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This guidance is primarily intended for policy officials developing new policy as well as those making
administrative burdens reductions through proposals within their departmental Simplification Plan.
This guide also provides examples of some approaches taken by departments to help provide
inspiration for creative and strategic approaches to reducing administrative burdens.

This document is complementary to the revised ‘Guidance on Simplification Plans’, which has been
re-issued by the BRE to support departments in developing a robust Simplification Plan.

The thinking in this document should inform your day-to-day work as a policymaker. Reducing
administrative burdens on businesses, charities, the voluntary sector and society as a whole will lead
to better policies, better implementation, better compliance and, ultimately, better government. 

1. Introduction

2 INTRODUCTION
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The Admin Burdens Measurement Exercise (ABME) was launched by the Government in response to
the Better Regulation Task Force’s report, ‘Regulation: Less is More,’ as part of the Chancellor of the
Exchequer’s Better Regulation Action Plan. The aim of the Measurement Exercise has been to
measure the administrative costs imposed on businesses, charities and the voluntary sector as a
result of central government, European or other international regulation. 

The focus of the work has been on measuring the administrative costs of regulation rather than the
compliance or policy costs. These are defined as:

“the [recurring] costs of administrative activities that businesses are required to conduct in
order to comply with the information obligations1 that are imposed through central
government regulation.”

The Measurement Exercise has been carried out using the Standard Cost Model (SCM) methodology,
which provides a simplified but consistent framework for estimating the administrative costs
imposed by regulation. The SCM was initially developed in the Netherlands and has also been
extensively applied in Denmark.

The SCM methodology takes regulations that impose an administrative cost on business, charities
and/or the voluntary sector and breaks these down into manageable components, or data requirements,
that can be measured. The SCM does not focus on the policy objectives of each regulation. As such,
the measurement focuses only on the administrative activities that must be undertaken in order to
comply with regulation and not whether the objective of regulation is reasonable or not.

What will these results be used for?

Following the Measurement Exercise, departmental targets for year-on-year net reductions in
administrative costs will be agreed. In this way, the project is expected to drive improvements in
productivity and, consequently, economic performance. Following the Chancellor’s 2006 Budget
statement, government departments are preparing Simplification Plans to demonstrate how they will
meet their departmental target for reducing the administrative burdens imposed by regulation. 

Both Simplification Plans and departmental administrative burdens reduction targets are being discussed by
ministers and permanent secretaries and should be agreed through Autumn 2006. Simplification
Plans are not static however, and will continue to evolve as departments’ initiatives begin to be realised.

It is important that both new and existing regulation and policy is considered in the light of these
moves to encourage a culture of better regulation. Therefore, policy officials should not only be
considering administrative burdens reductions for the flow of new measures but also for the stock of
regulations that already exists. 

1 A duty to retain or submit information

2. Administrative Burdens Measurement
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Administrative costs of the regulations owned by your department on business, charities and the
voluntary sector have been calculated using the formula below: 

Admin Activity Cost = Price x Quantity

Price = tariff x time
Quantity = population x frequency

Tariff is the wage costs (plus overhead, non-wage costs) for activities done internally or hourly cost
for external service providers

Time is the amount of time required to complete the activity

Population is the number of businesses affected 

Frequency is the number of times that an activity must be completed each year

Essentially this means that the administrative costs are related to the time and wage costs that a
business expends in carrying out a particular activity. This is multiplied by the number of businesses
affected and the frequency with which they have to do that task.

You do not need to know the precise detail of how individual administrative costs are calculated but
it helps to know the basic SCM formula so that you can adapt the design of your policy to reduce or
minimise the administrative burden. The matrix overleaf shows how departments can analyse the
data that they have received from the ABME.

How reliable are the SCM measurements?

It is important to note here that estimates of administrative costs obtained using the SCM are
indicative. They use small samples and, as such, it is not possible to say that the burden is £X with
confidence. What the measurement does show is where the most burdensome areas of regulation
are and which departments are the relatively large regulators in terms of the burdens they impose.

