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Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of Work Package 2 (WP2) of the Horizon Europe project Sustaining
Public Administration in Modern Democracies (SUPA). It examines regulatory offsetting schemes,
commonly known as “One-in-One-out” (OlIO0) or “One-in-X-out” (OIX0), which require new
regulatory burdens to be compensated through reductions in existing burdens. As regulation and its
associated burdens have continued to grow, modern democracies have increasingly adopted these
schemes within broader Better Regulation programmes. Nevertheless, systematic comparative
evidence of their design and implementation remains limited. Therefore, this report examines the
design, politics, implementation and effectiveness of regulatory offsetting and the conditions under
which it constrains regulatory growth and provides meaningful burden relief.

The report combines documentary analysis, longitudinal quantitative analysis and qualitative case
studies drawing on 63 elite and expert interviews. Part | maps regulatory offsetting and selected
burden reduction initiatives across 28 countries and the European Union (EU), including more detailed
examinations of the Netherlands and the EU. Part Il analyses legislative activity in Denmark, France,
Germany and Spain between 2000 and 2025, using the Netherlands and Norway as comparison cases.
It examines whether offsetting is associated with changes in the number and volume of legal acts and
in the prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses. Part Il investigates the practical operation of
offsetting through in-depth case studies of Denmark, France, Germany and Spain.

Overall, the findings reveal that offsetting has its clearest and most consistent effects on regulatory
procedures and institutional behaviour, particularly on how regulation is assessed and designed. It
raises awareness of regulatory burdens, institutionalises cost measurement, strengthens the
assessment, justification and scrutiny of regulatory costs, and encourages officials to consider less
burdensome approaches to regulatory design and implementation. Yet we find no clear evidence that
offsetting consistently constrains rule growth or provides substantial relief to regulated actors. Four
main findings support this conclusion.

First, Part | shows that regulatory offsetting is neither a uniform nor a stable policy instrument.
Nineteen of the 28 countries examined, as well as the EU, have adopted such a scheme. Most focus
on estimated compliance costs for businesses and are justified by competitiveness and administrative
efficiency, while citizens and public administrations receive limited attention. Despite common OI0O0
or OIXO labels, schemes differ considerably in their scope, measurement of burdens, compensation
requirements, exemptions, enforcement and institutionalisation. Several have also been modified,
discontinued or reintroduced. The reference cases illustrate two contrasting approaches to burden
reduction: the Netherlands combines continuous burden reduction with independent scrutiny
without applying OIOO, whereas the EU incorporated OIOO into its Better Regulation framework in
2021. Although the EU reports substantial net savings, their aggregation across policy areas obscures
who benefits and whether these savings translate into practical relief.

Second, our statistical analysis in Part Il finds no robust evidence that regulatory offsetting consistently
constrains rule growth. The pooled analysis initially indicates lower legal production while schemes
were in force, but the association is not distinguishable from zero once inference accounts for the
small number of countries and almost disappears when country-specific trends are considered.
Results vary substantially across countries and bear no systematic relationship to scheme strength.
Spain displays the only comparatively robust decline in legislative activity, but much of it coincided
with periods of caretaker and minority governments. Once government status is considered, the
estimated decline becomes smaller and cannot be attributed confidently to offsetting. Where output
declined, this reflected fewer acts rather than shorter or less restrictive legislation. Acts were, on
average, longer during offsetting periods, while changes in restrictive and termination clauses were



small and inconsistent. Differences between primary and secondary legislation also suggest possible
shifts in regulatory activity rather than overall reductions. These findings concern rule growth and do
not exclude possible effects on the administrative and compliance costs targeted by most schemes.

Third, the qualitative case studies confirm substantial variation in implementation and enforcement
but provide similarly limited evidence of substantive burden reduction. Denmark imposed the
strongest political constraint and officially offset all new regulatory costs, including those arising from
EU legislation, during its 2015-2019 programme, but missed its DKK 4 billion reduction target and
discontinued the mechanism. Germany developed the most durable measurement and scrutiny
system, yet its favourable official 0100 balance—partly reflecting the previous exclusion of EU-derived
costs—did not translate into meaningful practical relief for regulated actors. France’s OIO0 and 0120
schemes applied to only an estimated 10-20 per cent of regulatory production because of extensive
exemptions and were unevenly implemented. Spain’s stable but weakly enforced mechanism covers
only central-government administrative burdens on businesses, leaving major regional and municipal
burdens outside its scope; the practical significance of its reported reductions thus remains uncertain.

Fourth, the cases reveal a central design dilemma. Broader coverage and stronger enforcement may
increase the potential for measured savings but require substantial analytical and coordination
capacity and intensify political and administrative friction. Once obsolete and duplicative
requirements had been addressed, further reductions increasingly required political choices
concerning substantive regulatory objectives and acceptable levels of administrative control.
Conversely, narrow scope, extensive exemptions and weaker enforcement may protect competing
policy objectives and avoid difficult trade-offs, but leave much of the growth in regulatory burdens
outside the scheme. Across these different arrangements, offsetting’s clearest contribution was
raising awareness: it increased attention to the calculation, justification and scrutiny of regulatory
costs. Compensation was achieved mainly through amendments, digitalisation, data sharing, revised
reporting requirements and more efficient administrative procedures. Yet, many such improvements
were pursued through wider burden reduction or simplification programmes, suggesting that
regulatory offsetting is neither necessary nor sufficient for burden reduction. Whether OIXO can itself
promote administrative modernisation or reorient policy priorities across government remains
uncertain. Moreover, calculated savings did not consistently translate into relief experienced by
regulated actors, while clearer guidance, greater legal clarity and improved administrative services
could reduce burdens without being recorded as formal “outs.”

These findings point to several policy implications. Where it is used, regulatory offsetting requires
adequate analytical and institutional capacity and should serve as a supporting discipline within a
broader Better Regulation framework, not as a self-contained mechanism for controlling regulatory
growth. Its scope, exemptions, measurement methods and reported balances should be transparent,
while evaluations should distinguish calculated savings from relief experienced by businesses, citizens
and public administrations. Quantitative cost estimates should be complemented by assessments of
legal clarity, proportionality, implementation, distributional effects and regulatory benefits.
Independent scrutiny can improve measurement and require ministries to justify burdens, but it
cannot substitute for political commitment or resolve conflicts between burden reduction and other
policy objectives. Greater attention should therefore be directed towards implementation through
practice checks, clearer guidance, streamlined administrative systems, once-only data collection,
targeted digitalisation, risk-based procedures and improved coordination across levels of government.
Such improvements can be pursued independently of any offsetting framework. Offsetting’s most
credible contribution lies not in the formal arithmetic of balancing regulatory “ins” and “outs,” but in
strengthening awareness and scrutiny of regulatory costs and encouraging less burdensome
regulatory design and implementation.
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1. Introduction

Governments across advanced democracies have introduced substantially more rules than they have
abolished over recent decades, contributing to the continuous expansion of national regulatory
stocks—that is, the accumulation of rules in force (Adam et al., 2019; Hinterleitner et al., 2023; Hurka
et al., 2022). This expansion partly reflects responses to evolving societal challenges, including climate
change, digitalisation, demographic change, geopolitical instability and economic crises. At the same
time, the accumulation of regulation has increased compliance costs for businesses and citizens and
placed growing pressure on public administrations responsible for implementation and enforcement
(Fernandez-i-Marin et al., 2023; Knill et al., 2023; Steinebach, Knill, et al., 2025). Concerns about
regulatory burdens have also become intertwined with broader debates that describe excessive
regulation and administrative burdens as obstacles to competitiveness and economic growth,
increasing political pressure for regulatory reform (European Union, 2024; Letta, 2024).

In response, governments worldwide have developed a range of instruments, including programmes
aimed at reducing the existing stock of regulatory burdens, quantitative reduction targets, and more
recently, regulatory offsetting schemes. Commonly referred to as "One-in-One-out" (OlI00) or "One-
in-X-out" (OIX0), offsetting schemes require new regulatory burdens to be compensated through the
reduction or removal of existing ones (Renda, 2019; Steinebach, Hinterleitner, et al., 2025; Trnka &
Thuerer, 2019). First implemented in the United Kingdom (UK), these schemes have become an
increasingly prominent component of Better Regulation agendas and burden reduction programmes
at both the national and European Union (EU) levels (European Commission, 2026; OECD, 2025).

Despite their growing popularity, important questions remain about how regulatory offsetting
schemes operate in practice. Existing research suggests considerable cross-national variation in their
design, implementation, scope, measurement approaches, exemptions and monitoring arrangements
(Leidenmiihler et al., 2020; Steinebach, Hinterleitner, et al.,, 2025). Yet systematic comparative
evidence on these differences and their implications for effectiveness is limited. It is also unclear to
what extent different institutional designs contribute to meaningful reductions in regulatory burdens
or whether these schemes primarily fulfil symbolic or political functions within broader reform
agendas (Fernandez-i-Marin et al., 2026).

This report addresses these questions as a deliverable of Work Package 2 (WP2) of the Horizon Europe
project Sustaining Public Administration in Modern Democracies (SUPA). Combining comparative
mapping, quantitative analysis and qualitative case studies, it examines the design, politics,
implementation and effectiveness of regulatory offsetting across different governance contexts and
provides one of the most comprehensive assessments of these schemes to date.

The report has three objectives. First, it maps burden reduction and regulatory offsetting schemes
across 28 countries and the EU, with more detailed analyses of the Netherlands as a pioneer of
systematic burden reduction and the EU as a supranational reference model. Second, it examines the
effectiveness of offsetting schemes through quantitative analysis of Denmark, France, Germany and
Spain. Third, it analyses their practical operation through in-depth case studies of these countries. The
qualitative analysis draws on 63 elite and expert interviews with public officials and relevant
stakeholders. The report is organised accordingly. Part | presents the comparative mapping and
reference models, Part Il the quantitative analysis, and Part Ill the four in-depth case studies. The
conclusion compares the findings and considers their implications for regulatory offsetting as a
governance instrument.



2. Conceptualising Regulatory Offsetting

2.1. Better Regulation: Burden Reduction and Simplification

Efforts to reduce regulatory burdens have featured in regulatory reform agendas since the 1980s,
particularly in the United States (US) and the United Kingdom (UK), where governments introduced
instruments to measure and reduce regulatory costs (Baldwin & Veljanovski, 1984; Froud et al., 1998;
Radaelli, 2023, p. 1868). These reforms formed part of broader processes of economic liberalisation,
public-sector reform and efforts to enhance competitiveness (Baldwin et al., 2011). However,
deregulation frequently entailed “re-regulation” to govern liberalised or restructured markets. At the
same time, regulatory requirements expanded in fields such as environmental protection, financial
markets, consumer protection and labour standards. These developments did not produce an overall
decline in regulation but instead contributed to the emergence and expansion of the regulatory state
(Levi-Faur, 2005; Majone, 1997; Vogel, 1996).

In response, new regulatory management strategies emerged. Whereas deregulation entails removing
or relaxing regulatory requirements, the Better Regulation agenda that developed during the 1990s
was presented as an alternative approach aimed at improving the quality, transparency and
effectiveness of regulatory policymaking. Governments increasingly adopted such programmes,
centred on regulatory impact assessment (RIA), stakeholder consultation, ex post evaluation,
regulatory simplification and burden reduction (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2022; OECD, 2025; Radaelli, 2023;
Radaelli & De Francesco, 2007; Radaelli & Meuwese, 2009). Better Regulation thus provides an
overarching governance framework within which governments employ various instruments to address
regulatory quality and costs. Although easing regulatory or administrative requirements is a central
component of this agenda, it does not necessarily entail less regulation.

Regulatory burdens comprise the administrative and compliance costs that regulation imposes on
regulated actors. Administrative burdens arise primarily from information and reporting obligations,
whereas broader compliance costs result from substantive obligations. Burden reduction programmes
may target either administrative costs alone or a wider range of compliance and implementation
costs, and may address burdens imposed on businesses, citizens or public administrations (OECD,
2019; Torriti, 2012; Trnka & Thuerer, 2019). Their success is generally assessed through quantified
cost savings, often calculated using instruments such as the Standard Cost Model (SCM).

The term simplification is often used interchangeably with regulatory or administrative burden
reduction but may encompass a broader range of measures. These include reducing legal and
regulatory complexity and improving the accessibility and usability of regulatory frameworks,
administrative procedures and public services (OECD, 2025). Their effects may be reflected more in
clearer, more coherent and better-organised rules and procedures than in measurable cost savings.

For example, consolidating provisions scattered across multiple legal instruments into a single code
may make the regulatory framework easier to navigate without reducing measured burdens.
Conversely, reducing reporting frequency may lower compliance costs without making the regulatory
framework itself simpler. Although analytically distinct, burden reduction and simplification
frequently overlap in practice (OECD, 2026). Streamlining certification or authorisation procedures,
for example, may simplify administrative processes while reducing quantifiable burdens.
Governments commonly combine these objectives within broader Better Regulation and
administrative reform programmes. Neither simplification nor burden reduction necessarily entails



deregulation, although either may involve relaxation or removal of regulatory requirements or form
part of broader deregulatory reform. Regulatory offsetting sits at the intersection of these agendas. It
is generally embedded institutionally within broader Better Regulation, simplification and
administrative reform frameworks, while its requirement to compensate new burdens through
reductions in existing ones may give it a deregulatory orientation. The following section defines
regulatory offsetting and identifies its distinctive characteristics as a governance instrument.

