
their OH&S regulatory obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include finding
information about how you comply (nominated by 5 respondents),
monitoring changes to regulation (n=4) and paying fees (n=3).

3

Non-store retailers spend a
total of 49 hours p.a. at a
cost of $3.5k p.a. per
business, meeting their
regulatory obligations across
their top areas of regulation.

Consumer protection
Non-Store Retailing small businesses are estimated to spend a mean
of 16 hours per annum at a cost of $1.1k per annum meeting
their consumer protection regulatory obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include
finding information about how you comply (n=4), completing and
submitting regular paperwork and reporting (n=2), paying fees (n=2)
and complying with regulatory requirements (n=2).

Payroll tax payments
Non-Store Retailing small businesses are estimated to spend a
mean of 15 hours per annum at a cost of $1k per annum
meeting their Payroll tax regulatory obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include completing and submitting regular paperwork and
reporting (n=5), finding information about how you comply (n =4) and
paying fees (n=3).

1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector E: Non-Store Retailing small businesses

Based on the areas of regulation nominated by survey respondents, a Non-Store Retailing small business is not required to hold
significant number of licenses, permits or approvals. As with Clothing Retailers, however, they are obligated to be familiar with a
range of legislation, advisory materials and codes of practices.
The vast majority of regulation that Non-Store Retailers are obligated to comply with is state-administered. Across the three top areas nominated as
most impacting upon small businesses in the non-store retail subsector, a business must be familiar with at least two pieces of legislation. These
are namely the Codes of Practice under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 (to meet OH&S obligations) the Australian Consumer Law
and Fair Trading Act 2012 (to meet Consumer Protection obligations). In relation to these regulatory areas, there is generally one agency that nonstore retailers must engage with.

Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Local

Local

(all)

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Additional
requirements

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Permit / licence duration

1

Payroll Tax
Payments

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

2

OH&S

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

0

2

1

3

Consumer
protection

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

2

0

1

If a non-store retailing business operates as a health business
they may require one local government registration.

OH&S does not
require specific
licences but rather,
adherence to Codes
of Practice,
Regulation and
Legislation

Advisory material for consumer protection is primarily legislation stipulating
obligations to comply with Australian Consumer Law. The banned products
list also prohibits certain goods that may cause death or injury.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Output for retail subsector
Retail Subsector F: Other Specialised Food Businesses

Other specialised food businesses are estimated to experience the third highest total

Key statistics

cumulative regulatory burden per business of the subsectors considered.

Total no. of business

1,430

Based on survey results, the subsector is estimated to have the equal fifth highest subsector cumulative
burden, with Food Safety regulation and Retail lease regulatory compliance accounting for 64 per cent of
this burden.

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$25m

Total subsector revenue

$952m

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$17.2k

Average revenue

$668k

$

The Other Specialised Food
Businesses subsector has the equal
fifth highest total Cumulative
Regulatory Burden cost ($25m),
along with Pharmaceutical, Cosmetic
and Toiletry Goods Retailing and
Non-Store Retailing.

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($25m) for
the Other
Specialised
Food
Retailing

subsector

per annum

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden ($17.2k)
For individual
Other
Specialised Food
Retailing
business per
annum

The Other Specialised Food
Businesses subsector experiences
the third highest regulatory burden
as a proportion of average total
business revenue (2.6 per cent)

Regulatory
burden 2.6%

Total average
revenue for
business in
the Non-Store
Retailing
subsector
($668k)

This sector has the second highest perbusiness mean total cost of compliance
with Food Safety regulation.

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Other Specialised Food Businesses subsector1
Regulatory area

Total cost

Cost to
business

1

Food Safety

$11m. p.a.

$7.7k p.a.

2

Retail lease

$5m. p.a.

$3.3k p.a.

No other areas of regulatory burden were identified as
statistically significant by respondents from businesses in the
Non-Store Retailing sub-sector

1. – Represents the top 2 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector F: Other Specialised Food Businesses

Of the total time spent meeting regulatory obligations per annum, Other Specialised Food Businesses
are estimated to be second highest in terms of total time spent meeting their top areas of regulation, at
approximately 138 hours per annum.
Other specialised food businesses estimated that they spend approximately 65 per cent (90.4 hours) of their total
compliance time across the areas of regulation most impacting upon them, complying with food safety regulatory
obligations. Survey results indicate that the types of activities that are most burdensome for Other Specialised Food
Business include finding information about how to comply (nominated by 15 respondents), completing or submitting
regular paperwork or reporting (n=9), and applying for licenses, permits or other regulatory approvals (n=9. A
breakdown of time and the activities1 that are considered most burdensome for each of the two regulatory areas is
provided below.

1

Food safety

2

Other Specialised Food Businesses are estimated to spend a mean
of 90 hours per annum at a cost of $6.4k per annum meeting
their Food Safety regulatory obligations..
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include the activities necessary to comply with the regulation
(n=5), finding information about how to comply (n=4) and
completing and submitting regular paperwork (n=3).

Other specialised food
retailers spend a total of
138 hours p.a. at a cost of
$9.7k p.a. per business,
meeting regulatory
obligations across their top
areas of regulation.

Retail lease
Other Specialised Food Businesses are estimated to spend a
mean of 47 hours per annum at a cost of $3.3k per annum
meeting their Retail lease regulatory obligations. Compared to the
other sub-sectors, Specialised Food Businesses spend the
greatest amount of time complying with retail lease obligations.
The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden
include finding information about how to comply (n=3), complying
with the regulatory requirement (n=2), and inspections audits and
compliance monitoring (n=2).

1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector F: Other Specialised Food Businesses

Other Specialised Food Businesses must be familiar with up to 10 advisory materials and codes of practice for their top two most
burdensome regulatory areas, with Food Safety obligations constituting the largest portion of these regulations.
The relevant food safety regulations apply similarly to the regulations identified in the overview of Cafes and Restaurants, however, depending on
the nature of business operations, some additional licences would also be required for additional regulatory obligations not counted in the top four
areas of regulation impacting the sector.
As with Cafes and Restaurants, the majority of regulatory requirements most impacting Other Specialised Food Businesses are state-administered.
The few regulations administered by local government are either state-based regulations that have been delegated to Council (namely three DHHS
- Health Protection Branch food safety licence regulations) or are licences administered by a small proportion of Councils that may duplicate statelevel requirements (namely one liquor licence administered by 10 per cent [nominated by 8 respondents] of Local Councils). However, like Cafes
and Restaurants, Food Safety regulation potentially requires the greatest number of regulatory touch points for the subsector depending on the
nature of the business’ operations, with up to four agencies involved in administering and / or providing advice on regulation. This is particularly the
case where a business may be multi-faceted in its activities (e.g. a specialised food retailer may be involved in selling fresh meat, or seafood, or
manufacturing dairy products ).
It is likely a Specialised Food Business would only require one Local Government licence for Food Safety
Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Local

Local

(all)

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Additional
requirements

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Permit / licence duration

1

Food Safety

2

3

0

5

4

0

1

2

5

4

2

Retail lease

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

1

2

1

© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

A business may
need to engage
with their Local
Council, DHHS,
PrimeSafe and
Dairy Food Safety
Victoria for Food
Safety regulatory
compliance,
depending upon
their business
operations
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Output for retail subsector
Retail Subsector G: Car Retailing

Small business car retailers were estimated to have the second highest regulatory
burden per business proportionate to average total business revenue, at 2.6 per cent.
At the individual business level, regulatory costs are comparatively high. Compliance with occupational
health and safety regulations appear to be the most significant driver of regulatory costs for the car
retailing sub-sector.