2 The Government is asking private, public and voluntary sector organisations and individuals to submit suggestions as to
where red tape and bureaucracy can be removed or reduced via the Better Regulation Portal
(http://www.betterregulation.gov.uk/). Proposals are passed to the relevant Department for a response within 90 days.

3. The Model
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Where to focus efforts
Regulations that affect a large population and those that have high unit ‘price’ present the biggest
opportunities for reducing the total administrative burden. Departments should be focusing their
activity on these regulations. 

Focusing on regulations that have a low unit ‘price’ and only affect a small number of businesses is
not likely to affect the overall administrative burden.

However, there are a number of additional aspects to consider. Reductions should still be considered
in ‘low impact’ areas if there is a high ‘business irritation’ factor associated with them. Some
qualitative data on business irritation has been gathered through the Measurement Exercise and is in
your departmental report. In addition, your department may also receive simplification proposals
from business through the Better Regulation portal.2

Some regulations or requirements can have a disproportionate impact on a particular group or
sector. Removing these can improve stakeholder confidence in and perception of, the simplification
process. Reducing high cost burdens in this way for a small population or sector can make a
noticeable difference to individual businesses and increase the credibility of the exercise.

There should be a balancing act between measures taken to reduce a departmental administrative
burden total, and measures taken that will be ‘felt’ by the business community.

‘Quick wins’
Managing the expectations of business is important, particularly given the timelag between
publication of the SCM measurement exercise results and delivery of administrative burdens
reductions. Departments should recognise this and look to identify ‘quick wins’ – in particular
examples that a small firm would recognise. Quick wins might include changes that could be
achieved administratively ahead of wider reform e.g. simplifying guidance and forms.

Very Low ImpactLow ImpactMedium Impact

Low ImpactMedium ImpactHigh Impact

High ImpactHigh ImpactVery High Impact

Price
(Tariff x Time)

Quantity
(Pop. x Freq.)

LowHigh

High

Low

2 The Government is asking private, public and voluntary sector organisations and individuals to submit suggestions as to
where red tape and bureaucracy can be removed or reduced via the Better Regulation Portal
(http://www.betterregulation.gov.uk/). Proposals are passed to the relevant Department for a response within 90 days.



6 QUESTIONS TO ASK YOURSELF

When thinking about how to reduce the administrative burden of either existing or new legislation,
ask yourself the following questions around the four main areas listed below. Reductions in one of
these four areas may lead to a direct reduction in the administrative cost of a regulation and,
ultimately, in the administrative burden of the department.

You should bear in mind that if you are changing more than one variable (for example, if you are
decreasing the population but increasing the frequency) you need to think about the total net effect
of these changes. The two changes may in fact cancel each other out. It is the total package of
changes that needs to be considered.

(1) Population

Population is the number of businesses as to which the regulation applies i.e. the affected
population. This figure can be reduced by:

� Raising the threshold for a particular requirement. 

� Changing the coverage of a regulation, for example taking a particular group out of scope.

NB – The Better Regulation Task Force noted that there are issues around simply increasing
thresholds. When considering thresholds, you should consider the wider implications for small and
medium business, in particular the extent to which thresholds may potentially act as a barrier to
business growth in some circumstances. Further, the degree to which thresholds can be raised is
often constrained by EU law. Nevertheless, in the right circumstances this approach can be effective.

Key questions:

� Can obsolete regulations or information obligations be removed altogether
without affecting the policy outcome?

� Can better targeting be used to remove information obligations from businesses
of a particular size or in a particular sector?

(2) Frequency

Frequency is the number of times that business has to respond to a data requirement during a year.
This could be submitting a form or undergoing an inspection. There are a number of options open
for reducing this figure:

� Reducing the frequency when data must be submitted by a business.

� Reducing the frequency for certain groups, such as adopting a risk-based approach 
to inspection.

4. Questions To Ask Yourself
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NB – Note that simply decreasing the frequency may not reduce the admin burden. For example, it is
no use abolishing a quarterly requirement and substituting an annual one instead if the business
simply has to do the same total amount of work once a year rather than doing a smaller amount
each quarter.

Key questions:

� Can intervals between information requests be increased?