2.2. Regulatory Offsetting as a Governance Instrument

Regulatory offsetting is a burden reduction instrument requiring new regulatory burdens to be
compensated through the reduction or removal of existing burdens (Renda, 2019; Trnka & Thuerer,
2019). Instead of regulating a particular policy area, it governs the production of regulation itself. It
can therefore be understood as a meta-instrument that integrates compliance-cost reduction into the
ordinary rule-making process (Radaelli, 2007).

Despite labels such as “One-in-One-out,” offsetting generally does not require one existing regulation
to be abolished for every new regulation introduced. Instead, most schemes offset the estimated costs
generated by new regulatory obligations against equivalent—or, under OIXO rules, greater—cost
reductions elsewhere (Renda, 2019; Trnka & Thuerer, 2019). A single new regulation may therefore
be offset by changes to one or several existing regulations without reducing the overall number of
legal acts. This may involve deregulation through the relaxation of substantive regulatory
requirements or administrative changes that make implementation less burdensome.

Although this underlying logic is broadly similar across countries, offsetting schemes vary considerably
in their scope, cost metrics, compensation ratios, timing, exemptions, monitoring arrangements and
enforcement mechanisms (Leidenmubhler et al., 2020; Renda, 2019; Steinebach, Hinterleitner, et al.,
2025; Trnka & Thuerer, 2019). Regulatory offsetting is primarily a burden reduction instrument,
although it may also contribute to simplification. National terminology nevertheless varies, with
simplification sometimes used as a synonym for burden reduction and elsewhere, as in France, as an
umbrella term for broader regulatory and administrative reforms. Figure 2.1. summarises these
conceptual relationships.

s )
Better Regulation

governance framework

Burden reduction
Simplification
reducing measurable administrative
and compliance costs reducing complexity of rules,
procedures, and institutions

codification,
procedural streamlining,
institutional reorganisation

burden reduction
targets (BRTs)

Regulatory offsetting
0100 / OIXO rules

Other Better Regulation instruments: regulatory impact assessment - stakeholder consultation - ex post evaluation

o J
Figure 2.1. Conceptual relationship between burden reduction, simplification and regulatory offsetting

Note: Better Regulation is the overarching governance framework and includes various instruments. Burden reduction and
simplification may be seen as distinct but partially overlapping reform objectives. Regulatory offsetting is primarily an
instrument of burden reduction, although it may also advance simplification objectives. Source: Authors’ own illustration.



As a governance instrument, offsetting also reflects broader transformations through which
increasingly complex political and administrative challenges are rendered governable by
guantification, measurement and performance indicators (OECD, 2025; Renda, 2019). By linking new
regulation to compensatory reductions, it embeds a calculative logic into policymaking that frames
regulation primarily in terms of measurable costs (Coletti & Radaelli, 2013; Espeland & Stevens, 2008;
Porter, 1995; Ylonen & Erkkila, 2025). Whereas RIA consider economic, social and environmental
effects (European Commission, 2025; Radaelli & Dunlop, 2022), offsetting schemes prioritise
regulatory costs. As a result, less readily quantifiable dimensions—including societal benefits, legal
coherence, accessibility and implementation quality—may receive less attention (Pircher, 2025;
Simonelli & lacob, 2021).

Offsetting is consequently not a purely technical but a political instrument that establishes certain
policy priorities in decision-making and administrative processes. Governments may use it not only
for its practical impact on regulatory costs but also for its signalling regulatory restraint or adherence
to international best practice (Fernandez-i-Marin et al., 2026). Its institutional form therefore reflects
political priorities as well as technical and administrative considerations.

2.3. Analytical Framework

Building on this conceptualisation, the report analyses regulatory offsetting across five interrelated
dimensions: (1) origins, policy objectives and institutional design, (2) governance and decision-making,
(3) implementation and administrative practice, (4) effectiveness and policy outcomes and (5) trade-
offs, regulatory culture and future development. These dimensions are summarised in Table 2.1. and
provide a common framework for comparing why offsetting schemes emerge, how they are designed
and governed, how they operate in practice and what consequences they produce.

Table 2.1. Analytical dimensions for the comparative analysis of regulatory offsetting

Dimension Guiding analytical questions

Why was offsetting introduced and what objectives does it pursue? What is its legal

basis? Which regulations, target groups and burdens are covered? How are burdens
measured and compensated, and what exemptions apply?

Who supports or opposes the scheme? How are responsibilities allocated and
offsetting decisions made? What monitoring and enforcement arrangements apply?
How is the scheme embedded in broader regulatory reform?

How are burdens calculated and compensated in practice? What implementation
challenges arise, how are they addressed and how do public administrations
respond?

Does the scheme constrain rule growth or reduce regulatory burdens? Do calculated
savings translate into practical relief? How does it affect regulated actors and public
administrations?

What trade-offs and unintended consequences arise? How does the scheme affect
regulatory cultures and administrative practices? How legitimate and sustainable is it
perceived to be, and what reforms are envisaged?

Origins, policy objectives and
institutional design

Governance and decision-
making

Implementation and
administrative practice

Effectiveness and policy
outcomes

Trade-offs, regulatory culture
and future development

The three parts of the report apply the framework with different emphases. Part | concentrates
primarily on the first dimension by mapping the origins, objectives and institutional design of
offsetting across 28 countries and the EU. Part Il focuses on the fourth dimension, the effectiveness
and policy outcomes, through a longitudinal quantitative analysis of whether offsetting is associated
with changes in the number and volume of legal acts and the prevalence of restrictive and termination
clauses. Part lll applies all five dimensions to the in-depth case studies of Denmark, France, Germany
and Spain. Based primarily on documentary evidence and elite and expert interviews, it places
particular emphasis on governance and decision-making, implementation and administrative practice,



effectiveness, trade-offs, regulatory culture and future development. It also complements the
guantitative analysis by examining the mechanisms through which offsetting may affect regulatory
activity and whether calculated savings translate into practical relief.

3. Methods and Data

The report employs a comparative mixed-methods design combining documentary analysis,
longitudinal quantitative analysis and qualitative case studies. The comparative mapping examines
the origins, policy objectives and institutional design of offsetting; the quantitative analysis assesses
its association with rule growth; and the qualitative case studies apply the full analytical framework
outlined in Table 2.1.

The first component maps regulatory offsetting schemes and selected burden reduction initiatives
across 28 countries—predominantly OECD or EU members—and the EU. Coverage is exhaustive for
regulatory offsetting schemes, both current and discontinued, and selective for other burden
reduction initiatives, which were included where documentation allowed comparable coding and
where they offered a relevant point of comparison. All included initiatives were coded on the same
dimensions and enter the descriptive figures on equal terms. Case selection was therefore inductive
rather than based on a pre-specified sampling frame: several EU member states and OECD countries
were not examined, and their absence does not indicate that no scheme exists. Shares reported below
describe the composition of the assembled set of 29 cases rather than prevalence across a wider
population. Data were collected through a systematic review of comparative studies and primary
national sources, including legislation, government strategies, ministerial websites and reports by
regulatory oversight bodies, agencies and other competent authorities. OECD and EU publications
provided additional comparative evidence. Initiatives were coded by legal basis, policy instrument,
legislative scope, target groups, burden definitions and measurement methods, compensation
requirements and exemptions, allowing patterns of convergence and variation to be identified. More
detailed analyses of the Netherlands and the EU as reference models draw on documentary evidence
and seven elite and expert interviews with Dutch and EU-level actors (see Part ).

The second part assesses whether regulatory offsetting is associated with rule growth across the six
SUPA countries. It draws on the longitudinal legislative database developed for SUPA Deliverable 1.1,
which records legal acts adopted between 2000 and 2025, including their length and use of restrictive
and termination clauses. Four countries that introduced offsetting—Denmark, France, Germany and
Spain—are examined, while the Netherlands and Norway serve as comparison cases. Periods with an
active scheme were coded from the mapping in Part I. A pooled difference-in-differences (DiD)
analysis compares legislative activity during these periods with activity in untreated countries and
periods. Country-specific analyses then examine variation before, during and, where applicable, after
the interruption or termination of each scheme, although these comparisons cannot isolate offsetting
from other contemporaneous developments. Four outcomes are examined: the number and volume
of legal acts and the prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses. Each is also disaggregated by
primary and secondary legislation to assess possible differences across legislative levels (see Part Il
and accompanying technical report by Fernandez-i-Marin & Arora, 2026).

The third part consists of qualitative case studies of Denmark, France, Germany and Spain. These
countries represent different administrative traditions, institutional arrangements and experiences



with regulatory offsetting and constitute the core cases of the SUPA project. The case studies draw on
56 semi-structured interviews, comprising predominantly elite interviews and a smaller number of
expert interviews: 16 in France, 16 in Spain, 13 in Germany and 11 in Denmark. Participants included
government officials, representatives of regulatory oversight bodies and business organisations,
regulatory experts and other stakeholders involved in the design, implementation or evaluation of
offsetting schemes. Together with the four EU-level and three Dutch interviews informing the
reference models in Part |, the report draws on 63 elite and expert interviews in total. The interview
material was complemented by official reports, evaluations, parliamentary documents, government
websites and other relevant policy materials. The interviews and documents were analysed through
gualitative content analysis using the five analytical dimensions established in Section 2. This common
framework supports systematic comparison while allowing national specificities to be captured (see
Part Ill).

All 63 semi-structured elite and expert interviews were conducted as part of the SUPA project
between June 2025 and August 2026. The interviews were conducted mainly online, with some
conducted by phone or through written responses. Oral interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes
on average. Participants received information about the project and provided written informed
consent. They could choose between recording and transcription or documentation through written
notes and retained the right to withdraw, decline questions and request deletion of their data within
two weeks. Interview material was pseudonymised and stored on secure, GDPR-compliant servers at
Soédertorn University, with the code key stored separately and access restricted to authorised SUPA
researchers. Interviewees are cited through identification codes, such as “Interview DK 1.”
Organisational affiliations are reported only where consented. Otherwise, respondents are identified
by a broader institutional category. A list of interviews by country, stakeholder category and date,
together with the interview guide, is provided at the end of the report. The research design, interview
study and data management procedures were approved by the Swedish Ethical Review Authority
(Etikprovningsmyndigheten; dnr 2025-03854-01).

Together, the three parts enable triangulation across institutional design, aggregate legislative
patterns and implementation experience. Given differences in legal systems, burden measurement
and data availability, as well as possible divergence between interviewee assessments and
guantitative indicators, findings are triangulated across sources and interpreted within their national
institutional and political contexts.



4. PART I: Cross-National Trends in Burden Reduction and
Regulatory Offsetting

This section presents a comparative mapping of regulatory offsetting schemes and selected burden
reduction initiatives across 28 countries and the EU identified through the procedure described in
Section 3. While existing comparative studies have examined the diffusion and design of these
instruments (Fernandez-i-Marin et al., 2026; Leidenmihler et al., 2020; OECD, 2025; Renda, 2019;
Steinebach, Hinterleitner, et al., 2025; Trnka & Thuerer, 2019), the available evidence remains
fragmented and sometimes inconsistent across sources. We therefore systematically verified the
classification and reported design features of each initiative against national legislation, government
documents and information published by the responsible authorities. This process allowed us to
resolve inconsistencies between comparative accounts and to revise information that was not
supported by national evidence. Table 4.1. presents the results of our comparative mapping.

Building on our conceptual distinctions, we classify the initiatives included in the analysis according to
their policy approach. Burden reduction targets seek to reduce the overall level of burdens by a
specified target over a defined period, whereas regulatory offsetting requires new burdens to be
compensated through reductions elsewhere. A third category captures broader burden reduction
initiatives without either a quantified target or a formal offsetting rule. All countries operating
regulatory offsetting also pursue broader burden reduction or simplification policies. The categories
therefore refer only to the initiatives examined here and do not represent each country’s overall
approach to simplification. Where an initiative contains elements of more than one category, we
classify it according to its specific design and, where relevant, how the government itself describes it.

A particularly influential strand of contemporary burden reduction policy emerged from Dutch
initiatives in the early 2000s. The SCM enabled governments to quantify administrative burdens and
establish reduction targets, including the widely diffused target of reducing administrative burdens by
25 per cent (OECD, 2010a; World Bank, 2007). From the early 2010s, several governments
supplemented or replaced these periodic reduction programmes with OIOO or OIXO schemes
intended to control the flow of new regulatory burdens on an ongoing basis.

The mapping reveals convergence in stated objectives but substantial variation in institutional design.
Most initiatives seek to reduce business costs and are justified in terms of competitiveness and
administrative efficiency. They nevertheless differ in their legislative scope, target groups, cost
definitions, measurement methods and compensation requirements. Their institutionalisation and
political durability also vary. While some are supported by dedicated oversight bodies and formal
monitoring systems, others remain decentralised or weakly institutionalised and several have
subsequently been modified, suspended or abolished.



Table 4.1. Comparative overview of burden reduction and regulatory offsetting initiatives across countries

Compensation

Country Policy approach Period Formal Rule Legislative scope Type of burden Target groups period Exemptions
Burden reduction Deregulation agenda: . o . . .
Primary and Administrative and Businesses, communit
Australia target/Regulatory 2013-2018 annual net burden target of imary n IY ool Y . .u N Annual None
. - secondary leg. substantive organisations, citizens
offsetting at least AS1 billion
0l0O0 (incompletely - .
Austria Regulat'ory 2017-2020 implemented)/ Deregulation Federal leg. Admmlstratlye and Businesses and citizens Ex ante EU: no gold-plating
offsetting substantive
agenda
Resulator Tax; non-discretionary obligations;
Canada of?settin ¥ 2012- 0100 Secondary leg. Administrative Businesses Within 24 months emergency/exceptional
g circumstances

Primary and
secondary leg.