$

The Car Retailing
subsector has the third
highest per business
regulatory burden cost
of the subsectors
considered.

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($17m) for
the Car
Retailing

subsector

per annum

Regulatory
burden 2.6%

Cumulative
Regulatory
Burden
($17k) per

individual

Car Retailing
business per
annum

The Car Retailing subsector
experiences the second highest
regulatory burden (2.6 per cent)
as a proportion of average total
business revenue of the
subsectors considered.

Total average
revenue for
business in
the Car
Retailing
subsector
($657k)

Key statistics
Total no. of business

974

Sector’s estimated cumulative
regulatory burden

$17m

Total subsector revenue

$492m

Total cumulative regulatory
burden per individual business

$17k

Average revenue

$657k

The per business cost of compliance with
OH&S regulation is the highest of all
subsectors considered

Top areas of regulatory burden for businesses in the
Car Retailing subsector1
Regulatory area

Total cost

Cost to
business

1

Occupational health and safety

$5m. p.a.

$5.5k p.a.

2

Payroll tax payments

$3m. p.a.

$3.1k p.a.

3

Vehicle standards and licencing

$2m. p.a.

$2.3k p.a.

4

Temporary events

$1m. p.a.

$1k p.a.

1. – Represents the top 4 areas of regulation impacting upon the sector.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – top areas of regulatory burden
Retail Subsector G: Car retailing

Car retailers reported spending more time meeting OH&S requirements than any other subsector, at
approximately 56 hours per annum.
This time represents approximately 43 per cent (56 hours) of the subsector’s total time complying with their
identified highest burden areas of regulation and is substantially more time than is spent on any other regulatory
area. Across all areas, survey findings suggest that paying fees (nominate by 22 respondents), finding information
about how you comply (n=19) and completing and submitting regular paperwork (n=18) are the most burdensome
compliance activities for this subsector. A breakdown of time and activities1 by regulatory area is provided below.

1

Occupational health and safety

2

Car retailers are estimated to spend a mean of 56 hours per annum
at a cost of $3.9k per annum meeting their Occupational Health
and Safety regulatory obligations. Compared to the other subsectors,
car retailers spend the most amount of time on OHS compliance.

Vehicle standards and licensing

Payroll tax payments
Car retailers are estimated to spend a mean of 36 hours per
annum at a cost of $2.5k per annum meeting their Payroll tax
regulatory obligations.

The compliance activities that are reported to pose the
greatest burden include completing and submitting regular
reporting (n=6), applying for licenses, permits and other regulatory
approvals (n=5), training staff (n=4), monitoring changes to
regulation (n=4), and finding information about how to comply(n=4).

3

Small business car retailers
spend a total of 123 hours
p.a. at a cost of $9.1k p.a.
per business, meeting
regulatory obligations for
their top four areas of
regulations

The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include
paying fees (n=4), finding information on how to comply (n=4) and
completing and submitting regular paperwork (n=4).

4

Car retailers are estimated to spend a mean of 32 hours per annum
at a cost of $2.3k per annum meeting their Vehicle Standards and
Licensing regulatory obligations.

Temporary events
Survey results indicate that while the total cost of temporary events
for car retailers is $1 million, respondents did not provide a time
cost associated with meeting these regulatory obligations.

The activities that are reported to pose the greatest burden include
paying fees (n=4), complying with regulatory requirements (n=4), and
inspections, audits and performance monitoring (n=4).
1. – Analysis of activities posing the greatest burden may include answers obtained from 18 business not meeting the definition of a small business for the purpose of costing compliance.
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Results – Retail small business subsectors

Subsector – nature of regulatory requirements
Retail Subsector G: Car retailing

Small car retailing businesses could potentially require up to 4 licences, permits or other approvals from both local government
and state government for their top four most burdensome regulatory areas, with additional licenses also required for other
regulatory areas.
Based on the top four identified areas of regulation most impacting Car Retailing, the majority of requirements are locally-administered, and relate
to temporary events, such as erecting a temporary display for the sale of vehicles on public land. Whilst 61 per cent of councils require a permit for
a booth or stall under the Local Government Act 1989, only the Docklands area has a specific licence for special activities on any land or in any
building in the area, under the Docklands Act 1991. For each of the regulatory areas outlined below, there is generally one agency that Car
Retailers must engage with in order to meet their obligations.
61 per cent of Local Councils require a permit to erect or operate a booth or stall
on Council land for the purposes of selling or displaying goods or services
Licence / permit
administering authority
Regulatory area

State

Local

Local

(all)

(some)

Total
licences
/ permits

Additional
requirements

Annual

As
specified

Not
specified

Advisory
material

Code of
Practice

Regulatory
agency
touch
points

Permit / licence duration

1

OH&S

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

0

2

1

2

Payroll Tax
Payments

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

3

Vehicle
standards and
licencing

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

0

0

0

0

0

4

4

0

4

0

0

0

1

4

Temporary
events

While there are
three codes of
practices that apply
to vehicle standards
and licencing, these
only apply to the
personal
importation of
vehicles. As such
they have not been
included in the
count adjacent

While there are up to 4 licenses required for Temporary Events depending on local government
jurisdiction, it is likely a Car Retailer would only require one Local Government licence
© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

134

Results – areas of
regulation

Results – Areas of regulation

Guide to results
A guide to interpreting results and analysis for the three selected areas of regulation for deeper analysis is given below. The three areas of
regulation were selected based on the total indicative cost burden posed on the retail sector. Occupational Health and Safety and Food Safety were
chosen due to their posing the highest total cost burden to the sector, while Planning Approvals poses the highest periodic total cost burden.

1

2

An overview page is provided for each
area of regulation considered and
includes detail on:
• total cost burden;
• proportionate cost of compliance;
• most impacted subsectors;
• time cost of compliance; and
• other key observations

3

A page detailing the nature of
compliance requirements is provided
for each area of regulation considered
and at a high level, covers:
• state and local government licences,
permits and approvals;
• agencies involved in regulation;
• applicable legislation; and
• other applicable regulatory
instruments (e.g. Codes of Practice)

A page detailing the perceived most
burdensome aspects of compliance is
provided for each area of regulation.
Breakdowns and key observations by
individual subsector are provided where
subsectors have nominated the area as
one of the top areas impacting upon
their business and where sample sizes
have permitted this analysis.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Food safety – overview
Area of Regulation 1: Food Safety

1

Food Safety carries the highest total cost of compliance of the regulatory
areas considered, with the total cost of compliance for small retail
businesses amounting to approximately $117 million per annum.

Key statistics

Based on survey results of small retail businesses, of the 19 regulatory areas considered, Food
Safety was found to have the highest overall compliance cost. This is largely a reflection of the
significant number of small businesses affected by this regulation, with survey results suggesting
that Food Safety regulation potentially affects up to 26,145 small businesses across nine retail
subsector categories. The cost of compliance varies across these nine subsectors.

$
Compliance
cost 21 %

Food Safety regulation makes
up 21 per cent ($117 million)
of the total regulatory
burden for all small retail
businesses.

The highest per business
regulatory cost was reported
by Fresh Meat, Fish and
Poultry Retailers, at
approximately $10.1 k per
business per annum.

Small retail businesses spend a mean
of 37 hours per annum at a cost of
$2.6k per annum meeting their Food
Safety regulatory obligations
Small retail businesses incur costs of an
average of $300 per annum on
external providers, training and other
activities to assist them to meet their
regulatory obligations relating to Food
Safety regulation.