� Can certain groups be targeted less often?

(3) Time 

Time is the amount of time that it takes business to perform a certain activity. Options for reducing
this figure include:

� Making it easier for business to fulfil its requirements, for example by making a form easier
to fill out, pre-populating forms or e-enabling processes.

� Clarifying requirements in plain English.

� Undertaking analysis to understand particular issues for small firms – for example
examining the time it takes a business to fulfil its requirements. This can highlight where
some businesses are taking longer than you would expect. 

� Producing guidance that informs business of the minimum requirement – ensure that they
are not over-complying with the regulation due to a lack of clarity about what is expected
(this is known as regulatory creep). 

Key questions:

� Can data requirements on a given form be reduced or can forms with overlapping
data requests be merged or reduced in length to avoid duplication?

� Can forms be better designed or pre-populated, to make them easier to complete?

� Can online submission reduce the burden or can electronic data interchange (EDI)
between government and business management information systems be used?

� Can better advice or guidance be used to reduce the time taken to understand
regulations and data requirements?

� Can pro-formas be issued to help business comply with regulations?

� Can standard data definitions be introduced to allow departments to share data
and businesses to use the same information more than once?
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(4) Tariff

Tariff is the wage of the employee who performs the admin activity, as well as overhead costs. This
figure also covers the costs of contracting out to an accountant, legal workers etc. This figure can be
reduced by:

� Changing who is required to perform the administrative activity – in some regulations,
there is a direct requirement on a senior manager to submit information. Altering this
requirement can save a business valuable resource.

� Alternatively, simplifying the requirement and providing clear guidance may mean that
someone within the business is able to perform the activity, without the need to contract
the work out to a specialist.

Key questions:

� Can simplification of the administrative activities associated with an information
obligation reduce the need for involvement of specialists or key staff?

� Is there scope to remove the need – real or perceived – for businesses to bring in
specialist contractors (such as legal-experts or accountants) to comply with an
information obligation?
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The International Standard Cost Model Network has defined a number of routes by which
administrative burdens can be simplified:

5. Five Routes To Simplification

Ways to simplify Actions to take

� Develop better and more accessible guidance, e.g. by making
guidance available on the internet. 

� Re-write guidance in simpler language. 

� Separate compulsory from voluntary requirements in guidance 

� Make regulations available on-line, potentially through a joint
public sector portal.

E. Provide better
guidance and
information

� Make forms and other data requests available on the internet 

� Pre-populate forms 

� Make forms interactive/”intelligent” so that they do not request
irrelevant data 

� Make electronic one-stop-shop systems so that stakeholders can
make use of joint Government web-portals

D. Develop ICT-based
solutions and services

� Collect the data from other government bodies rather than from
stakeholders 

� Collect the data directly from stakeholders’ ICT systems 

� Set up one-stop-shop systems for stakeholders 

� Develop standard definitions in legislation

C. Data-sharing and
joined up government

� Remove unnecessary forms, inspections or data requests 

� Reduce the time taken to fill out forms, e.g. by improving their
design, clarity etc. 

� Prioritise resources, e.g. less inspection of stakeholders with a
good record (risk based inspection). 

� Reduce the frequency of information requests 

� Harmonise requests for information with other information
obligations

B. Simplify the process
to comply with 
regulations

� Remove the regulation 

� Use alternatives to regulation, e.g. voluntary code of practice 

� Remove the information obligation from the regulation 

� Exempt groups or sectors of stakeholders from the obligation,
e.g. small businesses 

� Consolidate/ merge secondary legislation and requirements 

� Simplify the terminology of the regulation and reduce its complexity

A. Remove, reduce,
merge or improve
regulations
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It is important to note that you do not need to identify particularly complex matters in order to
make significant administrative burdens reduction savings. The following examples have been
included to showcase recent work that has been undertaken across government. 

A. Remove, reduce, merge or improve regulations

Environmental Permitting Programme

The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), the Welsh Assembly Government
and the Environment Agency are consulting on proposals to combine the systems for Pollution
Prevention and Control (PPC) and waste management licensing (WML) into a common permitting
and compliance system. If successful, other permitting regimes could be incorporated in the future.