Estonia Burden reFjL.Jctlon 2007- None
(unspecified)

Administrative Businesses and citizens Ongoing None

Industry agreements and minimum

Burden Stop (Byrdestop;
urden Stop (Byrdestop; transposition of EU directives

Burden reduction 0I00-type rule) and DKK 4

Primary and Administrative and

Denmark target/Regulatory 2016-2019* - X . Businesses Simultaneous exempted from the Burden Stop
. billion burden reduction secondary leg. substantive .
offsetting tareet but covered by the net reduction
g target
o - . Negligible costs; international
European Regulatory 2022- Commission Administrative and . - g g. ' s ,
; R L 0l100 o . Businesses and citizens Annual obligations; European Citizens
Union offsetting (Pilot in 2021) initiatives adjustment costs o .
Initiatives; exceptional cases
Legislation in the Minimum transposition of EU law;
policy area of the . . Tax law; Emergency/exceptional
Regulator . - Administrative and . . . .
g R ¥ 2017-2024 Pilot OIOO Ministry of . Businesses Annual circumstances; Tripartite
offsetting . . substantive .
Economic Affairs agreements; Promoting markets
and Employment and competition
Finland poy ini p. i
Minimum transposition of EU law;
. Taxes, fines and penalties;
Regulatory 0l0O0 and Deregulation ) . . . ! P ) !
R 2024- . Primary leg. Administrative Businesses Annual Emergency/exceptional
offsetting (repeal of 300 regulations) . R
circumstances; Promoting markets
and competition
Regulatory
offsetting and Transposition of EU directives;
g Secondary leg. Administrative and Businesses, local administration, . P . K !
general 2013-2017 e][e]6] . . Simultaneous Regulations transposing
. . substantive citizens . -
administrative parliamentary legislation
France simplification
Regulator
g. Y - . . - . Transposition of EU directives;
offsetting/general Administrative and Businesses, local administration, . R X
L. . 2017- 0120 Secondary leg. . . Simultaneous Regulations transposing
administrative substantive citizens . R
S parliamentary legislation
simplification
1:1 implementation of EU and
international requirements;
Regulator Primary and Administrative and Within one year !
& A Y 2015-2025** 0l00 v . Businesses e Y . / Federal Constitutional Court and
offsetting secondary leg. substantive legislative period K .
CJEU rulings; serious dangers;
temporary measures <1 year
Germany p ' Y : Y
- . 1:1 implementation of
Administrative and . . .
. . . . - international treaties or Federal
Regulatory Primary and substantive (plus Businesses, public Within one year / I~ .
R 2025- Expanded OI00 L R . L . Constitutional Court rulings;
offsetting secondary leg. 10% of one-off administrations, citizens legislative period .
serious dangers; temporary

costs)

measures <1 year




Compensation

Country Policy approach Period Formal Rule Legislative scope Type of burden Target groups period Exemptions
Regulator Primary and Administrative and Businesses, citizens, civil societ Simultaneous/short-
Hungary gufatory 2019- 0100 imary nistrativ us! Hzens, clvitsoaety 1mu us/ None
offsetting secondary leg. substantive organisations term
Ireland Burden reduction 2008-2012 Better Regulatlon, burden National leg. Administrative Businesses Government' -
target reduction target of 25% programme period
Regulator Primary and Administrative and
Israel su R Y 2021- 0I100 ! Y n IY Businesses Annual None
offsetting secondary leg. substantive
Minimum transposition of EU law;
Regulator Primary and Simultaneous (annual Low impact obligations;
Italy su R Y 2011- 0l100 ! v Administrative Businesses and citizens fmu u (annu . W 'mp 'sat! L
offsetting secondary leg. reporting) Obligations related to subsidies,
grants or other benefits
Latvia Regulatpry 2019-2023 0100 Primary and Admmlstratlye and Businesses Simultaneous Low impact obligations (below
Offsetting secondary leg. substantive 2000 Euros per year)
Low impact obligations (estimated
Regulator Primary and Annual (calendar compliance time less than 2 hours
g R ¥ 2014-2023 (e][e]6} ¥ Administrative Businesses and applying to fewer than 20
offsetting secondary leg. year) - .
regulated entities, or applying to
. . fewer than 5 regulated entities)
Lithuania - — -
Low impact obligations (estimated
compliance time less than 2 hours
Regulatory Primary and Administrative and . Annual (calendar Pl . I Y
R 2023- (e][e]6} . Businesses and applying to fewer than 20
offsetting secondary leg. substantive year) > X
regulated entities, or applying to
fewer than 5 regulated entities)
Emergencies; obligations from
Regulat.ory 2017 0120 Secondary leg. Administrative Businesses and citizens Simultaneous primary Ieglslatlon; |ntern'at|onal
offsetting commitments; recurring
. regulations
Mexico - P
Emergencies; obligations from
2018- 0l100 Secondary leg. Administrative Businesses and citizens Simultaneous primary Ieglslatlon; |ntern'at|onal
commitments; recurring
regulations
Burden reduction 2003-2007 Burden reductlo.n.target of anary,. secondary, Admmlstratlye and Businesses and citizens Government term / )
Netherlands target 25% (€4 billion) tertiary leg. substantive programme period
Burden reduction 2012-2017 Burden reduction target of Primary, secondary, Administrative and Businesses, citizens, and Government term /
target €2.5 billion tertiary leg. substantive professionals programme period
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of Primary and L . . .
2011-2017 Ad trat B P d -
target 25% (15 billion NOK) secondary leg. ministrative usinesses rogramme perio
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of Primary and
Norway Y et 2018-2021 Y .u. : & ! v Administrative Businesses Programme period
target 10 billion NOK secondary leg.
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of Primary and L . . .
2021-2025 Ad trat B P d
target 20% (11 billion NOK) secondary leg. ministrative usinesses rogramme perio
Burden reduction 2008-2010 Burden reduction target of Primary and Administrative Businesses Programme period )
Poland target 25% secondary
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of Primary and Administrative and . . .
2012-2020 . Businesses and citizens Programme period
target 1.5% of GDP secondary substantive
Regulat Pri d
Portugal egula 'ory 2014- 0OI0O0 (un-operationalised) rimary an Administrative Businesses Ongoing / ex ante -
Offsetting secondary leg.




Country Policy approach Period Formal Rule Legislative scope Type of burden Target groups Compensation Exemptions
period
Primary and
. Burden reduction Administrative burden secondary leg.; - . . Government
Romania - 2008%*** . P - Y ,g ! Administrative Businesses . -
(unspecified) reduction / simplification administrative programme period
procedures
Regulator Administrative and EU legislation; international
g R Y 2021-2022 (o][e]6] Secondary leg. . Businesses Simultaneous K .g ’ .
Slovakia offsetting substantive obligations; emergencies; tax law
Regulator Administrative and . . EU legislation; international
g R ¥ 2022- 0120 Secondary leg. . Businesses Simultaneous K .g ! .
offsetting substantive obligations; emergencies; tax law
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of - . . .
target 2009-2015 25% g Secondary leg. Administrative Businesses Programme period -
(]
Slovenia
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of Primary and - . . . .
2015-2020 Administrative Businesses and citizens Programme period -
target 10 % secondary leg.
Implementation of international
treaties or agreements; Emergency
or national crisis; National order
Regulator . Administrative and . . Annual (within one and public safety; Securin
South Korea g R ¥ 2016- 0OI0O0 (Cost-in, Cost-Out) Secondary leg. . Businesses and citizens ( ) ,p . Y g.
offsetting substantive year) financial stability and promoting
market competition;
Administrative fees, actions or
sanctions; Temporary regulations
EU law, international agreements;
. Annual (within the civil emergencies; financial risk and
. Regulatory Primary and - . . . . .
Spain R 2013- (e][e]0] Administrative Businesses following calendar inflation measures; taxes and fees;
offsetting secondary leg. . i o
year) social security contributions;
temporary regulations
Burden reduction Burden reduction target of Primary and Government term
2006-2012 & Y Administrative Businesses . / -
Sweden target 25% secondary leg. target period
Burden reduction Net reduction of burdens Primary and - . . Government term /
2012-2020 . Administrative Businesses . -
target over the period secondary leg. target period
. Burden reduction Administrative and . .
Switzerland - 2006- None Federal leg. . Businesses Ongoing -
(unspecified) substantive
Minimum implementation of EU
Regulator Primary and Administrative and Businesses and civil societ law; international agreements; tax
guratory 2011-2012 0100 Y ) nee v Simultaneous s Internationa’ ag ’
offsetting secondary leg. substantive organisations administration; fiscal measures;
fees and charges; civil emergencies
Minimum implementation of EU
Primary and Administrative and Businesses and civil societ . law; international agreements; tax
UK 2013-2015 0120 Y _ ndc v Simultaneous s International ag i
secondary leg. substantive organisations administration; fiscal measures;
fees and charges; civil emergencies
Minimum implementation of EU
Primary and Administrative and . . law; international agreements; tax
2016-2017 0130 v Businesses Simultaneous ! g !

secondary leg.

substantive

administration; fiscal measures;
fees and charges; civil emergencies
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Compensation

Country Policy approach Period Formal Rule Legislative scope Type of burden Target groups period Exemptions
Military and national security,
foreign affairs; internal
organisational management;
Regulator Administrative and emergency measures; statutorily or
eu R Y 2017-2021 0120 Secondary leg. n IY Businesses and citizens End of fiscal year . g, . v u . uronly
offsetting substantive judicially required actions; de
minimis actions (plus Office of
us Information and Regulatory Affairs
OIRA-granted exemptions)
Regl'JIz'ztory.count; .SlmL{IFangous Military and national security,
. administrative and (identification of . o
01100 (One-in-10-out); . A foreign affairs, immigration;
Regulatory . substantive costs . " regulations to . L
R 2025- agency-specific regulatory Secondary leg. . Businesses and citizens ) internal organisational
offsetting subject to OlOO (net repeal); end of fiscal X
budgets ; management; regulations of
reduction) and year (net cost . R
. minimal monetary impact
regulatory budget reduction)

* The Danish Burden Stop was announced in the government programme of 8 July 2015. As the earliest clearly documented period in which the scheme was operational and monitored begins in 2016, 1 January
2016 is used as a conservative coding date.

** The expanded OIOO rule applies to regulatory measures adopted from 6 May 2025. Costs arising from EU requirements, including 1:1 implementation and CJEU case law, have been included in the balance
since 1 January 2026.

*** Time-limited programme tied to the EU Action Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens; core activities took place in 2008—2010 and were not continued as a standing regime. End date reflects the
programme period rather than a formal repeal.

Note: Categories are simplified to facilitate cross-country comparison. “None” indicates that no formal exemptions were identified; “—” indicates that the category was not applicable or that sufficiently detailed
information was unavailable.

Source: Authors’ original compilation and comparative coding based on national legislation, official government reports and policy documents and relevant comparative studies(Fernandez-i-Marin et al., 2026;
Leidenmiihler et al., 2020; OECD, 2025; Renda, 2019; Steinebach, Hinterleitner, et al., 2025; Trnka & Thuerer, 2019).
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4.1. Different Design Features of Burden Reduction and Regulatory Offsetting

The comparative mapping reveals considerable variation in design across the cases. Figure 4.1.
summarises these differences, covering both past and current initiatives identified during the period
under study. Across this period, regulatory offsetting was adopted in 20 cases—19 countries and the
EU—indicating the instrument’s prominence in contemporary regulatory governance.! In Australia
and Denmark, offsetting requirements were combined with burden reduction targets. Among the
remaining cases in the broader sample of 29, six adopted burden reduction targets without offsetting
(Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Slovenia and Sweden), while three pursued burden
reduction without either instrument (Estonia, Romania and Switzerland)

Second, most initiatives are directed primarily or exclusively towards businesses. Eighteen of the 29
cases operated at least one initiative confined to businesses alone and ten extended coverage to
citizens. Public administrations are included only exceptionally, while a small number of schemes
cover other groups such as community or civil society organisations. The coverage of target groups
also changed over time in some countries: Germany, for example, initially applied its offsetting rule
only to businesses but extended its reformed scheme to citizens and public administrations in 2025
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026). Burden reduction therefore remains principally an economic policy
instrument, commonly justified by reference to competitiveness, innovation and growth. This is
noteworthy because regulatory accumulation also places demands on the public authorities
responsible for implementation and enforcement (Fernandez-i-Marin et al., 2023). Yet these costs are
barely included in burden reduction and offsetting schemes.

Third, the legislative scope of these initiatives varies considerably. Over half of the cases (17 of 29)
operated at least one initiative covering both primary and secondary legislation, including Denmark,
Germany and Spain, while schemes in Canada, France, Mexico, Slovakia, South Korea and the US focus
on secondary legislation. Other initiatives are defined by jurisdiction, covering regulation adopted at
the federal or national level, or by sector, as in Finland's pilot scheme. At EU level, the approach applies
to Commission initiatives—legislative proposals as well as delegated and implementing acts—that
have significant impact and impose administrative burdens on businesses or citizens. Unlike national
OIXO0 schemes, it also considers the adjustment costs (European Commission, 2025). Broader coverage
creates greater opportunities for burden reduction but also increases the analytical and administrative
demands associated with measuring and compensating burdens.