Total no. of small retail businesses
potentially affected

26,145

Total no. of subsectors potentially
affected

9

Total mean cost of compliance across
all subsectors (per annum)

$117 m

Total mean cost of compliance per
business (per annum)

$2.8k

The mean per business cost of compliance for
Food Safety regulation was found to be the
highest out of all 19 regulatory areas considered.

Subsectors with highest Food Safety compliance
costs (based on total subsector cost)
Cost per
Subsector

Total cost

business

1

Cafes and Restaurants

$59m p.a.

$5.9k p.a.

2

Takeaway Food Services

$21m p.a.

$3.1k p.a.

3

Fresh Meat, Fish and Poultry Retailing

$12m p.a.

$10.1k p.a.

4

Other Specialised Food Retailing

$11m p.a.

$7.7k p.a.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Food safety – continued
Area of Regulation 1: Food Safety

Food Safety is regulated by up to three different kinds of local government licences and up to 10 different state government
requirements, including licences, codes of practice and advisory material applicable under four pieces of legislation.
The three licences issued by local government that relate to Food Safety regulation are required by all 79 local councils in Victoria, where a
business is undertaking regulated activity. The total number of applicable licences, codes of practice, advisory material / guidance information and
overall regulatory touch points at the State and local government levels varies according to the individual nature and activities of businesses
subject to food safety regulation.
Up to three State government licences are
applicable under Food Safety regulation when
undertaking certain food processing / retailing
activities, including: Seafood Retailer or
Wholesaler Licence, Meat Processing Facility
Licence and Seafood Processor Licence

Up to three local government licences are
applicable under Food Safety regulation
depending on business type, including:
Registration / Notification of a Vending
Machine, Registration / Notification of a Mobile
Food Premises and Registration / Notification of
Fixed Food Premises

Up to five legislative acts are applicable under Food Safety
regulation depending on business type and include: Local
Government Act 1989, Food Act 1984, Seafood Safety Act
2003, Meat Industry Act 1993 and Dairy Act 2000
A business may be subject to up to four codes of
practice depending on the nature and activities
conducted by their business, including the Food
Standards Code, Victorian Standards for Hygienic
Production of Meat at Retail Premises, Code of Practice
for Dairy Food Safety and the standard for Hygienic
Production and Transport of Meat and Meat Products
for Human Consumption.

A business may need to engage with up to four
regulatory agencies depending on the nature
of an individual business including: the
applicable local council, Department of Health
and Human Services, PrimeSafe and Dairy Food
Safety Victoria
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Results – Areas of regulation

Food safety – continued
Area of Regulation 1: Food Safety

Survey respondents nominating Food Safety as one of the top four regulatory areas impacting upon their business indicated that
completing and submitting paperwork was considered the most burdensome aspect of regulatory compliance with Food Safety
obligations.
Completing and submitting paperwork accounted for 17 per cent of total selections as to the top 3 most burdensome aspects of Food Safety
regulatory compliance across all impacted subsectors. However, the two subsectors most impacted by Food Safety indicated that Training Staff
was the top 3 most burdensome aspect of compliance.
Top 3 most burdensome aspects of regulatory compliance, food safety, all subsectors*
Cafes and restaurants, which was
found to have the greatest total
regulatory burden for Food Safety out
of all relevant subsectors, considered
training staff to be the most
burdensome aspect of compliance (15
per cent [nominated by 17
respondents], as compared with paper
work and reporting (12 per cent
[n=14]).

Takeaway food services, which
was found to have the second
greatest total regulatory burden for
Food Safety out of all relevant
subsectors, also considered training
staff to be the most burdensome
aspect of compliance (19 per cent
[n=9])

Completing and/or submitting regular paperwork / reporting

50

Training staff

42

Complying with regulator requirements

37

Inspections, audits and compliance monitoring

35

Collecting information for regulators

29

Monitoring changes to regulation

26

Paying fees

26

Finding information about how you comply

21

Applying for licences, permits or other regulatory approvals

18

Waiting times associated with decisions / approvals

9

Other, please specify

6
0

10

20

30
Selections

40

50

60

*– Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Occupational health & safety (OH&S) – overview
Area of Regulation 2: Occupational Health & Safety (OH&S)

2

OH&S carries the second highest total cost of compliance of the
regulatory areas considered, with a total cost of compliance for small retail
businesses amounting to $94 million per annum.

Key statistics
Total no. of small retail businesses
potentially affected

OH&S is estimated to make up around 17 per cent of the total regulatory cost burden reported by
small retail businesses. While OH&S regulation applies broadly to all businesses, there were only
sufficient number of respondents nominating this as a key regulatory areas to develop estimates
for seven retail subsectors. The highest total subsector cost of compliance with OH&S regulation
per annum was estimated to be incurred by Cafes and Restaurants, while the highest per
business cost of compliance per annum is attributed to Car Retailing.

$
Compliance
cost 17 %

OH&S regulation makes up 17 per cent ($94
million) of the total regulatory burden
reported by small retail businesses.

Small retail businesses spend a mean
of 20 hours per annum at a cost of
$1.4k per annum meeting their
OH&S regulatory obligations
Small retail businesses incur costs of an
average of $900 per annum on external
providers, training and other activities
to assist them to meet their OH&S
obligations.

Total no. of subsectors potentially
affected

Applies to
all small
business
across all
subsectors

Total mean cost of compliance
across all subsectors (per annum)

$94 m

Total mean cost of compliance per
business (per annum)

$2.3k

The highest mean costs of compliance to individual
businesses for OH&S regulation were reported by Car
Retailers ($5.5k p.a) and Hardware and Building
Supplies Retailing ($4.1k p.a.).

Subsectors with highest OH&S compliance costs
(based on total subsector cost)
Cost to
Subsector

Total cost

business

1

Cafes and Restaurants

$18m p.a.

$1.8k p.a.

2

Clothing Retailing

$7m p.a.

$2.3k p.a.

3

Hardware and Building Supplies Retailing

$6m p.a.

$4.1k p.a.

4

Car Retailing

$5m p.a.

$5.5k p.a.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Occupational health & safety (OH&S) – continued
Area of Regulation 2: Occupational Health & Safety (OH&S)

OH&S obligations for small retail businesses exist under state-based regulation.
OH&S regulation is not sector-specific, with all workplaces carrying OH&S obligations. Small retail businesses in any subsector with employees
will be required to comply with the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004. While no ‘blanket’ licences are required to be held by a business,
licences may be required for OH&S purposes for specific activities (for example, forklift licence) although most would not apply to retail
businesses.
Requirements applicable to most businesses, including small retail businesses, are summarised below.

One legislative act applies to OH&S regulation. The Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004.
The Act sets the obligation for employers to provide their employees with a safe working
environment, including provision of adequate facilities to ensure their welfare.

A business can be subject to up to two codes of practice provided for under the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004. The Code for First Aid in the Workplace provides guidance principles
for the establishment of first aid procedures in the workplace. The Code of Practice for Manual
Handling is applicable where manual handling is required to move equipment or goods, which is
required to some extent in most jobs. The Code provides guidance for the presentation,
identification, assessment and control of risks.

A business may need to engage with one regulatory agency in meeting their OH&S obligations.
WorkSafe Victoria has responsibility for administering OH&S regulation, with the WorkSafe
Advisory Service as the primary point of contact for businesses.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Occupational health & safety (OH&S) – continued
Area of Regulation 2: Occupational Health & Safety (OH&S)

Survey respondents nominating OH&S as one of the top four regulatory areas impacting upon their business indicated that
finding information about how to comply was considered the most burdensome aspect of regulatory compliance with OH&S
obligations.
Finding information about how you comply accounted for 16 per cent of total selections as to the most burdensome aspect of OH&S regulatory
compliance. Similarly, monitoring changes to regulation accounted for 15 per cent of total selections. This could suggest that businesses are
struggling to identify information regarding OH&S.
19 per cent of selections by clothing
retailers [n=6] and 28 per cent of
selections by non-store retailers
[n=5] identified this aspect as their
top three most burdensome. These
sectors represent the second-highest
and third highest total compliance
costs for OH&S of the subsectors
considered.