Historically, environmental permitting regimes in England and Wales have developed largely
independently of each other. This has led to an overall regulatory system that is felt to be excessively
complex and to impose unnecessary administrative burdens. The Programme wants to change this,
thereby benefiting industry and regulators.

– How have they done this?

The Programme proposes to simplify and standardise the mechanics of the permitting system
without changing who the regulator is, what is regulated or what standards or requirements have to
be met. It suggests a new legislative system consisting of fewer, simpler rules and clearer guidance. 

– What benefits will this achieve?

By combining the WML and PPC systems, industry and regulators will no longer face similar but
different legislative requirements (contained in two separate sets of legislation). This will allow a
simpler, streamlined approach to guidance, procedures, IT systems, letters and forms etc. In addition,
it is expected that it will provide a common permitting and compliance platform that would be
suitable for the incorporation of other existing environmental permitting systems, and of new
systems, in due course. This could result in further savings.

The Programme estimates that reductions in administrative burdens could be as high as £67 million
NPV over ten years – consisting of direct savings to industry, regulators and statutory consultees. In
addition they estimate wider economic benefits to the industry that could be as high as £100 million
NPV over ten years.

Simplification of Veterinary Medicines Regulations

When the Veterinary Medicines Directorate (VMD), an Executive Agency of DEFRA, was required to
transpose the new EU directive on veterinary medicines into UK law, VMD saw this as an opportunity
to simplify the existing legislation. 

6. Examples of Good Practice
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Prior to this, veterinary medicines legislation had been a large area of complex and unwieldy regulation.

– How have they done this?

VMD carried out a complete review of existing UK legislation on veterinary medicines. The approach
adopted by VMD was to disapply the current regime (the Medicines Act and some 50 secondary
statutory instruments) and replace them with a single set of regulations containing all the statutory
controls. In doing so they took the opportunity to simplify the provisions where this was possible,
removing provisions no longer considered necessary and simplifying and streamlining others where
possible. In addition, the regulations were written clearly in plain English so that they can be readily
understood by non-lawyers.

– What benefits is this achieving?

The simplification of the format and structure of the legislation make it easier for interested parties
to locate and understand the provisions, to check what is and is not permitted and, where
appropriate, to ensure that they comply with any relevant provisions. They also reduce the
administrative burden on industry and reduce the time and cost of obtaining legal advice. In
addition, the VMD team reached the finals of the Better Regulation Team Award in the Public
Servant of the Year Awards 2004 for their work on these regulations.

Simplification of Weights and Measures Regulation

The law governing the quantity control of packaged goods had long been regarded as complex and
outdated. A 1998 report on consumer affairs by the Better Regulation Task Force, and reports in
2003 by the National Audit Office and the Committee on Public Accounts, criticised these
regulations. The Government accepted that they should be simplified.

The legislation was complicated (fragmented and product-specific) and difficult to understand. It was
also unnecessarily prescriptive as to the type of equipment businesses could use and how they could
demonstrate compliance with the regulations. The complexity of the law was a particular problem
for new entrants to the market.

– How have they done this?

Consideration was given to reform by means of a Regulatory Reform Order, but this proved
unsuitable. The Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) therefore consulted on the possibility of new
regulations incorporating a re-enactment of the relevant EC obligations. The consultation was in two
parts, first on the principles of reform and then on draft regulations, and attracted general support. 

The structure and content of the draft regulations was designed to be much shorter and simpler
than the legislation it replaced – all of the provisions are included in a single set of Regulations
rather than being spread between primary and secondary legislation and statutory guidance. The
new regulations were brought into force on 6 April 2006.

– What benefits will this achieve?

The new regulations are much simpler (25 pages compared to a hundred) and supported by more
helpful guidance. There will be broader benefits to business and enforcement authorities from easier
understanding of the law, which should reduce compliance costs in the longer term. An opportunity
has also been taken to relax record keeping requirements where this is possible within EC constraints
(in relation to part-baked bread) – it is estimated that this will save supermarkets some £5m a year. 