Fourth, as visible from the EU case, countries differ in the types of burdens covered. Seventeen cases
operated at least one scheme covering both administrative burdens and substantive compliance costs,
while fifteen operated at least one confined to administrative requirements, such as completing
forms, reporting information and maintaining records. Germany and Denmark, for example, cover
both types, whereas Canada, Italy and Spain target administrative burdens alone. A focus on
administrative burdens provides a more narrowly defined basis for measurement and monitoring but
leaves out other direct costs of complying with regulation, such as purchasing equipment, modifying
production processes or adapting products and facilities. Two countries—Lithuania and Poland—
moved from administrative-only to broader coverage and are therefore counted in both categories in
Figure 4.1. while Finland narrowed its scheme from administrative and substantive burdens to only

! These are: Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, EU, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Latvia,
Lithuania, Mexico, Portugal, Slovakia, South Korea, Spain, UK and the US.
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administrative ones. Overall, the mapping reveals convergence around business-oriented, cost-based
burden management but variation in the instruments employed, legislative scope and type of burden
covered. Seemingly similar initiatives may therefore operate differently in practice, limiting their
comparability.

Regulatory Offsetting and Burden Reduction Schemes (n = 29 cases)

Policy approach Target groups
80 80
70 A 62.1% 70 4 62.1%
M (n=18) o (n=18)
5~ 5. 60
B )
£g £g 501
%5 %5 40 1 34.5%
= < =
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o2 o2
R 0w v
© o 20
[§] o
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Regulatory Burden Burden reduction Mixed Businesses Businesses  Businesses, citizens Businesses &
offsetting reduction target  (unspecified) form only & citizens & other groups other groups
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58.6%
2 60 (n=17) Secondary only 24.1% (n=7)
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Figure 4.1. Summary of design features of regulatory offsetting and burden reduction schemes

Note: Cases comprise 28 countries and the EU (n = 29). Bars report the number of cases operating at least one initiative in
the relevant category. Cases are counted once per distinct category on each dimension, not once per scheme period, so a case
whose successive schemes differ only in the size or duration of a reduction target appears once; a case whose schemes differ
on the dimension shown is counted in each applicable category. Panel totals therefore exceed 29 and shares do not sum to
100 per cent. The excess comprises two cases on legislative scope (Finland, Slovenia), three on type of burden (Finland,
Lithuania, Poland), and five on target groups (Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, the UK). Slovenia operated a
secondary-only scheme (2009-15) before extending to primary and secondary legislation (2015-20); Finland's 2017-24 pilot
was confined to the policy area of the Ministry of Economic Affairs, its 2024- scheme to primary legislation. The Netherlands
is included under primary and secondary legislation, its scheme extending further to tertiary rules. "Other groups" comprises
community organisations (Australia), civil society organisations (UK, Hungary), local administration (France), professionals
(the Netherlands) and public administrations (Germany, 2025-). The final panel counts cases once per scope-by-burden
combination. Source: Authors’ own compilation based on Table 4.1.
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4.2. Regulatory Offsetting Across Countries

Figure 4.2. adds a temporal dimension to the comparative mapping by showing when regulatory
offsetting schemes were introduced, how they evolved and whether they were subsequently
reformed, discontinued or revived. It covers all offsetting schemes identified in Table 4.1., including
both current and discontinued initiatives. The timeline demonstrates that the diffusion of regulatory
offsetting has produced neither a uniform nor necessarily durable institutional model.

Timeline of Regulatory Offsetting Initiatives

Italy |
United Kingdom [ | 24
Canada |
France ! |
Spain ____________________________________________________________________________________|]
Australia 1
Lithuania ./ |
Portugal |
Germany ________________________________________________6 & |
Denmark I X
South Korea |
Austria I 3
Finland '
Mexico ! ________________________________________________________|]
United States I X |
Hungary |
Latvia I 3
Israel |
Slovakia I —
European Union |
20‘10 20’12 20’14 20‘16 20‘18 20‘20 20‘22 20‘24 20’26

Year
|___Jel[e]e) s One-in-10-out # Abolished / discontinued
L elple] mm Net burden offsetting target O Scope extension (DE: May 2025; Jan 2026)
. 0130 77 Pilot year (EU, 2021)
Figure 4.2. Diffusion and evolution of regulatory offsetting schemes, 2010-2026

Source: Authors’ own compilation based on Table 4.1.

Regulatory offsetting diffused in several waves. Italy and the UK were early adopters, followed by
Canada, Spain, France, Australia and Lithuania between 2012 and 2014. A broader group followed
from the mid-2010s onwards, while Hungary, Latvia, Israel, Slovakia and the EU constitute the most
recent wave. Although some governments adopted more ambitious compensation ratios, OI0OO
became the predominant model. This common principle was nevertheless translated into markedly
different institutional arrangements. Australia represents a hybrid case, combining cost-based
offsetting with an annual net burden reduction target of at least AUD 1 billion rather than relying on
a fixed OIOO ratio. Portugal is also distinctive: although an OIOO rule was formally adopted, it was
never operationalised.

Countries also adopted offsetting through different political and institutional pathways and political
contexts. In South Korea, it emerged from a longer process of regulatory reform following the 1997
Asian financial crisis, while Spain introduced OO0 within a programme intended to support economic
recovery, entrepreneurship and the business environment following the 2008 economic crisis
(Jefatura del Estado, 2013). In Canada, offsetting formed part of a broader regulatory and
modernisation agenda linked to trade, innovation and regulatory cooperation (Treasury Board of
Canada Secretariat, 2025). Despite these different origins, governments justify offsetting through

14



similar narratives centred on competitiveness, economic growth, innovation, trade and administrative
efficiency. Offsetting therefore functions not only as a technical burden management instrument but
also as part of broader strategies of economic and regulatory governance.

National trajectories following adoption nevertheless differ considerably. Some schemes exhibit
institutional continuity: those in Canada, Italy, South Korea and Spain have remained in place without
fundamental changes to their formal offsetting formula. Other countries have intensified their
requirements. The UK moved successively from OIOO to OI20 and OI30 before discontinuing
offsetting in 2017. France moved from OIOO to 0120 in 2017 and Slovakia made the same transition
in 2022. The US adopted an OI20 rule in 2017 and reinstated offsetting in the substantially more
demanding form of One-in-Ten-out (OI100) in 2025. Mexico, by contrast, moved in the opposite
direction, replacing 0120 with OIO0 in 2018. Changes in the numerical formula therefore do not follow
a common direction towards progressively stricter offsetting.

One important difference concerns also the unit in which compensation is calculated. Most schemes
offset the estimated monetary costs of new regulatory burdens. France’s 0120 scheme instead
requires each new binding regulatory measure to be accompanied by the repeal or simplification of
at least two existing measures, which must also be qualitatively equivalent. Canada and the US
combine numerical and cost-based requirements: regulators must remove a specified number of
regulatory instruments or actions while also offsetting the monetary costs of new regulation. Identical
OIOO0 or 0120 labels may therefore conceal fundamentally different accounting mechanisms.

Other reforms altered the substantive coverage of offsetting instead of its numerical ratio. Lithuania
broadened its scheme in 2023 from administrative burdens to include substantive compliance costs.
Finland replaced its sectorally limited pilot in 2024 with an OIOO approach connected to a wider
deregulation programme, although the new scheme narrowed its cost coverage to administrative
burdens. Germany expanded its OIOO rule in May 2025 to include burdens on citizens and public
administrations and incorporated costs arising from EU requirements into the balance from January
2026. These cases demonstrate that schemes may evolve through changes in scope, cost definitions,
target groups and exemptions even when the formal OlIOO label remains unchanged.

Adoption has not always resulted in institutional durability. Australia, Austria, Denmark, Latvia, the UK
and the US discontinued their schemes at some point. Denmark abolished its OIOO rule in 2019 but
retained broader burden reduction policies. Austria’s incompletely implemented scheme ended in
2020 and Latvia discontinued its rule in 2023. The US represents the clearest case of electoral volatility.
The 0120 requirement introduced by executive order under Donald Trump in 2017 was revoked by
Joe Biden following the change of administration in 2021. Following Trump’s return to office in 2025,
offsetting was reintroduced in a substantially more stringent form through an 01100 requirement, the
most extreme iteration to date.

Together, these trajectories reveal a distinction between formal adoption and institutional
consolidation. Some offsetting rules have become relatively stable components of regulatory
governance; others remained weakly implemented, were repeatedly redesigned or disappeared with
changing political priorities and majorities. Regulatory offsetting is therefore better understood as an
adaptable and politically contingent approach rather than as a single institutional model.
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4.3. Reference Model: The Netherlands and the EU

The Netherlands and the EU constitute two influential reference models in the development of burden
reduction and regulatory offsetting. The Netherlands pioneered the SCM and systematic burden
reduction targets, while the EU represents the most prominent supranational application of OI0O0O
within a broader Better Regulation framework (European Commission, 2025; World Bank, 2007). The
analysis draws on official documents and seven elite interviews with Dutch and EU-level policymakers
and experts. Unlike the four in-depth country studies in Part lll, these cases provide reference points
for understanding the origins and evolution of regulatory offsetting.

4.3.1. The Netherlands: Burden Reduction without OIO0O

The Netherlands is widely regarded as a pioneer of regulatory burden reduction whose instruments
subsequently influenced reforms across Europe. Interviewees similarly described the Dutch as viewing
themselves as “trendsetters”, having pursued systematic burden reduction since the 1980s (Interview
NL 3). The Dutch burden reduction agenda originated in the economic crisis of the 1980s, when
deregulation was promoted as a means of stimulating entrepreneurship and improving the business
environment (Interview NL 3). One interviewee situated this within the broader international context
of new public management thinking and the Thatcher-Reagan deregulatory turn, noting that Dutch
ideas would later influence EU-level debates (Interview NL/EU 6). Programmes introduced during the
1990s initially concentrated on reviewing existing legislation. This addressed the burden stock but did
not prevent new burdens from being created—a situation one interviewee compared to “mopping
the floor while the tap is still running” (Interview NL 3). The Netherlands consequently established
ACTAL, the Advisory Board on Administrative Burdens, in 2000 and subsequently developed the SCM.
By enabling the systematic quantification of administrative costs, the SCM became one of the
Netherlands’ most influential contributions to the international Better Regulation agenda.

Measurement enabled the government to establish explicit quantitative objectives, initially a 25 per
cent reduction in administrative burdens and subsequently a net reduction of EUR 2.5 billion over four
years (Interview NL 3, 2025; Renda, 2019). After explicit targets were replaced by a more qualitative
approach in 2017, burdens increased, which interviewees regarded as evidence of the importance of
measurable commitments (Interview NL 3). A new quantitative initiative subsequently aimed to
simplify or remove 500 rules generating unnecessary burdens for businesses. By June 2026, 403 rules
had been addressed (Rijksoverheid, 2026).

Despite pioneering systematic burden measurement, the Netherlands has not adopted OIOO or OIXO.
Interviewees from the Dutch Advisory Board on Regulatory Burden (ATR), ACTAL’s successor,
guestioned both the logic and effectiveness of offsetting. In their view, OlI00 may stabilise rather than
reduce the burden stock: “it sounds nice, but actually it doesn't change the level of burden for
businesses, if you have one euro in, one euro out” (Interview NL 3). The Dutch approach instead treats
unnecessary burdens as grounds for reduction irrespective of whether new regulation is introduced.
As one interviewee asked: “Why should you wait for the euro to go out until one euro goes in?”
(Interview NL 3). Interviewees also questioned whether offset units adequately capture regulatory
significance. Rule-based systems may offset a substantial regulation against a minor one, while cost-
based systems reveal little about the complexity or quality of the provisions being exchanged
(Interviews NL 3; NL/EU 6).
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ATR is the institutional centre of the Dutch system. It is an independent advisory and scrutiny body
whose board members cannot be directed by ministers. Although administratively supported by the
Ministry of Economic Affairs, it independently scrutinises proposed and existing primary, secondary
and tertiary legislation. Responsibilities are further distributed across government: the Ministry of
Economic Affairs addresses burdens on businesses, the Ministry of Finance covers internal public
administration burdens and the Ministry of the Interior oversees burdens on citizens (Interviews NL
3; NL 4). ATR scrutinises and monitors legislation rather than conducting evaluations, which remain
the responsibility of individual ministries. A structured feedback process, including a short-cycle
implementation test after one or two years, helps to identify implementation problems at an early
stage (Interviews NL 3; NL 4). Interviewees emphasised that the objective is not deregulation.
Regulations serving legitimate societal purposes are not inherently targeted; ATR instead assesses
whether the burdens imposed are proportionate to their objectives (Interviews NL 3; NL 4).

Gold-plating constitutes a further concern in the Dutch debate. Interviewees explained that EU
transposition was historically used as an opportunity to revise broader areas of national law,
contributing to higher national requirements. “Passive gold-plating” may also occur when the
Netherlands retains higher existing standards after the EU introduces lower ones (Interviews NL 3; NL
4; NL/EU 6; Council of the EU, 2025). Recent governments have sought to limit further gold-plating by
requiring EU obligations to be transposed as closely as possible. The ATR does not oppose
requirements exceeding EU minima when they are justified but advises against them when no clear
justification is provided (Interviews NL 3; NL 4). Interviewees also identified impacts on competition
as another dimension: higher national standards may protect incumbent firms against foreign entry
while imposing disproportionate costs on smaller businesses (Interview NL 3).