Top 3 most burdensome aspects of regulatory compliance, OH&S, all subsectors*
Finding information about how you comply

58

Monitoring changes to regulation

55

Waiting times associated with decisions / approvals

50

Applying for licences, permits or other regulatory approvals

44

Completing and/or submitting regular paperwork / reporting

41

Training staff

40

Paying fees

Cafes and restaurants, which
recorded the highest overall cost
of compliance for OH&S,
reported that training staff was
the most burdensome aspect of
compliance (21 per cent [n=7])

35

Collecting information for regulators

23

Complying with regulatory requirements

12

Other, please specify
Inspections, audits and compliance monitoring
0

20

40

60

80

Selections
*– Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Planning approvals – overview
Area of Regulation 3: Planning Approvals

3

Planning approvals carries the highest periodic compliance cost across all
retail subsectors, amounting to $35 million per annum. It also incurs the
highest per business periodic cost of compliance.

Key statistics
Total no. of small retail businesses
potentially affected

Out of the eight areas of regulation that incur periodic compliance costs for business, Planning
Approvals had the highest overall cost (at $35 million per annum) and the highest overall mean
cost per business, at $900 per annum.1

$
Compliance
cost 6 %

Planning Approvals regulation makes up 6 per cent
($35 million) of the total regulatory burden for all
small retail businesses.

Total mean cost of compliance
across all subsectors (per annum)

$35 m

Total mean cost of compliance per
business (per annum)

$900

Cafes and Restaurants estimated the highest mean per business
cost for Planning Approvals ($1.1k p.a.). This likely reflects individual
cases whereby associated costs to an individual business has been
high where applications may have been complex.

Small retail businesses reported they
spend a mean of 7 hours per annum
at a cost of $500 per annum
meeting their OH&S regulatory
obligations
Small retail businesses incur costs of an
average of $300 per annum on external
providers, training and other activities
to assist them to meet their Planning
Approvals obligations.

Total no. of subsectors potentially
affected

Applies to
all
subsectors

Subsectors with highest Planning Approvals
compliance costs (based on total subsector cost)
Subsector

1

Cafes and Restaurants

Total cost

Cost per
business

$11m p.a.

$1.1k p.a.

Cafes and Restaurants was the only subsector with sufficient
sample sizes (as per the base case scenario) to calculate per
subsector and per business regulatory cost estimates.

1.– For any individual business, this will be higher in years where an approval is being sought. Respondents provided average monthly estimates of costs associated with this regulatory area but were not asked to provide
details on the frequency of costs being incurred.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Planning approvals – continued
Area of Regulation 3: Planning Approvals

Planning approvals are administered by local government, with up to five local government permits applicable depending on the
nature of the business.
State government administered licences, permits or approvals are not required for planning approvals. However, up to three local governmentadministered permits are required by all 79 local councils under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. Depending on the local council in which a
business is operating (and whether or not they are home-based), an additional two licences/permits may need to be obtained. As Planning
Approvals represent a periodic cost to business, it is not necessary for a business to obtain licences in order to be operational, but rather, is
applicable where seeking to conduct certain activities.
Up to two legislative acts are applicable under Food Safety regulation depending on business
type and include: Planning and Environment Act, 1987 and the Local Government Act 1989.
Up to three local government licences / permits / certificates are required for Planning
Approvals purposes by all local councils in Victoria. A Planning Certificate must be obtained in
order to find out how an area of land has been zoned or whether any particular conditions apply to
a zone. A Certificate of Compliance – Planning Scheme is required where a business is about to
complete building works. A Planning Permit is required where a business intends to use or
develop land or change its use or development.
Depending on the local government area a business is operating within, an additional two
licences / permits may be required. 30 per cent of councils require a business to obtain a Permit
to Sell Goods in a Non-Retail Zone should the premises from which goods / services are being
sold are not designated for that purpose. A small number of councils (6 in total) also appear to
require Approval for a Home Based Business, which attaches a number of conditions to homebased businesses.
A business will need to engage with their local council for all activities relating to planning
approvals.
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Results – Areas of regulation

Planning approvals – continued
Area of Regulation 3: Planning Approvals

Survey respondents nominating Planning Approvals as one of the top four areas impacting upon their business considered
applying for licences, permits or other regulatory approvals as their most burdensome aspect of compliance of their top 3 most
burdensome aspects of compliance
Applying for licences, permits and other regulatory approvals accounted for 20 per cent of total selections. Finding information on how to
comply accounted for 15 per cent of total selections. This likely reflects the periodic nature of this area of regulation, with Planning Approvals
generally only required where engaging in activity impacting upon or seeking to change land use or zoning.
Top 3 most burdensome aspects of regulatory compliance, planning approvals, all subsectors*
Applying for licences, permits or other regulatory approvals

21

Finding information about how you comply

15

Waiting times associated with decisions / approvals

14

Completing and/or submitting regular paperwork / reporting

12

Collecting information for regulators

Reflecting nominations as to the most
burdensome aspect of compliance, 62 per
cent (n=18) of those nominating Planning
Approvals as one of the areas of regulation
most impacting their business had
experienced delays as a result of the
associated regulatory requirements.

10

Complying with regulator requirements

7

Paying fees

7

Inspections, audits and compliance monitoring

Analysis of survey results reveals that the
majority of businesses nominated that they had
experienced regulatory delays with Planning
Approvals. Most indicated that the total length
of time from application to approval time was
between 6 – 12 months.

5

Other, please specify

4

Training staff

4

Monitoring changes to regulation

4
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Selections
*– Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential

145

Results – business
lifecycle

Results – Business lifecycle

Business lifecycle – overview
The Department references the business lifecycle model pictured below as part of their Issues Paper.1 Each phase of the lifecycle will see a
business face different types of regulation. KPMG asked businesses which part of the business lifecycle they found to be most difficult. The majority
of businesses indicated that they considered the initial establishment phase to be most challenging, followed by employment of staff. Only a small
sample indicated sale or closure of a business was the most difficult part of the lifecycle.2 An overview of the lifecycle is given below and survey
results analysed on the following pages.
Initial establishment

Clothing retailers and non-store retailers
were the only subsectors3 that
considered the employing staff phase to
be more difficult than initial
establishment, which rated most
burdensome by all other subsectors

Initial establishment of a business was
considered to be the most difficult part
of the lifecycle, with 38 per cent of
respondents selecting this option.

Sale or closure of business

Business
Lifecycle Model

Employing staff
Employing staff (which may
including training costs) was
considered second most difficult,
with 28 per cent of respondents
selecting this option.