B. Simplify the process to comply with regulations

Revision of the Offshore Installations (Safety Case) Regulations 1992
These regulations were a direct regulatory output from Lord Cullen’s 1990 report on the Piper Alpha
disaster. They required operators and owners of offshore oil and gas installations to submit safety
cases to the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) for acceptance as a condition of operating in UK
waters. After 10 years in operation, the Health and Safety Commission (HSC) considered that they
were in need of reform. An interim evaluation of the regulations had found that although they had
a positive impact on offshore safety, there was a criticism of excessive bureaucracy. 

In particular, the regulations required each accepted safety case to be resubmitted every three years.
Each cycle of this resubmission process had shown a diminishing return in improvements, while the
effort of preparing and assessing the cases remained the same. There were also indications that the
safety case was seen as a document for HSE, with limited benefit to the duty holder.

– How have they done this?

HSC consulted on proposals for new regulations to relieve unnecessary burdens on duty holders,
enhance the value of the safety case to the duty holder and provide greater stimulus for continuous
improvement. One of the main effects of the changes was to simplify and reduce the amount and
frequency of information required for submission to HSE. 

For example, the requirement to re-submit the safety case every 3 years was scrapped. Instead, duty
holders will have to carry out a thorough review of the safety case every 5 years. Some requirements
for safety cases have been simplified and others have been scrapped. Safety case contents were
simplified and better aligned with other health and safety law. Two formerly separate equipment
verification requirements were combined. In addition, the 2005 regulations allow the use of
electronic versions of safety cases and notifications. 

– What benefits will be achieved?

The final RIA for the revision of the regulations calculated the savings to business of these
amendments to be between £9.2 and £55 million over ten years. It is too soon to assess what
benefits have been achieved in practice as there is a three-year transitional period to smooth the
path to the new arrangements by 2009. 

A major benefit of the new regulations to HSE is to facilitate redeployment of inspectors from
assessing safety cases to front-line inspection work. 

C. Data-sharing and joined up government

UK International Trade Single Window

The UK International Trade Single Window (ITSW), a cross-government initiative being developed by
HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC), Food Standards Agency (FSA), DEFRA, the Department of Trade
and Industry’s Small Business Service and Port Health, will be an online service operating through the
Business Link website. The ITSW is a service that will cover all regulatory requirements for businesses
conducting international trade (including trade within the EU) and it will help reduce the time it
takes for them to understand and comply with international trade regulations. 

– How have they done this?

The new service will build upon the existing information available on the Business Link website, and
will feature a range of tools including an update facility to help traders keep up-to-date with the
information they need. The first stage of the service will be rolled out in November 06 and will

12 EXAMPLES OF GOOD PRACTICE
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deliver an enhancement of the guidance and support provided by the Business Link website, with
the full information service coming online from Summer 2007.

The ITSW aims to deliver over the next 5 years the principle of a ‘one-stop-shop’ by offering:

� The ability for traders to input key submission data once, and for the online service to
handle and distribute this data to the main government departments involved in
authorising exports and imports, including HMRC, DTI and DEFRA, helping to remove the
need for traders to deal with multiple departments;

� Automatic Licence Verification – the sharing of import and export licence inspection data
by government departments thus reducing the need for traders to re-submit
documentation before goods are cleared; 

� Plain English information and guidance on what rules and regulations apply to UK
businesses when exporting and importing; and

� Email alerts keeping UK businesses up-to-date with trade regulations and the latest
compliance issues.

Historically, when importing goods to the UK, businesses are required to provide information to
various government departments and agencies. This currently involves physically taking forms round
different offices within the port, with firms often using couriers to do this. In a later release of the
service, traders will be able to submit information directly through the ITSW web-site, through a
single electronic message allowing for pre-population of data.

– What benefits have been achieved?

The ITSW is being designed to enable the provision of standardised information to a single body to
fulfil all import, export and transit related regulatory requirements. The aim is to encourage
compliant and efficient import or export treatment by creating a ‘one-stop shop’, shared between
authorities with a legal obligation to provide risk assessment on import and export goods that
require regulatory control.