The Dutch model offers an alternative to formal regulatory offsetting. It combines quantitative targets,
independent scrutiny, distributed ministerial responsibility and review of both proposed and existing
legislation. Rather than making burden reduction conditional on the introduction of new regulation,
it treats the removal of unnecessary burdens as a continuous objective. At the same time, the increase
in burdens following the move away from quantitative targets illustrates the difficulty of sustaining
reduction without explicit and measurable commitments.

4.3.2. The European Union: Institutionalising OIOO0 at the Supranational Level

Compared with several national governments, the European Commission was initially cautious about
guantitative burden reduction targets and regulatory offsetting. It emphasised that regulation may
legitimately generate costs in pursuit of societal objectives and that burden reduction should not come
at the expense of regulatory quality (European Commission, 2019). This position was expressed
memorably by Frans Timmermans, then Commissioner responsible for Better Regulation, who
compared quantitative reduction targets to “criticising Mozart for having too many notes” (Corporate
Europe Observatory, 2020; Pircher, 2024).

Member states were similarly divided. During Council discussions in 2020 and 2021, Germany, the
Netherlands, Italy, Portugal, and Poland advocated stronger action to reduce compliance costs,
particularly for SMEs. Belgium, Luxembourg and France instead emphasised regulatory quality and the

protection of environmental and consumer standards. Luxembourg warned of a potential “one out,
27 in” scenario in which insufficient EU-level clarity would displace regulatory activity to the national

level (Agence Europe, 2020, 2021).
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Despite these reservations, the von der Leyen Commission announced the introduction of OIOO in
2019 and formalised it in the 2021 Better Regulation Communication and Toolbox (European
Commission, 2021). The principle complemented existing instruments such as REFIT (Regulatory
Fitness and Performance programme), the SME Test, the Fit for Future Platform and the foundation
of the Regulatory Scrutiny Board (Pircher, 2023, 2026). It drew on earlier national experiences,
including those of the UK, France and Germany (European Parliament, 2024). Its adoption also built
on earlier EU burden reduction initiatives: the 2014 report of the Stoiber group had already identified
regulatory offsetting as a potential instrument for reducing the costs for businesses (High-Level Group
on Administrative Burdens, 2014).

The introduction of OIOO reflected a broader shift in the EU’s Better Regulation agenda. Longitudinal
analysis of Commission policy documents between 2001 and 2025 shows a movement from an initial
emphasis on participation, transparency and procedural legitimacy towards a stronger focus on cost
efficiency and competitiveness under the von der Leyen Commission (Pircher et al., 2026). OI0O0
institutionalised this shift by translating regulatory burdens into measurable compliance costs that
could be balanced against quantified savings, with the aim of enhancing economic growth and
competitiveness (European Union, 2024).

Following a pilot phase beginning in 2021, the Commission incorporated OIOO into its Better
Regulation framework (Renda, 2022). New burdens should, where possible, be compensated by
reductions within the same or a related policy area. The framework covers legislative proposals,
delegated acts, and implementing acts and focuses on compliance costs affecting businesses and
citizens. These include administrative costs arising from reporting, notification, permits, certification
and labelling, as well as adjustment costs associated with investments, labour, equipment and
organisational change (European Commission, 2025, pp. 536-540). In 2023, the Commission estimated
approximately EUR 4.5 billion in new costs and EUR 11.8 billion in savings, producing a reported net
reduction of EUR 7.3 billion (European Commission, 2023b, p. 14). These headline figures make OI00
politically visible and easy to communicate but reveal relatively little about the composition and
distribution of the reported costs and savings.

Although compensation is encouraged within the same Directorate-General or policy field, costs and
savings may be aggregated across policy areas (European Commission, 2025, pp. 542-543). New
obligations in one field can therefore be balanced against savings generated by unrelated measures
elsewhere. For example, costs associated with European Green Deal initiatives were offset against
savings from revised consumer protection requirements in digital regulation (European Commission,
2023a, p. 15). This flexibility facilitates an aggregate balance but weakens the connection between the
measure creating the burden and the measure providing relief. More fundamentally, offsetting only
includes compliance costs while excluding the wider societal benefits generated by regulation (Pircher,
2024, 2025). The Commission, for example, termed approximately EUR 33 million in business
compliance costs arising from strengthened protection against occupational asbestos exposure as a
“regulatory burden”. The corresponding benefits of reduced illness, lower healthcare expenditure and
improved productivity were not included in the OlIOO balance (European Commission, 2023a, p. 15).
0OI0O0 therefore constitutes a partial accounting exercise: it records the costs of regulation without
including the potential costs of non-regulation.

The interviews confirm that OlIOO remains contested. Several respondents described burden
reduction as a recurring political agenda that has taken different institutional forms, including Better
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Regulation, REFIT and OIOO. From this perspective, OIOO provides an attractive political narrative of
simplification, but its practical effects may be more limited (Interviews EU 1; EU 5). Interviewees also
guestioned whether arithmetic cost calculations adequately capture regulatory burdens. They called
for greater attention to qualitative dimensions such as the accessibility, comprehensibility, and
practical implementation of legislation (Interviews EU 1; EU 2; NL/EU 6). Several further questioned
whether SMEs benefit as much as assumed. Even when exempted from direct reporting obligations,
SMEs supplying larger companies may still be required to provide the information their clients need
to comply, thereby bearing indirect costs (Interview EU 1). More generally, respondents argued that
EU burden reduction continues to prioritise organised business interests, while citizens receive less
attention (Interviews EU 2; NL/EU 6).

Finally, EU-level burdens interact with national implementation. Detailed EU legislation may constrain
national discretion, while domestic administrative practices, including gold-plating, can generate
additional implementation costs (Interview EU 7). Several interviewees therefore viewed OIOO less as
a mechanism that necessarily reduces aggregate costs than as a procedural principle intended to
encourage simpler and more comprehensible legislation (Interviews EU 1; NL/EU 6). Its future
significance will consequently depend on whether it can address regulatory quality and
implementation alongside measurable compliance costs.

Aggregate legislative data show a marked decline in the number of EU legal acts adopted between
2000 and 2025 (Figure 4.3.). Adoption was comparatively high during the Prodi and Barroso
Commissions, declined substantially before and during the Juncker Commission and remained at a
lower level under the von der Leyen Commission. The number of repealed and expired acts fluctuated
considerably, without displaying a similarly clear long-term trend. Yet as the decline in adopted acts
began well before the introduction of OIOO in 2021, the figure does not establish whether the
mechanism affected this development but shows a constant decline of adopted acts.

Comparison of Adopted vs Repealed Acts (2000-2025)
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Figure 4.3. Adopted and repealed EU acts by European Commission term according to EUR-Lex, 2000—2025

Note: Adopted acts include basic acts and acts under amendment; repealed acts include expired and repealed acts. Adopted
acts also include legislation from the European Central Bank, while repealed acts do not.
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5. PART Il: The Effects of Regulatory Offsetting on Rule Growth?

Building on the comparative mapping and design analysis in Part |, Part Il asks whether regulatory
offsetting schemes limit regulatory growth. We examine whether the introduction of offsetting
schemes in Denmark, France, Germany and Spain was followed by changes in four dimensions: the
number of legal acts, their volume and the relative prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses.

The results provide no convincing evidence that regulatory offsetting consistently limits regulatory
growth. The pooled analysis initially suggests that countries adopted fewer legal acts while an
offsetting scheme was in place. However, this finding is not robust. Once the small number of
countries and country-specific trends are included, the estimates are not distinguishable from zero. In
addition, Spain is the only country showing a clearly visible decline. Yet Spanish legislative output
coincided with an exceptional period of caretaker and minority governments. Caretaker governments
are prohibited from submitting government bills, while minority governments generally face greater
constraints on their ability to pass legislation. Once these overall circumstances are considered, we
find no evidence that the observed decline can be attributed to regulatory offsetting.

Three additional findings further support this conclusion. First, the results differ considerably across
countries. Legislative output declined markedly in Spain and, less consistently, in Germany, where the
decline disappears once all legislation is accounted for. Denmark's estimates point in opposite
directions depending on the model specifications, while the results show that legislative output
increased in France. In this analysis, the presence of an offsetting rule is therefore not associated with
lower legislative output. Second, where output declined, this was mainly because fewer acts were
adopted and not because the acts became shorter or contained fewer restrictive clauses. Legislation
adopted while offsetting schemes were in place was not systematically shorter; if anything, acts
tended to be longer. The prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses also changed little. Third,
the results point to some shifts between primary and secondary legislation. In Germany, secondary
regulation fell while primary legislation rose. By contrast, in France, primary legislation rose while
secondary regulation did not change. This suggests that offsetting may sometimes shift regulatory
activity between different types of legislation instead of reducing it overall.

A limitation of this analysis is that it only captures one dimension of effectiveness. As Part | showed,
most regulatory offsetting schemes are primarily intended to reduce or offset administrative and
compliance costs for businesses and, in some cases, for public administrations and citizens. Although
these cost-based objectives are not equivalent to limiting regulatory growth, regulatory costs arise
from requirements imposed through legislation and are therefore conceptually related to some of its
observable characteristics, most directly to the obligations and constraints captured by restrictive
clauses. Therefore, we examine whether regulatory offsetting is associated with changes in the
volume, length and relative prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses. These text-based
indicators provide a common basis for our comparison across countries.

Part Il proceeds as follows. Section 5.1. introduces the data and empirical strategy. Sections 5.2.-5.4.
present the pooled analysis, examine different dimensions of regulatory growth and explore cross-

2 The statistical analyses presented in Part Il were conducted by Xavier Fernandez-i-Marin and Prachee Arora using the
legislative database developed for SUPA Deliverable 1.1. Brigitte Pircher interpreted the findings and wrote Part Il. Prachee
Arora contributed methodological clarifications and revisions to the final text. Full methodological documentation is
provided in the technical report by Fernandez-i-Marin and Arora (2026) under https://doi.org/10.5281/zen0do.22097384
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country variation, including the Spanish case. Section 5.5. summarises the findings and links them to
the case studies in Part IIl.

5.1. Data and Empirical Strategy

The analysis uses the longitudinal legislative database compiled for SUPA Deliverable 1.1., which
covers legal acts in the six SUPA countries adopted between 1 January 2000 and 31 December 2025.3
For each act, the database records its length in words and the number of restrictive and termination
clauses it contains. Restrictive clauses impose obligations or constraints on regulated actors, while
termination clauses provide for the expiry or repeal of legal provisions. The database also distinguishes
between primary (“Legislative”) and secondary (“Regulatory”) legislation and excludes acts without a
recorded adoption date and those adopted by EU institutions.

The analysis therefore covers all legislation adopted by national authorities in the six SUPA countries,
including measures that transpose or implement EU law. All six adopt EU-derived legislation, although
Norway is subject to a narrower set of obligations under the European Economic Area (EEA)
Agreement. The database does not, however, record whether a national act transposes or implements
EU law: the harmonised variables cover the enacting country, legal tier, enacting authority, textual
volume and lexical indicators, but contain no EU-origin marker (SUPA Deliverable 1.1. coding manual).
Acts adopted by the EU institutions themselves are recorded separately and are excluded here.
Identifying EU-induced national legislation would therefore require country-by-country
reconstruction from national drafting and documentation practices, which differ considerably across
the six cases. Including all nationally adopted legislation avoids this problem.

Based on the comparative mapping in Part |, the analysis identifies the periods during which a
regulatory offsetting scheme was in place: Spain from September 2013 onwards; Germany from July
2015 onwards; Denmark from January 2016 until June 2019; and France during its OlIOO phase from
September 2013 to June 2017 and its OI20 phase from September 2017 onwards. The short gap in
the French timeline represents the interruption between the two schemes, which are otherwise
captured by the same indicator. Overall, offsetting was active during 24.7 per cent of all country-days
in the observation period and covered 34.1 per cent of the legal acts in the database. Figure 5.1
summarises the offsetting periods.

Periods with an active offsetting scheme
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Germany 1 |
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Figure 5.1. Periods with an active regulatory offsetting scheme in Denmark, France, Germany and Spain, 2000-2025.

Note: Blue bars indicate periods coded as having an active offsetting scheme. The Netherlands and Norway serve as
comparison countries and had no active scheme during the observation period.

3 The dataset underlying the analysis is available through DataverseNO at https://doi.org/10.18710/SKUJEC
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The empirical analysis proceeds in two steps. First, each country is compared with itself: periods with
an active offsetting scheme against periods without. Treatment is defined as the periods when a
scheme was in force, which in Denmark and France also means periods after a scheme lapsed or was
interrupted. The analysis examines whether offsetting is associated with changes in the number and
volume of legal acts and in the relative prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses. Second, a
pooled difference-in-differences (DiD) model adds all countries together, including the Netherlands
and Norway, which had burden reduction targets but never adopted an offsetting rule (see Part 1).
These two countries, thus, remain untreated throughout and provide the common time path against
which the four adopters are compared. The pooled model therefore combines both comparisons: it
contrasts countries with an active scheme against countries without one at the same point in time,
while also using the within-country variation from the first step. Because legislative activity differs
greatly across countries, the pooled outcomes are standardised within country, so that estimates are
expressed in country-specific standard deviations. The baseline includes a common linear trend;
alternative specifications add country fixed effects and allow each country its own trend. Standard
errors are clustered around the six countries (Fernandez-i-Marin & Arora, 2026).