Trying something new, which includes
modifying, expanding or changing an
existing business was considered to be
most difficult by 12 per cent of
respondents. Sale or closure of a
business was considered the least
challenging part of the cycle, selected by
2 per cent of respondents.
Trying something new

Sale of consumer goods /

20 per cent of respondents
found the sale of consumer
goods / services to be the
most challenging part of the
business lifecycle.

service
1. – DEDJTR (2016), Review of regulation impacting small business retailers issues paper, July 2016.
2. This may reflect the sampling of operating small businesses. This may have resulted in comparatively few respondents having had prior experience with sale or closure of a business. 3. – Fuel retailing and supermarkets also
appear to rank employing staff as most burdensome however, insufficient sample sizes prevent a conclusion from being drawn. 4. - Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of
“small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – Business lifecycle

Business lifecycle – operating characteristics
The perceived burden associated with the different phases of the business lifecycle appears to be influenced by various characteristics of a
business’ operations. Such characteristics include the number of staff (full-time equivalent or FTE), annual turnover, business age and location
(metropolitan versus regional). KPMG found that growth in a business’ FTE employees is linked to its perception of the most burdensome aspect of
the regulatory lifecycle.
Level of burden by lifecycle and FTE number (all businesses)

Respondents that are
self-employed or have
lower staff numbers
(i.e. less than 5 FTE) are
more likely to find
initial establishment
most difficult.

Respondents
with
greater FTE numbers
(between 5 – 20 FTE
and 20 or more FTE) are
more likely to find the
employment of staff
most difficult.

Initial establishment

Employment of staff

25%

20%

28%

Modifying, expanding or changing existing
business

28%

Sale or closure of business

Micro business (<5 FTE)

23%

45%

Sale of consumer goods / services

Self employed

49%

8%

27%

39%

29%

45%

56%

Small business (5FTE<20 FTE)

4%

4%

2%

26%

33%

11%

Larger businesses (>20 FTE)

* - Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – Business lifecycle

Business lifecycle – operating characteristics
The findings on the previous page remain consistent when looking at the breakdown of businesses based primarily in metropolitan areas as
compared with regional business (where sample sizes were sufficient).1 Both metropolitan and regional businesses nominated initial establishment,
employment of staff and sale of goods / services as the phases of the lifecycle with the most burden. However, the order in which these are ranked
varies between metropolitan and regional businesses. A summary of the perceived burden of the business lifecycle for both metropolitan and
regional businesses by FTE numbers is given in the table below.
Regional businesses nominated their top
three most burdensome phases of the
regulatory cycle as initial establishment (34
per cent), employment of staff (28 per cent)
and sale of goods / services (21 per cent).

Business lifecycle perceived burden by business location and
FTE number
FTE numbers

Metropolitan

Regional

Self employed
Micro business
(>5 FTE)
Small business
(5 FTE < 20 FTE)
Larger businesses
(> 20 FTE)

Metropolitan businesses nominated their top
three most burdensome phases of the regulatory
cycle as initial establishment (39 per cent), sale
of goods / services (28 per cent) and employment
of staff (20 per cent).

Key

Initial establishment

Employing staff

Sale of consumer goods /
service

Insufficient
sample size
Initial establishment poses the greatest
burden for all businesses regardless of
FTE numbers or location, except for
larger metropolitan businesses, where
employment of staff becomes the most
burdensome phase.

Modifying, expanding or
changing a business

Sale or closure of
business

1. – Businesses were classified as regional or metropolitan based on the first post code they nominated for the location of their business (out of a total of 8 potential location). The Department provided a list of postcodes
classified as regional and metropolitan in order for analysis to be undertaken.
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Results – Business lifecycle

Business lifecycle – operating characteristics
KPMG found that the age of a business (i.e. its operational life) also has an impact upon the extent to which different parts of the business lifecycle
are perceived to incur the greatest regulatory burden for a business. While many businesses still considered the initial establishment phase as the
part of the lifecycle with the greatest associated regulatory burden, it appears that as the operational life of a business matures (between 6 and 10
years old), the employment of staff starts to become the more burdensome aspect of the lifecycle. However, once a business is over 10 years old,
the perceived burden associated with lifecycle appears to mostly even out between initial establishment, employment of staff and sale of consumer
goods. This may be a reflection of businesses entering a growth phase, while the growing emphasis on the difficult of conducting everyday trade
may be reflective of certain business’ offerings maturing in terms of the product lifecycle, and thus experiencing reduced demand for their goods.
Perceived regulatory burden by lifecycle phase and business age
Business age

Proportion of total
businesses(%)*

Percentage of burden

Less than 2
years old

11.5

64 %

13 %

13 %

11 %

0%

2 – 5 years old

19.9

45 %

26 %

15 %

10 %

3%

6 – 10 years old

21.5

34 %

35 %

17 %

12 %

1%

More than 10
years old

45.1

30 %

29 %

15 %

13 %

2%

Key

Initial establishment

Employing staff

Sale of consumer goods /
service

Modifying, expanding or
changing a business

The age of a business
appears to influence the
phase of the business
lifecycle perceived as most
burdensome.
As businesses transition
into maturity (potentially
expanding), employing
staff is perceived as more
difficult than initial
establishment.

Sale or closure of
business

*– The proportion of total businesses figures do not add up to 100 per cent. This is because approximately 2 per cent of the 488 respondents answering question 4 regarding the lifecycle of a business did not answer
question 95, which asks when a business was established.
*** - Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – Business lifecycle

Business lifecycle – operating characteristics

Results vary slightly from the previous page when looking at the age of businesses through a location-based lens, with some key differences
between regional and metropolitan businesses. The table below highlights the top three most burdensome lifecycle phases as reported by
metropolitan and regionally-based businesses across different operational ages.
Perceived regulatory burden by lifecycle phase, business age and location
Business age

Top three burdensome lifecycle phases
(metropolitan)

Less than 2
years old

63 %

13 %

2 – 5 years old

45 %

27 %

Top three burdensome lifecycle phases (regional)

10 %*

15 %

67 %

20 %

43 %

24 %

13 %

19 %

6 – 10 years old

39 %

34 %

18 %

39 %

22 %

19 %

More than 10
years old

29 %

28 %

28 %

31 %

29 %

24 %

While still perceived as the most burdensome phase, as metropolitan
businesses become more mature, employing staff begins to be perceived as
more burdensome than during the early operational life of the business.
Key

Initial establishment

Employing staff

Sale of consumer goods /
service

Modifying, expanding or
changing a business

Similar to metropolitan
businesses, regional businesses
appear to finding employing
staff more difficult as a business
matures, although initial
establishment is perceived to be
most difficult across all
operational age groups except
those regional businesses aged
6 – 10 years.
The lack of businesses
reporting the Sale or Closure
of a Business as the most
difficult phase of the business
lifecycle is likely reflective of
the target survey sample,
which were currently
operational businesses that
may not have had experience
in having to wind down a
business.

Sale or closure of
business

*– Both sale of consumer goods / services and modifying, expanding or changing a business had respondent samples of [n=4].
** - Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – measures to
address regulatory
burden

Results – Measures to address regulatory burden

Measures to address regulatory burden – overview
In its survey, KPMG asked businesses to nominate which measures could potentially reduce the regulatory burden and cost of compliance for business
based on their own experiences. Respondents were asked to select their top four options from a list of 10 different measures and were provided an
opportunity to comment.
At an aggregate level, reducing the volume of existing regulations was considered to be the measure most likely to reduce the regulatory burden and cost of
compliance for business, recording 293 selections. Nonetheless, most of the measures, recorded fairly even selections. Analysis of results by operational
characteristics, subsector and area of regulation are considered in the following pages. Free text answers are summarised on the following page.
Top four measures to reduce regulatory burden and cost of compliance (all businesses)*
Reduction in volume of existing regulations

168

Streamlined reporting requirements

120

Improve quality of information provided by existing regulators

116

Improve access to information about obligations

Reducing the volume of existing regulations
(for example, introducing exemptions or
reducing information requirements,
amongst other activities) accounted for 16
per cent of total selections.

