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The Compliance Gap in
Volunteer Management

From admin task to board-level risk: Why
volunteer compliance matters.

COMPLIANCE SAFEGUARDING REPUTATION & RISK
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WHY THIS MATTERS :t:rosterfy

People trust volunteers more than they trust paid staff. Nobody is paying them to say good things,
so when they say them, it lands as real. That makes volunteers some of the most effective
ambassadors any organization has.

It also means the risk runs both ways. An uncleared volunteer, a lapsed certification nobody caught,
a background check that was never actually finished: these aren't just process failures. They are the
fastest way to turn your most trusted asset into your most public liability. This paper argues that
volunteer compliance has stopped being a back-office job and become a reputational exposure the
board should be watching directly, and that closing the gap protects the organization’s name as
much as its legal position.

THE BOARD QUESTION

If a journalist, funder, or regulator asked for your audit trail
today, could you produce it this afternoon?
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PROOF IS IN THE DATA ::: rosterfy

Rosterfy’s recent State of Volunteer Management 2026 research, a survey of volunteer-involving
organizations in the UK, found that compliance plays a critical role in successful volunteer programs.
The patterns will be familiar to program leaders in North America.

FINDING 01

Compliance is the top reason organizations want a

82%

When asked what they look for from a volunteer management system,
compliance and oversight of every volunteer tops the list at 82%,
narrowly ahead of efficiency/reduced workload (81%).

RANK COMPLIANCE FIRST

FINDING 02
Half of organizations still have no dedicated system.

48% of organizations now use a volunteer management system, 52 O/

meaning just over half (52%) don't, and many of those are managing O

compliance manually, on spreadsheets, which offer almost none of the HAVE NO SYSTEM
oversight, audit trail or safeguarding assurance those organizations
say they need.?

FINDING 03

There comes a point when informal processes simply
can’t keep up.

In practice, a dedicated system tends to arrive once an organization 1 5 0
passes around 150 volunteers, the point at which spreadsheets stop

coping. Some volunteer-leadership commentary converges on a similar
figure as the practical ceiling for one leader to maintain real oversight,
though that’s a practitioner view rather than survey data, and other
sector sources put the threshold much lower, at 30 to 50 volunteers.>*

VOLUNTEERS: THE TIPPING
POINT

SOURCES
1. Rosterfy, The State of UK Volunteer Management 2026, p.14
2. Rosterfy, The State of UK Volunteer Management 2026, p14

3. Rosterfy, The State of UK Volunteer Management 2026, p.14
4. Better Impact blog, “How Many Volunteers Are Too Many Volunteers?” (context only)
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SECTION 01 §:rosterfy

When compliance fails, it’s your
name on the incident report

For most of the sector’s history, volunteer compliance was handled like any other admin task:
someone owned a spreadsheet, chased outstanding checks, and filed the paperwork. That worked
while a program was small enough for one person to hold the whole picture in their head.

It doesn’'t work anymore, and the reason isn't that people have become careless. Regulatory
expectations have tightened. Programs have spread across more sites, entities, and jurisdictions
than one coordinator can track by hand. And the time available to manage all of it hasn't grown

to match.

What’s changed is what’s actually at stake. The old risk was a check that ran late. The
real risk now is that an organization can’t demonstrate, on the spot, that the personit
putin front of vulnerable people, donors, or the public was actually cleared to be there.
That’s not a process gap anymore. It’s a story waiting to happen, and once it’s public, no
coordinator can walk it back.