The statistical models vary by outcome. Legal production is analysed using Poisson regression, with
the daily number of adopted legal acts as the dependent variable. The exponentiated coefficient
indicates the ratio of legal production during periods with and without an active offsetting scheme.
Regulatory volume is analysed using linear regression of the total number of words introduced into
the legal corpus per day, after an inverse hyperbolic sine transformation. This transformation
accommodates the highly skewed distribution of legislative output and the presence of days without
new legislation. For both production and volume, models are estimated with and without a linear time
trend. Restrictive and termination clauses are analysed at the level of individual legal acts. To account
for differences in act length, the transformed number of clauses is divided by the transformed number
of words in each act, in both cases after adding one before transformation. These models always
include a time trend, specified in calendar years rather than as the continuous daily-scale trend used
for production and volume. The resulting measure captures the relative prevalence of restrictive or
termination clauses within each act, not the total number of clauses or the overall volume of
legislation produced. Models are also estimated separately for each country and disaggregated by
primary and secondary legislation. The daily panels for production and volume retain days without
legislative activity as zero observations, in both the aggregate and the disaggregated analyses
(Fernandez-i-Marin & Arora, 2026).

The pooled analysis in Section 5.2. provides the main comparative estimate. It assumes that, without
offsetting, legislative activity in the adopting and comparison countries would have followed
sufficiently similar trends. The country-specific analyses in Section 5.4. serve a different purpose: they
show whether the pooled result is common to all adopters or driven by particular countries. Because
all four schemes were introduced within a narrow window in the mid-2010s, these before-and-after
estimates may also pick up wider political or institutional developments and should not be read as
isolating the effect of offsetting. This limitation matters most for Spain, where the scheme dates from
2013 but was followed, from late 2015, by an exceptional period of caretaker and minority
governments. Section 5.4. examines that alternative explanation.
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5.2. The Pooled Comparison Across All Six Countries

The analysis begins with the pooled DiD model, which combines the four adopting countries—
Denmark, France, Germany and Spain—with the Netherlands and Norway as comparison countries.
Because the six countries differ substantially in their levels of legislative activity, each country's daily
series is expressed in country-specific standard deviations. This puts changes on a comparable scale
across countries, rescaling each series without altering its shape over time.

At first glance, the estimates point in the expected direction. Table 5.1. suggests that legal production
was about 0.13 standard deviations (SD) lower during periods in which an offsetting scheme was in
place. Legislative volume was around 0.04 SD lower on the raw scale and 0.22 SD lower when
measured using the inverse hyperbolic sine transformation. However, once standard errors are
clustered by country, the uncertainty around the first two estimates becomes substantial. The 95%
confidence intervals for legal production (-0.2888 to 0.0269) and raw volume (-0.1506 to 0.0768)
both cross zero. For these outcomes, the pooled estimates are therefore consistent both with a
meaningful reduction and little or no reduction.

The transformed-volume estimate is the only one whose confidence interval excludes zero (-0.3367
to —-0.1009, p = 0.005). This result should not, however, be interpreted as evidence that legal texts
became shorter. The inverse hyperbolic sine transformation assigns a value of zero to every day on
which no legislation was published. Within each country, whether anything was published at all
consequently explains between 94 and 96 per cent of the variation in the transformed series. When
the same pooled model is estimated using this publication indicator, standardised in the same way,
the coefficient is -0.2320 (-0.3617 to -0.1023), almost identical to the transformed-volume estimate.
In other words, the transformed measure largely captures whether legislation was produced on a
given day, rather than providing separate evidence about the length or volume of legal texts. Figure
5.4. supports this interpretation: acts adopted while offsetting schemes were in place were, on
average, longer rather than shorter. More fundamentally, however, the pooled average across the six
countries masks considerable heterogeneity in their underlying trends.

Table 5.1. Estimated effect of an active offsetting scheme on legal production and legislative volume. Pooled models across

the six SUPA countries using standardised daily series and a common linear trend; 95% confidence intervals are based on
standard errors clustered by country, on five degrees of freedom.

Outcome Offsetting effect (SD) 95% confidence interval
Legal production -0.1310 -0.2888 t0 0.0269
Volume (raw word counts) -0.0369 -0.1506 to 0.0768
Volume (logged) -0.2188 -0.3367 to —0.1009

In addition, Figure 5.2. shows how the pooled estimate changes across model specifications and, in
the lower panel, how much the four adopting countries differ from one another. Under the common-
trend specification, the estimated offsetting effect is negative (-0.13), but the statistical evidence is
relatively weak. Offsetting schemes are adopted by whole countries, not on individual days, so days
within the same country cannot be treated as independent pieces of evidence. The analysis takes this
into account by clustering standard errors by country. This does not change the estimate itself—only
how confident we can be about it. In effect, the evidence rests on six countries rather than on several
thousand country-days. That leaves five degrees of freedom and produces a p-value of approximately
0.08. The 95 per cent confidence interval therefore includes zero by a small margin. The pooled figure
is best understood as an average across six national trajectories, which is why the country-by-country
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breakdown matters as much as the overall number. The estimate stays negative when the model
allows for country fixed effects, though it is again not clearly distinguishable from zero (p = 0.11). The
pooled analysis is therefore highly uncertain.

Pooled offsetting effect and its country breakdown
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Figure 5.2. Pooled estimated change in standardised legal production. The upper panel reports the pooled estimate under
three specifications (common trend, country fixed effects, country-specific trends) with country-clustered 95% Cl; the lower
panel breaks the same estimate down by adopter country (common trend). The dashed line marks no change.

Note: the panels use different inference. The pooled estimates carry country-clustered intervals on five degrees of freedom;
the country estimates come from separate regressions on each country's daily series with conventional intervals. The country
intervals are thus narrower for reasons of estimation rather than precision, and the panels should not be compared on width.

The lower panel of Figure 5.2. makes the cross-country differences especially clear. Spain is the only
country in which legislative output clearly fell. France, by contrast, has the largest positive point
estimate, although the confidence interval crosses zero (+0.05, —0.02 to +0.13). The same is true for
Denmark and Germany. Taken together, these results show that the four countries do not follow a
common pattern. The pooled estimate therefore averages across quite different country-level trends
rather than capturing a shared effect.

5.3. Fewer Acts, Not Less Regulation

Even where legislative output did fall, it is worth asking what form the change took. If offsetting
constrains regulatory growth, one would expect not only fewer acts but leaner and less restrictive
ones. The second expectation is not met anywhere: acts adopted while offsetting was in force are not
systematically shorter or less restrictive, and in all four countries they are on average longer.

Figure 5.3. shows standardised monthly legal production in the two years before and after each
country's first offsetting scheme. Besides describing what happened around adoption, it offers a first
look at whether the countries were on similar paths beforehand—the assumption on which the pooled
comparison rests. The picture gives grounds for doubt. Production is comparatively stable around
adoption in Denmark and France, though both series fluctuate considerably. In Germany, and
especially in Spain, production had already been falling before the schemes took effect. Although the
figure is descriptive, a pre-adoption decline of this kind is enough to undermine the assumption
underlying the DiD interpretation. Consequently, the lower post-adoption levels in these two
countries clearly cannot be read as effects of offsetting.
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Legal production around offsetting—scheme adoption, by country
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Figure 5.3. Standardised monthly legal production around offsetting-scheme adoption, shown separately for each adopter

country (descriptive; France's scheme was interrupted in 2017 and Denmark's ended in 2019).

Figure 5.4. shows this directly. It compares mean words per act during periods with and without an
active scheme: the change is positive in all four countries, and largest by a wide margin in Spain. Acts
adopted under offsetting were on average longer, not shorter. Where aggregate volume did fall, this
therefore reflects fewer legislative interventions rather than leaner texts.

Acts are not shorter under offsetting
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Figure 5.4. Change in mean words per act under an active offsetting scheme, by country (%). Unadjusted comparison of
period means; no trend adjustment.

The two content measures reveal a similarly uneven pattern across countries. Table 5.2. examines
whether offsetting is associated with changes in the prevalence of restrictive clauses—provisions that
impose obligations, and termination clauses—provisions that specify an end date. Each cell reports
the model estimate together with the corresponding descriptive rate, expressed as clauses per 1,000
words before and during the scheme. This makes it possible to assess the estimated change in relation
to the underlying level of each type of clause. For restrictive clauses, Denmark and Germany show
small increases, while France and Spain show small decreases. In Denmark, France and Spain, these
changes are concentrated in secondary regulation; in Germany, the pattern appears only when all acts
are considered.

Termination clauses show a similarly inconsistent pattern. There is no clear change in Denmark, small
increases in France and Germany, and a decrease in Spain. Where statistically significant associations
appear, they are again found mainly in secondary regulation. The descriptive rates also show that
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these changes are modest in substantive terms. Termination clauses are rare in every country,
occurring at well below one clause per 1,000 words. Restrictive clauses are more common, but their
baseline prevalence differs sharply across countries: Denmark has around 18 per 1,000 words,
compared with roughly 3 in France, Germany and Spain. Against these large differences in levels—and
against the broader long-term rise in restrictive clauses, especially in Spain—the changes associated
with offsetting are relatively small. Germany is the only country without a positive long-term trend,
and even there the trend is not statistically distinguishable from zero. Together, the two content
indicators provide little evidence that regulatory offsetting systematically makes legislation less
restrictive or leads to greater legislative turnover. Where changes do appear, they vary in both
direction and magnitude across countries rather than forming a common pattern.

Table 5.2. Estimated effects of regulatory offsetting on the prevalence of restrictive and termination clauses, shown with the
underlying descriptive rates. The first line of each cell is the estimate from the linear regression of the ratio of clause counts
to act length, both after inverse hyperbolic sine transformation, net of an annual time trend; 95% confidence intervals in

parentheses. The second line depicts clauses per 1,000 words, no scheme - scheme active (corpus totals, restrictive clauses
to two decimal places, termination clauses to three).

Country All acts Primary legislation Secondary regulation

Panel A. Restrictive clauses

0.0246 (0.0192 to 0.0300)

0.0158 (-0.0145 to 0.0461)

0.0251 (0.0196 to 0.0306)

Denmark
18.26 - 18.89 13.11 - 13.76 18.53 - 19.11
France -0.0022 (-0.0037 to -0.0008)  0.0019 (-0.0167 to 0.0204) -0.0026 (-0.0040 to -0.0011)
2.97 5251 3.24 5 2.77 2.94 5249
0.0124 (0.0018 to 0.0229) 0.0156 (-0.0019 to 0.0331) 0.0041 (-0.0088 to 0.0170)
Germany
2.98 5 2.84 2.90 - 3.19 3.05>2.46
Spain -0.0122 (-0.0202 to -0.0043)  0.0084 (-0.0156 to 0.0324) -0.0164 (-0.0247 to -0.0081)

3.52 5 2.96

4.19->4.43

3.39>2.70

Panel B. Termination clauses

-0.0015 (-0.0038 to 0.0009)

0.0032 (-0.0116 to 0.0181)

-0.0017 (-0.0041 to 0.0006)

Denmark
0.432 - 0.377 0.486 - 0.556 0.429 - 0.369
France 0.0010 (0.0003 to 0.0017) 0.0061 (-0.0061 to 0.0184) 0.0008 (0.0000 to 0.0015)
0.383 - 0.415 0.530 - 0.619 0.368 - 0.393
Germany 0.0088 (0.0028 to 0.0149) 0.0060 (-0.0066 to 0.0185) 0.0065 (0.0001 to 0.0130)
0.535 > 0.616 0.721 - 0.766 0.386 - 0.462
Spain -0.0091 (-0.0138 to -0.0043)  0.0100 (-0.0069 to 0.0269) -0.0122 (-0.0171 to -0.0074)

0.342 - 0.268

0.384 - 0.403

0.333 > 0.245

Note: The model estimates and descriptive rates capture somewhat different quantities, so they do not necessarily point in
the same direction. The model estimates are calculated at the act level and adjust for an annual trend. The descriptive rates,
by contrast, are based on aggregate corpus totals—total clauses divided by total words within each country-period. They
therefore give greater weight to longer acts and do not account for underlying trends. Germany illustrates this distinction
particularly clearly. Its overall restrictive-clause rate falls from 2.98 to 2.84 per 1,000 words, and from 3.05 to 2.46 in
secondary regulation, even though the trend-adjusted model estimate is positive. This difference is largely compositional:
German acts adopted under offsetting are, on average, 36 per cent longer. The same mechanism is even more pronounced
in Spain, where acts adopted under the scheme are 93 per cent longer. There, the restrictive-clause rate falls in secondary
regulation, from 3.39 to 2.70, while increasing slightly in primary legislation, from 4.19 to 4.43. Figure 5.5. presents these
clause outcomes after adjusting for the annual trend and should therefore be compared with the model estimates in the first
line of each cell, rather than with the descriptive rates.

Together, the findings raise the possibility of legislative bundling: combining several rules into one
single act, so that the number of acts falls but not the volume of regulation. Yet, two observations
speak against it. First, the incentive for bundling should be strongest in France, the one country whose
scheme also takes the number of regulations into account. Yet France's legislative output did not fall
and the lengths of acts increased little. Second, if bundling were a response to deadline pressure, it
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should be strongest where the scheme requires immediate compensation, as in Denmark. However,
Denmark shows the smallest increase in mean act length whereas Spain, which allows compensation
within one year, shows the largest. Bundling cannot be ruled out, but the pattern does not follow the
design features that would produce it.