113

Shorten length of time waiting for approvals after filing applications

101

Flexible compliance options

101

Automatic information sharing across agencies

100

Improved consultation with business in creating or modifying…

Streamlining of reporting requirements and
improving the quality of information
provided by existing regulators accounted
for 12 per cent of selections to reduce
regulatory burden respectively.

83

Increased online submission options

74

Other, please specify

48
0

50

100

150

200

Selections
* - Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than $3 million annual turnover. 146 CATI answers have been
excluded from this analysis due to selection of more than 4 options to this question. Comparison of datasets including and excluding this analysis reveals similar result patterns.
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Results – Measures to address regulatory burden

Measures to address regulatory burden – respondent suggestions
Measures to address regulatory burden

What businesses said…

Theme

Respondents were invited to provide further comment in
relation to their selections as to which measures could
assist to reduce the regulatory burden and cost of
compliance for small retail businesses. A summary of
themes raised is provided in the table on the left.
While a number of businesses expressed concern as to high
fees relating to regulation (with minimal distinction of areas
of regulation), the majority of the themes raised by
businesses related to information, including:
• availability of information;

Comments
•

Many responses indicated that improved availability of information
and ease of access would be appreciated, this could include:
• more online resources
• single windows
• checklists for business types to check compliance
• people-based resources for assistance and verification of
information and provision of advice

•

To reduce overlapping tasks and enable streamlined access to
reporting, some respondents indicated that tools and systems to
support single touch point regulatory applications and would be
beneficial for allowing compliance to occur "in one sitting".
It was considered that BAS activity, superannuation, WorkCover
and other tax-related activity would benefit from a single window.

Availability of
information

Single windows
•

• sources / format of information; and
• detail on what compliance may look like.
It appears that a number of businesses feel overwhelmed
by the current information available and want the format and
access to information to be simplified. Based on free text
responses, it appears that a number of businesses want:
• more plain language information
• diverse information platforms but consolidated across
different formats (e.g. online information should be
contained on one website, or face-to-face assistance
should be delivered via a single touch point)
• subsector checklists providing comprehensive details on
what a specific business (e.g. a café) needs to do to
comply with regulation that may impact upon its
operations.

Standardisation
of regulatory
requirements

•
•
•

Information
sharing

•
•

Simplification of
information and
instruction

•

•

Bundling requirements up into a single licence where possible
would be beneficial for small business.
Suggestions included combining state government requirements
into single licences, or aggregation into a single application form.
Some respondents indicated the need to engage with multiple
regulators was burdensome and created time cost delays.
It was suggested that increased information sharing between
agencies could reduce touch points and duplication.
Some respondents felt that they had no choice but to engage the
assistance of a specialist (e.g. an accountant or lawyer) in order to
be able to meet certain regulatory requirements (such as payroll tax
payments).
Respondents expressed a desire for clearer, plain language
information to enable them to undertake certain activities without
external assistance.
In addition, information about how compliance can be
demonstrated were considered desirable, as were online templates
for application.
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Results – Measures to address regulatory burden

Measures to address regulatory burden – relationship to business lifecycle
Measures to reduce regulatory burden and compliance costs selected by survey respondents can be considered in the context of which phase of the
business lifecycle they consider to impose the greatest burden. This analysis can give clues as to activities that are potentially imposing burden on
businesses as they progress through the business lifecycle. Insights relating to these measures as they relate to lifecycle phases are summarised below.

Initial establishment

Where initial establishment was deemed the most burdensome phase, it was considered that reducing the volume of
existing regulations would ease regulatory burden (14 per cent), following by shortening the length of waiting times for
approvals after filing applications and streamlining reporting requirements (12 per cent respectively.)
Where employment of staff was considered the most burdensome lifecycle phase, reducing the volume of existing
regulations recorded the highest number of selections (15 per cent), followed by improving the quality of information
provided by existing regulators (13 per cent) and improving access to information about obligations (12 per cent).

Employing staff

Sale of consumer
goods / service

Modifying, expanding
or changing a
business

Sale or closure of
business

Where the sale of consumer goods / services (i.e. everyday trading) was considered the most burdensome part of the
business lifecycle, reducing the volume of existing regulations was the most selected option to ease regulatory burden (15
per cent), with streamlining reporting requirements, flexible compliance options and improved consultation with
business in creating or modifying regulation the next most selected measures to reduce burden and cost of compliance (all
recording 12 per cent of selections).
Where modifying an existing business was deemed the most burdensome phase, respondents selected reducing the
volume of existing regulations, streamlining reporting requirements and shortening the length of time waiting for
approvals after filing applications equally as measures that could potentially reduce the regulatory burden and cost of
compliance to businesses (13 per cent respectively).
While only a comparatively small number of respondents selected the sale or closure of a business as the phase of the
business lifecycle where burden was most likely to be incurred, improving the quality of information provided by existing
regulators was the most selected measure to reduce the burden (16 per cent), followed by increasing online submission
options (14 per cent).
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Results – Measures to address regulatory burden

Measures to address regulatory burden – what is causing the burden?
Finding information about how to comply appears to be the most burdensome aspect of regulatory compliance for businesses
across all areas of regulation.
Across each area of regulation (19 in total), KPMG asked businesses to nominate their top 3 options out of 11 possibilities reflecting their opinion as
to which aspect of regulatory compliance poses the greatest burden on their business. The top five aggregate results are presented below, with
key subsector-level differences noted where finding information about how to comply was not the most selected answer.1

14 %
Completing and / or
submitting regular
paperwork / reporting

2

Monitoring
changes to
regulation

4

Finding information
about how you comply

13 %
12 %

This aspect was considered
most burdensome for
payroll tax payments (18
per cent), food safety (17
per cent), signage approvals
(15 per cent) and workers’
compensation (22 per cent)

1

3

Paying fees

This aspect was considered
most burdensome for retail
leasing (16 per cent) and
waste disposal (20 per cent)

10 %
10 %

41 %

5

Applying for licences,
permits or other regulatory
approvals

This aspect was considered
most burdensome for sale of
liquor (15 per cent), planning
approvals (20 per cent) and
parking (14 per cent)

Burdensome aspects of regulatory compliance
1– Limited to those areas of regulation with sample sizes greater than 60 responses, with the exception of the trading hours area of regulation, which had ‘Other’ as its highest selected answer option. Further detail is
available in the spreadsheet appendix provided along with this report. Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and
less than $3 million annual turnover.
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Results – Measures to address regulatory burden

Measures to address regulatory burden – relationship to sector
Across all businesses, reducing the volume of existing regulation was the most-selected measure to reduce the regulatory burden
and cost of compliance for businesses, representing 14 per cent of total selections.
Analysis at the subsector level1 confirms that this was the most selected measure to ease the burden for cafes and restaurants (14 per cent),
takeaway food services (12 per cent), non-store retailing (19 per cent), hardware and building supplies retailing (13 per cent), pubs taverns and bars
(13 per cent), newspaper and book retailing (16 per cent), car retailing (18 per cent) and liquor retailing (16 per cent). Nonetheless, when comparing
across all measures listed, a number of other measures appear important for particular subsectors, these are summarised for some sectors below.
Pubs, bars and taverns

Cafes and restaurants
•

•

improving the quality of information provided by
regulators (12 per cent of total subsector
selections)
shortening the length of waiting times for
approvals after filing applications (12 per cent of
total selections for the subsector).