The site will help users understand what applies to them, keep them up-to-date with requirements
and entitlements and enable them to deal with these on-line. Smaller users will be offered a web-
form to submit information, whilst larger users will be able to use system-to-system submission
directly from their back-office functions.

The ITSW will improve traders’ lives in several ways:

� It will reduce the time taken to find and understand information required when trading
internationally. This information currently exists, but is spread over a wide range of sources
and is not written in plain English.

� It will enable government to be proactive in its communication by providing targeted e-mail
alerts when new legislation is introduced, when emergencies arise etc.

� It will allow a number of transactions in various formats to be conducted through a single
channel and reduce duplication of effort, as well as remove much physical delivery of
documentation and replace it with more efficient electronic submissions and/or cross-
departmental communication.

The total benefits of the first five years of the project have been estimated at c. £135m cumulative
savings to government and (mostly) traders. These benefits will increase rapidly in future stages of
the project, where a much wider range of transactions will be addressed.



In addition, the EC will make it mandatory for all EU Member States to build ITSWs by 2012. For an
ITSW to be a “true” ITSW, a number of government departments must be involved to ensure the
concept of data sharing and joined-up-government is achieved.

D. Develop ICT-solutions and services

Compensation Recovery Unit (CRU) electronic links

The Compensation Recovery Unit in the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) has created
several e-links with insurers/compensators and the Department of Health (DH) to remove high
volume administrative tasks for CRU, DH and the Insurance industry.

– How have they done this?

CRU has worked with various compensators to develop an Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), a
system-to-system interface for larger insurance companies who had developed their own legacy IT
systems to generate maximum efficiencies. 

CRU has also worked with the Association of British Insurers (ABI) to e-enable the 3 major business
processes, the submission of claims, obtaining updates of benefits paid and notifying settlements.
The Claims Underwriting Exchange Personal Injury (CUE PI) database has been developed, allowing
the sharing of data between compensators to identify potentially fraudulent claims. Claim data is
extracted and sent onto CRU on a daily basis allowing the full ‘end-to-end’ CRU process including
full e-responses.

The insurer must inform CRU if the individual has attended hospital. CRU then obtains hospital
treatment details from the DoH electronically and the compensator is billed accordingly. CRU worked
with DoH to automate this process enabling treatment details to be added to CRU automatically.
Prior to this system, 300,000 clerical forms were sent to NHS trusts per year. 

– What benefits has this achieved?

The major benefits of the electronic links for both CRU and the insurance industry are:

� Removal of postage costs;

� Removal of post receipt/dispatch;

� Removal of data entry activities;

� Removal of re-work due to on-line validation, and

� Improved customer service.

The savings generated are in excess of £1.5 million per annum.

E. Provide better guidance and information

Tax Law Rewrite project (TLR)

TLR (which is part of HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC)) has been systematically re-writing tax
legislation to make it easier for individuals and businesses to understand whether and how it affects them.

Although the re-write process does not change the substance of the existing legislation or make the
tax system itself less complex, it does reduce the time burden taken in attempting to ‘decipher’ or
interpret the system. By increasing clarity and reducing ambiguity, it also reduces the scope for costly
litigation on contentious issues.

14 EXAMPLES OF GOOD PRACTICE



15ADMINISTRATIVE BURDENS – ROUTES TO REDUCTION

– How has TLR done this?

TLR restructures simplifies and modernises the language of existing legislation to make it clearer and
easier to understand. Where appropriate TLR makes minor changes to remove contradictions or
ambiguities and to give more explicit detail on certain points.

All draft re-written legislation is published for consultation and revised as necessary in response to
suggestions made, for instance by tax professionals or others with an interest in a particular
provision. TLR operates under the overall guidance of an external Steering Committee chaired by
Lord Newton. Only after the consultation process is a TLR Bill introduced into Parliament.

TLR has already completed three re-write Bills and is currently working on its fourth. 

– What benefits have they noticed?

TLR’s third Bill, the most recent to have been enacted, is expected to deliver savings of between £40
and £100 million. TLR has been warmly welcomed and is part of an on-going process of tax law
simplification. Once TLR’s fourth Bill succeeds in passing through Parliament almost all of the UK’s
income tax legislation will have been re-written.