Because volunteers are also the most visible, most trusted part of an organization’s public face, a
compliance failure involving one doesn't stay contained to an internal file. It becomes the headline.
The question a board should be asking isn't whether checks are being done. It's whether the
organization could prove it this afternoon, to a journalist, a funder, or a regulator, without a week of
scrambling first.
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SECTION 02 :::rosterfy

Why the usual fixes don’t
hold up under scrutiny

£ The spreadsheet

A spreadsheet records what someone remembered to enter. [t doesn’'t enforce anything: it can’'t
stop an uncleared volunteer being scheduled, it doesn’t flag a certification that’s quietly lapsed,
and it produces an audit trail only in the sense that a filing cabinet does, provided everything was
filed correctly, every time, by hand. Below a certain size, one coordinator can hold the whole picture
in their head. Past it, the gap between the sheet and reality compounds silently until an incident, an
audit, or a media inquiry exposes it.

Anthropologist Robin Dunbar’s widely cited theory suggests people can maintain stable
relationships with around 150 people, helping explain why managing a growing volunteer
program through spreadsheets becomes increasingly difficult beyond this point.

@y The adapted system

The second common approach bends a system built for something else, a CRM, a donor database,
an in-house build, into a compliance workfiow. It looks more robust, and in some ways it is. But none
of these were built with volunteer compliance as the starting point, so expiration tracking and audit
trails need constant custom maintenance rather than working natively.

This creates three key problems:

1. Acontinuity risk: the system's reliability depends entirely on the person or team who built and
maintains it, and when they move on, so does the institutional knowledge of how it works and
what it's supposed to catch.

2. Anassurance gap: adapted and self-built systems rarely carry independent security
certification for the volunteer-data use case, which leaves the organization demonstrating its
own data protection compliance with no third-party backing.

3. Andaregulatory drift risk: as requirements change across the jurisdictions an organization
operatesin, a theme we come back to in Section 3, updates depend on internal capacity
rather than a vendor’s dedicated compliance roadmap. Bespoke systems tend to fall behind.
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SECTION 03 §:rosterfy

The federated problem: no
credential travels with the volunteer

For any organization operating across more than one state, province, or country, the gap has a
sharper edge. There is no single national credential that follows a volunteer from one context to
another, anywhere in the world, which means “we’re compliant” can be true in one office and false in
the next without anyone noticing until it’s tested publicly.

i {
‘; ‘f- =
»
[ United States — 50 state processes B Ccanada — provincial police record checks
Il UK&Ireland — DBS / PVG / AccessNI B Mainland Europe — national certificates, ECRIS

Australia & New Zealand — state WWCC /
Children’s Act

The pages that follow start closest to home, with the United States and Canada, then
look at how the same problem plays out in the UK and Ireland, mainland Europe, and
Australia and New Zealand. The systems differ. The gap doesn’t.
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SECTION 03 — CONTINUED ::: rosterfy

The United States of America

The challenge is consistent across every region: there is no single credential that follows a
volunteer everywhere they go. For organizations operating across multiple states, chapters, clubs,
or locations, compliance means maintaining central oversight while accommodating different local
requirements. That becomes increasingly difficult to manage through spreadsheets or adapted
CRMSs, and makes multi-entity, multi-jurisdiction compliance an important consideration when
choosing volunteer management technology.

SYSTEM / WHAT ORGANIZATIONS NEED TO KNOW
REQUIREMENT

State-level screening The US has no single national volunteer screening system. Criminal record checks
are largely managed at state level, creating different processes and requirements
across jurisdictions.

FBI fingerprint checks Larger or higher-risk organizations may use fingerprint-based FBI criminal history
checks to provide broader screening beyond individual state records.®

NCPA /VCA The National Child Protection Act and Volunteers for Children Act provide qualifying
organizations working with children, older people, and people with disabilities a route
to FBI fingerprint records.®

Accessing FBIl records Eligible organizations generally access these records through an authorized state
agency, rather than dealing directly with the FBI. This means the process can still differ
depending on the state.®

Awareness and access A US Government Accountability Office review found that some eligible organizations
were unaware that the federal fingerprint-check route was available, adding
another layer of complexity to volunteer screening.”

Multi-state Organizations operating nationally may need to manage different screening
organizations processes and requirements across multiple states, rather than relying on one
credential that follows a volunteer everywhere.
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