5.4. Country Differences and the Case of Spain

The pooled average hides substantial variation across countries, so this section looks at each adopting
country separately. These are before-and-after comparisons within countries, and they serve a
different purpose from the pooled design: they show how much the four differ from one another, but
they do not isolate what the schemes themselves did. Within each country, the estimate captures
whatever else changed when the scheme was introduced alongside the scheme itself.

Figure 5.5. brings the country estimates together for all four outcomes—the number of acts, their
volume, restrictive clauses and termination clauses—and separates the overall figure from primary
(“Legislative”) and secondary (“Regulatory”) legislation.
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Figure 5.5. Estimated effect of offsetting by country, outcome and legislative layer. The figure compares the overall estimate
(grey) with estimates for primary legislation (Legislative, blue) and secondary regulation (Regulatory, orange), with 95%
confidence intervals. All four outcomes are expressed as multiplicative effects on a logarithmic scale and reported as
percentage changes. A value of 0 per cent therefore indicates no change, while proportional increases and decreases of the
same magnitude appear equally distant from the reference line. For production and volume, the models exclude a calendar
trend, consistent with the country-level tables above. Estimates for the clause outcomes adjust for the annual trend.

Two features of the results stand out. The first is the extent of the cross-country variation. Spain shows
by far the largest decline, the number of acts falls by 23.4 per cent (95% Cl —25.8 to —20.9 per cent),
and it is the only country in which this reduction remains robust across alternative model
specifications. Legislative volume also falls most sharply in Spain, by 48.5 per cent (-57.2 to —-38.2).
Germany records more modest declines, with 6.5 per cent fewer acts (-10.5 to -2.3) and a 21.8 per
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cent reduction in volume (-33.7 to -7.9), largely concentrated in secondary regulation. However, the
decline in German production disappears once the broader upward trend in legislative activity is taken
into account. France, by contrast, shows virtually no change in the number of acts overall (+0.6 per
cent, 0.2 to +1.5), alongside a substantial 30.4 per cent increase in legislative volume (+11.8 to +52.1).
Denmark shows a small increase in the number of acts of 5.1 per cent (+1.6 to +8.8), while the
estimated change in volume is positive but imprecise (+16.1 per cent, -11.0 to +51.5). Danish
legislative production rises steadily throughout the period and continues to do so after the offsetting
scheme ends. Once this underlying calendar trend is included in the model, the estimated association
with the scheme therefore becomes negative.

The second pattern concerns differences between primary and secondary legislation. In Spain, output
falls in both layers, by 19.6 per cent for primary legislation and 23.7 per cent for secondary regulation.
The reduction in volume, however, is concentrated almost entirely in secondary regulation where the
volume falls by 48.7 per cent, compared with only 2.0 per cent in primary legislation, where the
estimate is not distinguishable from zero. France appears stable in the aggregate, but this masks a
25.0 per cent increase in primary legislation, which lies outside the scope of the French scheme.
Germany shows a similar divergence: secondary regulation falls by 12.9 per cent while primary
legislation increases by 8.2 per cent, despite both being formally covered by the scheme. These
opposing movements matter because an aggregate decline in one layer can be offset by growth in
another, making it difficult to distinguish an overall reduction in regulatory activity from a shift in
where that activity takes place. The quantitative evidence alone cannot show that such shifts are
intentional. The interview evidence presented in Part Ill, however, bears directly on this possibility,
with officials in several countries describing the use of legislative forms or instruments outside the
scope of offsetting schemes as a way of avoiding their constraints.

Spain nevertheless warrants particular scrutiny because it is the only country in which the estimated
decline of legislative output survives all robustness checks. Interpreting the Spanish result is therefore
particularly important for the broader argument. Yet the post-2013 offsetting period coincides with
an exceptional phase of political fragmentation and constrained legislative capacity. From December
2015 to July 2023, Spain held five general elections and experienced repeated, sometimes prolonged,
periods of caretaker government, as well as governments without a parliamentary majority.

Under Article 101 of the Spanish Constitution, the government ends following a general election but
remains in office in a caretaker capacity until its successor takes office. Article 21 of Law 50/1997
restricts a caretaker government to the ordinary administration of public affairs and expressly
prohibits it from submitting government bills to Congress or the Senate. Delegated legislative powers
are also suspended following an election. These restrictions bear directly on the interpretation of the
offsetting estimate because Spain’s scheme covers government-promoted primary legislation, as well
as Royal Decrees and Ministerial Orders affecting administrative burdens on businesses. Caretaker
periods may therefore suppress some of the legislative activity covered by the scheme, independently
of any offsetting effect. The estimated reduction may consequently reflect political constraints on
lawmaking, either independently of or in combination with the offsetting scheme.

To examine this possibility, caretaker and minority-government periods are identified from official
records published in the Boletin Oficial del Estado. Caretaker periods are defined as beginning on the
day after a general election, when the outgoing government is formally declared to have ceased, and
ending with the appointment of the incoming prime minister by royal decree. The relevant boundaries
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are Royal Decree 1168/2015 of 21 December (BOE-A-2015-13979), which declared the cessation of
the government following the election of 20 December 2015; Royal Decree 414/2016 of 30 October
(BOE-A-2016-9962), appointing Mariano Rajoy; Royal Decree 354/2018 of 1 June (BOE-A-2018-7400),
appointing Pedro Sanchez following the motion of no confidence; Royal Decree 129/2019 of 4 March
(BOE-A-2019-3109), dissolving the Cortes Generales and calling the election of 28 April 2019; and
Royal Decree 695/2023 of 24 July (BOE-A-2023-17074), which declared the cessation of the
government following the election of 23 July 2023.

A government is classified as a minority government when the governing parties together held fewer
than the 176 seats required for an absolute majority in the Congreso de los Diputados. For the
government formed in January 2020, this classification follows the parliamentary-group composition
reported in BOCG-14-D-11 of 7 January 2020, with 120 seats held by the Socialist Group and 35 by the
Confederal Group of Unidas Podemos. The resulting estimates are reported in Table 5.3. and
presented graphically in Figure 5.6.

Monthly legal production in Spain (Sept-2013 scheme start dashed)
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Figure 5.6. Monthly legal production in Spain from 2010 onwards. Shaded areas indicate caretaker and minority-government
periods, while the dashed line marks the introduction of the offsetting scheme in September 2013. The solid smoothed line
is a loess fit to the monthly series. Government status is coded only from September 2013 onwards. The unshaded period
before that date should therefore not be interpreted as majority government: it includes the minority government in office
until November 2011 and the caretaker period following the November 2011 election.

The first test divides the offsetting period by timing. The scheme took effect in September 2013,
whereas the period of political instability began only in late 2015. If the scheme were primarily
responsible, the decline should already have been clearly visible during the 2013-2015 majority-
government period. Yet this window shows a comparatively modest reduction (rate ratio 0.83),
whereas the estimated reduction is substantially larger after 2015 (0.67). The pattern is therefore only
partly consistent with a scheme effect: a reduction is already visible under majority government, but
it deepens markedly once the political constraints take hold.

Second, the analysis takes account of the type of government in office. The model distinguishes
caretaker and minority-government periods from all other days. Caretaker governments are
associated with substantially lower legislative activity: legal production is about 47 per cent lower
during these periods (rate ratio 0.53), which is consistent with the legal restrictions on caretaker
governments introducing bills. Minority governments are associated with a smaller reduction of
around 9 per cent. Controlling for both types of government considerably reduces the estimated
association with offsetting. The rate ratio rises from 0.76 to 0.86, meaning that the estimated
reduction falls from roughly 24 per cent to about 14 per cent. This suggests that a substantial part of
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the decline initially attributed to the offsetting scheme is instead related to Spain’s political
circumstances. Even so, an estimated reduction of around 14 per cent remains after government
status is included in the model.

This comparison comes with an important qualification. Government status is coded only from
September 2013 onwards. As a result, the 4,992 days before that date—53 per cent of the Spanish
series—are assigned to the reference category regardless of which type of government was actually
in office. Yet Spain was governed by minority cabinets for much of the period between 2004 and 2011
and also experienced caretaker periods following the 2004, 2008 and 2011 elections. The reference
category therefore combines majority-government days with uncoded minority and caretaker
periods, which is likely to attenuate the estimated effects of government status. Extending the coding
to the full period would therefore be expected to strengthen, rather than weaken, the political
explanation. For this reason, the remaining 14 per cent association is best treated as an upper bound
on the reduction that can plausibly be attributed to the offsetting scheme itself.

A further check asks a different question: not why Spanish output fell, but whether Spain drives the
pooled result reported in Section 5.2. Excluding Spain moves the pooled coefficient from —-0.131 (95%
Cl -0.289 t0 0.027) to -0.101 (-0.259 to 0.057). Neither estimate is distinguishable from zero, and the
confidence intervals overlap across nearly their whole range. The pooled association is therefore too
imprecise either to be attributed to Spain or to be shown to survive its removal.

Table 5.3. Spain: timing split, government-status controls, and leave-Spain-out (Poisson rate ratios; pooled coefficients for
the leave-out rows).

Test Term Estimate (95% ClI)

Base Offsetting 0.7569 (0.7113 to 0.8053)

Timing split Offsetting, 2013—-2015 majority ~ 0.8306 (0.7768 to 0.8877)

Offsetting, post-2015 0.6729 (0.6261 to 0.7233)

Government-status controls Caretaker 0.5277 (0.4783 to 0.5815)

Minority 0.9051 (0.8461 to 0.9686)

Offsetting 0.8630 (0.8068 to 0.9228)
Leave-Spain-out (pooled) All six countries -0.1310 (-0.2888 to 0.0269)
Excluding Spain -0.1008 (-0.2587 to 0.0570)

Note. The first six rows report Poisson rate ratios from the Spanish country model, where 1 indicates no change. The leave-
out rows report pooled difference-in-differences coefficients estimated on country-standardised series in SD units, where 0
indicates no change; the two blocks are therefore not on a common scale. Intervals for the leave-out rows use country-
clustered standard errors with degrees of freedom set to the number of clusters minus one: five for the six-country estimate
(SE = 0.0614, p = 0.086) and four for the five-country estimate excluding Spain (SE = 0.0569, p = 0.151).

A second consideration reinforces this uncertainty: the Spanish scheme is the only one in the sample
confined to administrative burdens (Part 1). It should therefore have been less likely to affect
regulatory production than the schemes in the other countries, which covered all regulatory
requirements entailing compliance costs.

This is not to say the political situation explains the Spanish result entirely. The estimate stays below
one in the majority-government years and remains below one after government status is taken into
account. But the timing of the decline, the government-status results and the design weakness of the
scheme in practice point the same way: the Spanish figure cannot be read as clean evidence that
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offsetting contains legislative output. And once Spain is treated accordingly, no country in the sample
provides statistical evidence that regulatory offsetting contains rule growth.

5.5. Findings and Bridge to the Case Studies

The aim of Part Il was to assess whether regulatory offsetting is associated with a measurable
reduction in rule growth. Together, the analyses do not support this claim. Table 5.4. summarises the
direction of the estimated country-by-country effects, from which four conclusions follow.

Table 5.4. Summary of the estimated effects of regulatory offsetting across outcomes and countries.

Outcome Denmark France Germany Spain
Legal production (all acts) +* 0 —* -
Production: primary / secondary 0/+ +/0 +/= -/-
Volume (all acts) 0* + - -
Volume: primary / secondary 0/0 +/+ 0/- 0/-

Restrictive clauses
(net of trend)

Termination clauses

(net of trend) 0 *) * =

*Some estimates are sensitive to whether a linear time trend is included. In Denmark, the estimated production effect changes
direction but remains statistically significant: the rate ratio is 1.05 without a trend and 0.96 when the trend is included. The
volume estimate also changes sign, from 0.15 without the trend—where it is not distinguishable from zero—to —-0.37 with
the trend. Germany shows a similar sensitivity for legal production: the estimated rate ratio falls from 0.94 without a trend
to 1.00 once the trend is included, leaving no estimated association.

Note: + / — indicate statistically significant increases / decreases under the offsetting scheme; signs in parentheses indicate
statistically significant changes that are negligible in magnitude; 0 indicates no evidence of change. Production and volume
are from the specification without a linear trend; clause outcomes are net of an annual trend.

First, the pooled analysis provides no robust evidence of a reduction. The pooled DiD model does point
to lower legal production, but the association is not distinguishable from zero once inference is
clustered across the six countries. Excluding Spain, the country with the largest individual decline,
leaves the estimate essentially unchanged and equally imprecise. The pooled result is therefore too
imprecise, and too sensitive to specification, to support the claim.

Second, the results reveal substantial cross-country heterogeneity that bears no systematic
relationship to formal scheme strength. Denmark had the strictest design in the sample—broad
coverage, offsets required at the moment of adoption, few exemptions, firm enforcement—yet shows
no consistent reduction in legislative output. Spain's, which is substantially weaker, records the largest
fall, and a reduction remains even once its political circumstances are accounted for. Formal design
therefore does not account for the observed differences; national institutions, political commitment,
how the rules are applied in practice and the wider political situation appear to matter more.