Clothing retailers
•

•

shortening the length of waiting times for
approvals after filing (13 per cent of total
subsector selections) was the equal most-selected
measure

Hardware and building supplies retailers

Takeaway food services
•

•

streamlining reporting requirements (13 per cent
of total subsector selections)

•
•
•

streamlining reporting requirements (13 per cent
of subsector selections)
improving the quality of information provided by
regulators (13 per cent of subsector selections)
improving access to information about obligations
(13 per cent of subsector selections)

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailers

improving the quality of information provided by
existing regulators (14 per cent) was the most
selected option for clothing retailers
improving access to information about obligations
(13 per cent) was the second most selected
option for clothing retailers

•
•

streamlining reporting requirements (19 per cent
of total subsector selections)
improved consultation with businesses in creating
or modifying regulation (15 per cent of total
subsector selections.)

1– Analysis across all 19 retail subsectors was not possible due to small sample sizes. The subsectors considered here constitute those with sample sizes of greater than 60 total selections. Further detail is available in
the spreadsheet appendix provided along with this report. Analysis on this page includes data collected from 18 businesses outside the category of “small” adopted for this project, that is, less than 20 FTE and less than
$3 million annual turnover.
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Appendices – 2-7

Appendix 2

Analytical framework – overview of key analytical questions
Outlined below is a summary of the key analytical questions were explored as part of this Review.

Key analytical questions
Cafes and restaurants

1

2

Takeaway food services
Other store-based retailing n.e.c.
Clothing
Non-store retailing

Which retail
subsectors are
subject to the
highest total
regulatory cost?

5

6

Supermarket/grocery stores
Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry
Other specialised food
Hardware and building supplies
Pubs, taverns and bars
Fresh meat, fish and poultry
Furniture retailing
Electrical, electronic & gas appliance
Newspaper and book retailing
Car retailing
Fuel retailing
Sport and camping equipment
Catering services
Computer and computer peripheral
Liquor retailing

What are the total
indicative
regulatory
compliance and
delay costs
associated with
each Victorian
small business
retail subsector?

3
Which areas of
regulation create
the highest total
regulatory cost?

4

Across each small
business retail
sector, which part
of the business
cycle is perceived
to be subject to the
highest degree of
regulatory burden?

Stage Two

Which areas of
regulation hold the
greatest potential
benefit in terms of
reform opportunities
which could bring
about regulatory
cost savings for
small businesses?

What are the
regulatory cost
savings and impact
which could result
from these
opportunities?

Stage Three
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Appendix 3

Targeted retail subsectors and areas of regulation
Targeting retail subsectors and areas of regulation
Due to the significant diversity in business types and areas of regulation impacting the retail sector, the Department and KPMG agreed to target the project
at the nineteen retail sub-sectors with the largest number of businesses as defined by the ABS. It was also agreed to target nineteen areas of state-based
regulation likely to have the largest impact on retail businesses. The list of targeted sub-sectors and areas of regulation is contained below.

19 Targeted Areas of Regulation

19 Targeted Subsectors
Cafes and restaurants

Occupational Health & Safety

Takeaway food services

Payroll tax payments

Clothing retailing

Food safety

Non-store retailing

Sale of liquor

Supermarket and grocery stores

Gambling

Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing

Retail leasing

Other specialised food retailing

Trading hours

Hardware and building supplies retailing

Consumer protection

Pubs, taverns and bars

Waste disposal

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing

Planning approvals

Furniture retailing

Parking

Electrical, electronic and gas appliances retailing

Building approvals

Newspaper and book retailing

Signage approvals

Car retailing

Temporary events

Fuel retailing

Outdoor dining

Sports and camping equipment retailing

Vehicle standards

Catering services

Dangerous goods

Computer and peripheral retailing

Workers compensation

Liquor retailing

Motor car trading
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Appendix 4

Methodology – Comparison against ABS business counts
Subsector

Survey data

ABS data

respondents

% total

Business counts

% total

Cafes and restaurants

75

12%

9,962

24%

Takeaway food services

46

7%

6,734

16%

Clothing retailing

34

5%

3,193

8%

Non-store retailing

26

4%

2,934

7%

Supermarket and grocery stores

3

0%

2,835

7%

Pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing

6

1%

1,618

4%

Other specialised food retailing

15

2%

1,430

3%

Hardware and building supplies retailing

29

5%

1,389

3%

Pubs, taverns and bars

39

6%

1,262

3%

Fresh meat, fish and poultry retailing

25

4%

1,148

3%

Furniture retailing

11

2%

1,108

3%

Electrical, electronic and gas appliances retailing

18

3%

1,061

3%

Newspaper and book retailing

23

4%

1,016

2%

Car retailing

26

4%

974

2%

Fuel retailing

1

0%

967

2%

Sports and camping equipment retailing

11

2%

869

2%

Catering services

5

1%

858

2%

Computer and peripheral retailing

16

3%

821

2%

Liquor retailing

17

3%

801

2%

426*

100%

40,980

100%

Total

Where a subsector appears
underrepresented in survey
results (e.g. Supermarket
and Grocery Stores), it is
possible that a business
has misclassified
themselves as a different
business category.

* - Excludes completed survey responses from 193 businesses classified as “other retail’, ‘non-retail’ or not considered small businesses
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Appendix 6

Industry association involvement
Data was collected on industry association membership for completed survey responses. Overall, it was found that:
• approximately 29 per cent of those surveyed via CATI were a member of at least one industry association
• approximately 53 per cent of those completing the online version of the survey were a member of at least one industry association.
The disparity in membership reflects the survey distribution method, as industry associations assisted to distribute the online version of the survey,
while the CATI operator conducted randomized calls. An overview of industry association membership is provided below.
Respondents (CATI)

Respondents (online
survey)

Australian Retailers Association

8

13

Family Business Australia

0

1

Master Grocers and Liquor Retailers Australia

3

5

Pharmacy Guild of Australia

0

3

National Online Retailers Association

0

1

Convenience and Mixed Business Association Inc.

0

2

Australian Booksellers Association

1

0

Post Office Agents Association

0

3

Australian Gift and Homewares Association

2

5

Australian Newsagents’ Federation

0

17

Victorian Chamber of Commerce and Industry

3

12

Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce

6

17

Other

69

113

Not a member

218

145

Industry association (identified in survey)

The most commonly nominated
industry associations for ‘Other’
included:
Australian Meat Industry Council
(CATI: 16 nominations; online
survey: 3 nominations)

•

•

Australian Hotels Association
(CATI: 11 nominations; online
survey: 2 nominations )
• Restaurant and Catering
Association (CATI: 7 nominations)
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Appendix 5

Methodology assumptions
The table below lists key assumptions that have been used to calculate regulatory costs across all scenarios. Because these assumptions are likely
to impact overall regulatory cost estimates, survey results should be used primarily to compare compliance costs between regulatory areas and
subsectors, not calculate overall regulatory costs.
Key assumptions used to calculate regulatory burden estimates
Category

Assumption

Definition of retail sector

For the purposes of this review, the retail sector has been defined to include the retail trade category and food services (excluding
accommodation) detailed in ABS table 81650.

Definition of a small business

Small businesses for the purposes of the review are defined as those with less than 20 staff OR less than $2 million revenue
(based on ABS and ATO definitions).1 However, at the request of the Department, to increase the sample sizes, responses from
businesses with up to $3 million in revenue have been included in the analysis in this report.

Regulatory areas where cost
estimate not provided

Survey respondents were asked to provide administrative and compliance cost estimates for up to four areas of regulation that
they identified as being the most burdensome. Where a respondent has not identified a cost for a particular regulatory area, the
regulatory cost estimate is assumed to be zero. This assumption provides for a conservative overall cost estimate as in many
cases the actual cost incurred in these areas will be higher than zero.