Simplification and clarification of legislation under the Common Fisheries
Policy (CFP)

In April 2005 the Better Regulation Task Force (BRTF, now the Better Regulation Commission)
received letters from the fishing industry asking for regulatory reforms of fisheries legislation. These
letters outlined the views of both sectors of industry regarding the way in which legislation had been
introduced and structured, but gave no real suggestions of how improvement could be achieved. These
were forwarded by the BRTF to DEFRA as the lead Department on the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP).

– How have they done this?

Defra worked with the industry to prepare a prioritised list of specific proposals for reform that
differentiated between national measures and EU measures. These issues had to be handled
differently due to the competences of DEFRA and EU. 

In addition, a joint research project was set up and a list of some 70 suggestions where regulations
could be removed, improved or clarified was sent to DEFRA in October 2005. The priorities from that
list were then agreed, and during the UK Presidency, Defra encouraged the Commission to
formulate an EU Action Plan addressing the proposals put forward by the fishing industry. This was
published by the Commission in December 2005. 

– What benefits have been achieved?

Work on both EU and national measures are on-going but officials are mindful to maintain pressure
to avoid momentum being lost in the general work priorities of both itself and the Commission. To
this end letters have been sent to the Commission encouraging them to produce tangible results
which can be seen and felt by industry in both the short and long-term. Parallel initiatives are in
hand to reduce administrative burdens on the industry, for example by rewriting DEFRA guidance on
legislation, and by providing greater support for the industry in accessing the available EU grant aid
scheme. It is the intention to draw transferable lessons from this initiative for the rest of DEFRA on
how to collaborate with business in improving the regulation of complex areas.



Alternatives to Regulation – A leaflet provided by the BRTF providing basic guidance to
policymakers to be creative in the way they achieve their regulatory objectives
(http://www.brc.gov.uk/downloads/pdf/alternative.pdf). The full report – Imaginative Thinking for
Better Regulation – Contains tips for preparation of legislation as well as case-studies of previous
legislation. (http://www.brc.gov.uk/downloads/pdf/imaginativeregulation.pdf)

Alternatives to State Regulation – An exploration of the range of regulatory alternatives to state
regulation. This ranges from schemes without any Government involvement, right across to those
schemes that are created and managed by Government, but stop short of direct Government
regulation enforced through the courts. (http://www.brc.gov.uk/downloads/pdf/stateregulation.pdf)

Principles of Good Regulation – Sets out the principles of good regulation as a toolkit for
measuring and improving the quality of regulation and its enforcement. Sets out broad options for
avenues open to a policy maker, provides a checklist against the key principles, and is generally a
good introduction to the area. (http://www.brc.gov.uk/downloads/pdf/principlesleaflet.pdf)

Better Regulation Commission: criteria for review of departmental simplification plans –
Outlines the BRC’s criteria for their review of simplification plans submitted by Departments.
(http://www.cabinet-office.gsi.gov.uk/bre/bru/bru_docs/BRCAssessmentCriteria.pdf)

Guidance Checklist for Policymakers – Provides a quick reference guide to enable policymakers to
‘screen’ for the potential impacts of policy proposals by providing access to the most up to date
guidance. (http://www.policyhub.gov.uk/better_policy_making/impact_assessment_and_appraisal.asp)

Forms Guidance – BRE will produce best-practice form design guidance in autumn 2006. This
guidance will set out the principles of form design and give ideas on how to reduce the burden of
forms through data sharing, pre-population and ensuring forms are as short as possible.

International

www.administrative-burdens.com – Provides further information about the Standard Cost model
and work that is developing internationally can be found on the European SCM Network. It also
contains a catalogue of simplification examples from other European countries
(http://www.administrative-burdens.com/).

Guide to systematic simplification –Guidance on how the Danish government is tackling the
simplification process. Aimed at employees in ministries and agencies, it breaks down the
simplification process into 6 ideal stages. (http://www.betterregulation.dk/sw12435.asp)

16 USEFUL INFORMATION
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