Delay costs

In addition to compliance and administrative costs, survey respondents were also asked to estimate delay costs incurred across
each area of regulation. However, most respondents did not answer this question and delay costs have been excluded from this
report due to insufficient data.

Financial costs

Financial costs are not included in the regulatory cost calculations. These include costs arising from an obligation to transfer a sum
of money to the Government or other authority, such as administrative charges, fees for applying for a permit, taxes, levies and
premiums payable to Government for mandatory insurance, as per DTF guidance materials.

Calculating time costs – ABS
data

Time costs have been calculated using the ABS Victorian Average Weekly Earnings estimate (catalogue no. 6302.0) plus 75 per
cent for overheads and on-costs as defined by the Regulatory Change Measurement Manual. The 2016-17 per hour rate is $70.29
including overheads and on-costs.

Average business revenue
estimates – ABS data

Average business turnover by subsector has been estimated based on the following ABS annual turnover business count
categories (catalogue no. 8165.0):
• Less than $50,000
• $50,001 - $200,000
• $200,001- $2 million

1. DEDJTR (2016), Review of regulation impacting small business retailers issues paper, July 2016.
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Appendix 6

Methodology assumptions (continued)
Key assumptions used to calculate regulatory burden estimates (continued
Category

Assumption
The central scenario outlined in this report uses five observations as the sample size threshold for calculating a compliance cost
by regulatory area and subsector (e.g. the cost of complying with OHS for cafes and restaurants). The OECD1 suggest using a
minimum sample size of three when calculating regulatory costs, however this report uses a more conservative sample size to
mitigate against any potential overstating of responses.

Sample size threshold

1

Because cutting the data by the 19 regulatory areas and 19 small business subsectors provides 361 different regulatory cost
permutations, and because many respondents identified regulatory costs in fewer than four regulatory areas, a sample size of five
was not achieved in many instances. However, as described on the previous slide, the survey results do provide sufficient sample
sizes for calculating total compliance costs by regulatory area across all subsectors and vice versa (e.g. the cost of complying with
OHS across all subsectors).

High-end cost outliers

The top five per cent of survey response estimates for the cost of complying with a particular area of regulation have been
excluded from the regulatory cost estimate calculations. The top five per cent of estimates has been chosen as the appropriate
threshold for outliers, however sensitivity testing has been undertaken at one and 10 per cent (see Appendix 5).

Low-end cost outliers

Across all areas of regulation, low-end regulatory cost estimates are equal to zero and have not been excluded as they are not
considered to be outliers.

Calculating total compliance
costs by regulatory area across
all subsectors

The total compliance cost by regulatory area across all subsectors has been estimated by calculating the average of all responses,
but excluding the top five per cent of estimates/outliers. With a limited sample size, this approach is expected to produce a more
accurate result than summing the estimates for each subsector across all areas of regulation.

Calculating total regulatory cost
by subsector across all areas of
regulation.

Same approach as above.

OECD (undated), International Standard Cost Model Manual – Measuring and reducing administrative burdens for businesses, p. 38.
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Appendix 6

Methodology assumptions (continued)
The table below outlines the key limitations that should be considered when interpreting the results of this report.
Other limitations
Category

Limitations

Use of regulatory burden
estimates

The primary purpose of this report is not to calculate overall regulatory costs across the small business retail sector but to to
compare costs between regulatory areas and subsectors to support targeting of improvement initiatives. Because businesses
only provided compliance cost estimates for up to four areas of regulation (as opposed to providing estimates for all areas), the
estimates for each subsector are likely to be biased downwards. However, this should not affect assessments of which areas of
regulation are likely to impose the greatest burden on all small retail business and which small business subsectors are
comparatively more heavily impacted.

Sample selection by subsector

Although the survey aimed to achieve a proportionate sample across regulatory areas and small business subsectors, some
subsectors are slightly overrepresented while others are underrepresented. Subsectors that were underrepresented include
supermarkets and grocery stores as well as pharmaceutical, cosmetic and toiletry goods retailing.

Sample selection

It is possible that the businesses who chose to respond to the survey are the ones that are most concerned about regulatory
costs. This sample bias might have resulted in aggregate regulatory cost estimates being overstated but in itself may not affect
comparative analysis across areas of regulation or subsectors.

Interpretation of the question

There may instances where respondents have included the cost of fees and taxes in their estimate of the regulatory burden (e.g.
included the actual cost of payroll tax, not the cost of complying). The central scenario has removed the top five per cent of
estimates for each regulatory area which has mitigated against significant overestimates, however this risk might still be skewing
some of the results. It is also possible that businesses included their compliance costs associated with related areas of regulation,
for example, by including compliance with Commonwealth/ATO tax requirements when estimating the impact of payroll tax
compliance.

Response rates

Response rates could not be estimated with precision for the online survey as it was promoted through a number of different
mediums.

Business nomination of
subsector

In some instances sample sizes may be over or underrepresented for a given retail subsector where businesses have
misallocated themselves to a particular subsector. This is most likely to occur where a business is undertaking activities across
multiple subsectors.
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Appendix 7

Sensitivity analysis
Threshold for outliers
The table on the right shows the results of
sensitivity testing that has been undertaken
on the parameter used to exclude high-end
outliers.
The central scenario used to show the
results in this report excludes the top five
per cent of estimates. The table on the right
shows the overall results if the top 10 per
cent or top one per cent of estimates are
excluded.
The analysis shows that although adjusting
this parameter impacts the overall value of
the estimate, the subsectors that are most
heavily burdened remain broadly the same.
Sample size threshold
Sensitivity testing was also undertaken on
the sample size threshold. This has little
impact on estimates for total cost by
subsectors across all regulatory areas and
vise versa, however lowering the sample
size does allow for more estimates when
cutting the data by subsector and regulatory
area. As discussed in Appendix 5, the
OECD suggest using a minimum sample
size of three when calculating regulatory
costs, however this report uses a more
conservative sample size to mitigate against
any potential overstating of responses.

Sensitivity analysis

Subsector

Total cost of
regulation by
subsector - excluding
top 10 per cent of
estimates

Total cost of
regulation by
subsector - central
scenario (excluding
top 5 per cent of
estimates)

Total cost of
regulation by
subsector - excluding
top 1 per cent of
estimates

Cafes and Restaurants

$ 113m

$ 157m

$ 185m

Takeaway Food Services

$ 53m

$ 67m

$ 71m

Clothing Retailing

$ 27m

$ 35m

$ 54m

Non-Store Retailing

$ 23m

$ 25m

$ 32m

-

-

-

Pharmaceutical, Cosmetic and Toiletry Goods Retailing

$ 10m

$ 25m

$ 25m

Other Specialised Food Retailing

$ 22m

$ 25m

$ 25m

Hardware and Building Supplies Retailing

$ 15m

$ 18m

$ 23m

Pubs, Taverns and Bars

$ 19m

$ 29m

$ 31m

Fresh Meat, Fish and Poultry Retailing

$ 11m

$ 14m

$ 21m

Furniture Retailing

$ 8m

$ 8m

$ 13m

Electrical, Electronic and Gas Appliance Retailing

$ 10m

$ 15m

$ 16m

Newspaper and Book Retailing

$ 12m

$ 14m

$ 15m

Car Retailing

$ 12m

$ 17m

$ 23m

Fuel Retailing

-

-

-

$ 2m

$ 5m

$ 5m

-

-

-

Computer and Computer Peripheral Retailing

$ 6m

$ 7m

$ 7m

Liquor Retailing

$ 10m

$ 10m

$ 11m

Supermarket and Grocery Stores

Sport and Camping Equipment Retailing
Catering Services

“-” indicates an insufficient sample
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