Third, where changes occur, they concern the frequency of legislation more than its form. Acts are not
shorter during offsetting periods—on average, they are longer—while restrictive and termination
clauses change modestly and inconsistently, mainly in secondary regulation. Differences between the
primary and secondary layers also point to a possible shift of legislative activity rather than to uniform
reductions. Fewer but longer acts would be consistent with bundling, but acts lengthened in all four
countries, including those where production did not fall, and in Spain volume declined alongside the
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count rather than holding steady. Bundling cannot be ruled out, but it does not follow the pattern the
schemes’ design features would produce.

Fourth, effectiveness as defined here—whether rule growth slows—is not the same as effectiveness
as the schemes define it. Three of the four are purely cost instruments: they oblige ministries to offset
the administrative and compliance burdens, not to reduce the number of legislative acts. A scheme of
this kind may meet its cost targets while leaving the volume of legislation unchanged or, as shown in
Part Ill, even increasing the number of regulations. The null results reported above neither confirm
nor rule out either possibility. France is the exception, since its scheme targets the costs and number
of rules; there the absence of any decline in production speaks directly to the scheme’s own objective.
For the other three, these findings speak to rule growth, and the question of whether governments
met the targets they set themselves is taken up in Part Ill.

Several limitations qualify these conclusions. The country-specific analyses cannot fully separate
offsetting from political, economic and EU-level developments occurring at the same time, as the
Spanish case shows particularly clearly. The pooled model addresses some of this through the
comparison countries and a common time trend, but a causal reading still rests on the parallel-trends
assumption that the six countries would otherwise have followed broadly similar paths, which cannot
be established. Statistical power is limited by there being only six country clusters, and because the
four adopters cluster in the mid-2010s, the design cannot exploit staggered adoption to identify the
effect more sharply. Finally, the intended domestic-versus-EU comparison could not be implemented:
EU-derived measures are identifiable for only a very small fraction of the legislation in the dataset, too
few to serve as a control group, so the analysis uses a uniform cross-country design instead.

The quantitative analyses show where offsetting appears—and more often does not appear—to slow
rule growth, but they cannot explain the variation they reveal. Why is Spain’s decline concentrated in
years of political instability? Why does German primary legislation rise while secondary regulation
falls? Why was Denmark's demanding scheme abolished, and did its perceived lack of results
contribute to that decision? Part Ill takes up these questions through comparative case studies
drawing on 56 interviews, examining how institutional design, politics, implementation and
enforcement, regulatory culture, and administrative practice shape the functioning and limits of
regulatory offsetting.
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6. PART Ill: SUPA Country Case Studies

Denmark, France, Germany and Spain have all introduced regulatory offsetting rules requiring new
regulatory burdens to be compensated through the removal or reduction of existing burdens. Their
schemes nevertheless differ substantially in legislative scope, burdens and target groups covered,
exemptions, compensation periods and enforcement strength. As these formal design dimensions
were introduced in Part |, this section briefly identifies the principal differences among the four
schemes before examining their operation in practice.

Denmark implemented the most rigorous but also the shortest-lived arrangement, which was
introduced in 2015 and discontinued by the incoming government in 2019. It combined a DKK 4 billion
burden reduction target with a “Burden Stop”—a general prohibition on introducing new regulatory
burdens. Where exemptions were granted to address pressing societal circumstances, corresponding
offsetting measures had to be specified simultaneously. New compliance costs arising from the
transposition of EU directives also had to be offset in the longer term to ensure that the reduction
target was met. France has applied regulatory offsetting since 2013 and strengthened its formal rule
from OIOO to 0120 in 2017. However, the scheme remained less strict than its ambitious double-
compensation requirement might suggest. In addition to EU-derived measures, it excluded primary
legislation, regulations implementing parliamentary decisions, and amendments to existing
regulations. Germany’s OlOO scheme, introduced in 2015 and expanded in 2025/2026, permits
compensatory measures across ministerial remits and addressee groups, with a one-year
implementation period. The scheme applies to primary and secondary legislation and covers both
administrative burdens and substantive compliance costs. Following its expansion, it also
encompasses EU-derived provisions and burdens imposed on citizens and public administrations,
while permitting compensation across different groups of addressees. In Spain, offsetting was
introduced in 2013 and applies to both primary and secondary legislation, while excluding the
transposition of EU directives, provisions of limited duration, measures addressing societal
emergencies, and fiscal and social security administration. It covers only administrative costs for
businesses. Compensatory measures must be implemented within the same ministerial policy area
but may be delayed until the end of the following calendar year.

The four cases vary not only in the formal ambition of their rules but also in the strength and
institutionalisation of enforcement. Denmark combined rigorous design with strong enforcement,
while Germany coupled comparatively flexible compensation with moderate institutional oversight
and enforcement. France’s ambitious compensation ratio was accompanied by a narrow scope of
application and only weak to moderate enforcement, and in Spain, the measure is monitored but not
enforced. This distinction is important because formal requirements alone do not determine how
regulatory offsetting operates or affects regulatory decision-making in practice. The case studies
consequently examine the origins and objectives, governance, implementation, effects, trade-offs and
evolution of each scheme. They also provide qualitative evidence for interpreting the cross-country
patterns presented in Part Il. Table 6.1. summarises the principal design features of the four schemes.
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Table 6.1. Comparison of formal designs of different regulatory offsetting schemes

. Legislative Compensation . Burden Enforcement
Country Period Formal Rule g Type of burden Target groups P X Exemptions e
scope period Shifting strength
2016- 0OI00: DKK 4 Primary and Administrative and . . . K P
Denmark . X Businesses Simultaneous directives exempted from the Burden No Strong
2019* billion burden- secondary leg. substantive R
R Stop but covered by the net reduction
reduction target
target
Busi local T iti f EU directives;
2013- Secondary leg. Administrative and usm.es.ses, .oca . rar)spom 'on o . |re(.: ves;
0l00 X administration, Simultaneous Regulations transposing parliamentary No Weak
2017 substantive . -
citizens legislation
France n — - -
. . Businesses, local Transposition of EU directives;
Administrative and L R . . . . Weak-
2017- 0120 Secondary leg. X administration, Simultaneous Regulations transposing parliamentary No
substantive ., - Moderate
citizens legislation
1:1 implementation of EU and
. - . . international requirements; Federal .
2015- P d Ad trat d With ! A |
0l100 rimary an ministra IYe an Businesses ! . n 'one ye?r/ Constitutional Court and CJEU rulings; cross policy Moderate
2025%* secondary leg. substantive legislative period . areas
serious dangers; temporary measures
Germany <1 year
Administrative and . . 1:1 implementation of international .
. X Businesses, public . - N Across policy
Primary and substantive o . Within one year / treaties or Federal Constitutional
2025- Expanded OIOO . administrations, —— . . . areas and Moderate
secondary leg. (recurring and 10% - legislative period Court rulings; serious dangers;
citizens addressees
of one-off costs) temporary measures <1 year
EU law, international agreements; civil
. Annual (within the emergencies; financial risk and
. Primary and . . . ) . ) Weak-
Spain 2013- (e][o]6} Administrative Businesses following calendar inflation measures; taxes and fees; No
secondary leg. Moderate

year)

social security contributions;
temporary regulations

* The Danish Burden Stop was announced in the government programme of 8 July 2015. As the earliest clearly documented period in which the scheme was operational and monitored
begins in 2016, 1 January 2016 is used as a conservative coding date.

** The expanded OIOO rule applies to regulatory measures adopted from 6 May 2025. Costs arising from EU requirements, including 1:1 implementation and CJEU case law, have been
included in the balance since 1 January 2026.

Source: Authors’ own compilation based on Table 4.1. and case studies below.
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6.1. Denmark

6.1.1. Origins and Objectives of Regulatory Offsetting

Denmark has a long history of administrative burden reduction. In 1982, Conservative Prime Minister
Poul Schliiter launched Operation Regulatory Clean-up (Operation Regelsanering), followed in 1991
by Operation Rule Storm (Operation Regelstorm) (Herby, 2018, p. 9). Denmark was subsequently
identified as a front-runner in Better Regulation (OECD, 2010d). Its current agenda dates to the late
1990s, when the Social Democratic government began systematically monitoring annual changes in
business compliance costs as part of its commitment to regulatory simplification and quality
improvement (Erhvervsministeriet, 1999; 2000, p. 12). Between 2001 and 2010, these efforts
continued under a centre-right government led by the liberal party Venstre, which established a
baseline estimate of the costs associated with the entire regulatory stock and set a target of reducing
them by 25 per cent by 2010 (Rigsrevisionen, 2007).

The burden reduction agenda gained renewed momentum when Venstre returned to office in 2015
and announced an intensified focus on regulatory simplification in its inaugural statement (Interview
DK 7; Regeringen, 2015, p. 10). In late 2015 and early 2016, the government launched a
comprehensive simplification programme, prompted by a strong political commitment to improving
the Danish business environment (Interviews DK 1; DK 2). Among a broader set of instruments, this
programme included an offsetting requirement obliging regulators to compensate for any new
regulatory burdens. This revised strategy was influenced by policy developments across other OECD
countries, particularly in the UK (Interview DK 8). The incoming Minister of Industry, Business and
Financial Affairs had returned from a study visit to the UK, inspired by its OIOO model and other
burden reduction instruments, including common commencement dates, which restricted the entry
into force of new business regulation to two predetermined dates each year (Interview DK 9). Civil
servants in the Danish Business Authority, operating under the Ministry of Industry, Business and
Financial Affairs, were tasked with designing and implementing a similar policy framework for the
Danish context (Interview DK 7). The resulting programme reflected the incoming government’s “very
business-friendly” orientation and the strong personal commitment of the New Minister of Industry,
Business and Financial Affairs to the issue of burden reduction (Interview DK 11). Its broader context
was the post-financial crisis emphasis on restoring economic growth (Interviews DK 6; DK 9).

The objectives of the Burden Stop and wider Danish burden reduction agenda have been framed
almost exclusively in economic terms, centring on strengthening the competitiveness of Danish
businesses by reducing regulatory compliance costs (Interviews DK 4; DK 5; DK 6; DK 9; DK 11). During
the 2000s, some attention was also given to burdens imposed on municipalities and citizens, and a
separate cost model was developed to estimate the regulatory implementation costs borne by local
authorities. In practice, however, simplification efforts remained predominantly focused on
businesses (Rigsrevisionen, 2007, pp. 26-28). Quantified burden reduction requirements, including the
offsetting mechanism, have thus exclusively targeted burdens imposed on businesses (Interviews D 1;
DK 5; DK 7; DK 8; DK 9; DK 11). In addition to the predominantly economic rationale, current and
former Danish Business Authority officials describe their role as providing policymakers with relevant
data, allowing them to make more informed regulatory decisions (Interviews DK 1; DK 2; DK 4).
Interviewees also emphasised the purpose of regulatory efficiency, ensuring that regulation achieves
its intended objectives at the lowest possible cost to regulated actors (Interviews DK 3; DK 7).
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Danish burden reduction policy was widely seen as shaped by the political composition of successive
governments (Interviews DK 1; DK 2; DK 4; DK 6; DK 7; DK 8; DK 10; DK 11). As one former official
remarked, “every time there is a new government, it starts from the beginning again” (Interview DK
11). This influence has been most evident in the choice of specific instruments. The 2019
discontinuation of the Burden Stop and its associated offsetting mechanism was attributed to the
incoming Social Democratic government’s political priorities and desire to depart from its
predecessor’s approach. Several interviewees expressed frustration over this lack of continuity.
Former members of the Danish Business Authority’s Team Effective Regulation recalled that the 2019
change of government entailed a notable withdrawal of political support, which weakening the unit’s
institutional influence across the administration (Interviews DK 7; DK 8). One incoming minister
reportedly rejected the term “burdens” altogether, preferring the less value-laden expression
“administrative consequences” (Interview DK 1).

Some interviewees nevertheless stressed continuity in the broader Better Regulation ambition,
distinguishing between the use of specific tools and underlying support for regulatory simplification
(Interviews DK 2; DK 5). The 2015 initiatives built on a long-standing Better Regulation agenda,
continuous monitoring of annual changes in regulatory costs and a burden reduction ambition shared
across parties. Shortly before the change of government that introduced the Burden Stop, the Social
Democratic-led government had adopted a DKK 2 billion reduction target as part of a negotiated
Growth Package (Aftale om en vaekstpakke) (Erhvervs- og Vaekstministeriet, 2015, pp. 4-5).
Respondents moreover observed that the particular choice of instruments—such as OlIOO or reduction
targets—may ultimately be symbolic, serving political signalling or even window-dressing purposes
(Interviews DK 1; DK 11).

Regulatory burden reduction was long regarded a relatively narrow concern that has recently gained
more prominence in the wider public debate (Interviews DK 5; DK 7; DK 10). The prevailing discourse
cites a “regulatory tsunami” and calls for far-reaching action (Interviews DK 1; DK 3). There is broad
agreement among political parties and civil society organisations that simplification is needed to
strengthen competitiveness (Interviews DK 10; DK 11). By 2025, even a Social Democratic minister
openly endorsed deregulation, previously a politically sensitive concept in Denmark (Interviews DK 1;
DK 2). Consumer and environmental organisations, trade unions and left-wing parties remain more
hesitant, warning against weakening social or environmental protections, although formerly critical
actors have reportedly moderated their public opposition as the agenda has gained support
(Interviews DK 1; DK 2; DK 3; DK 6; DK 9). At the same time, an emerging counternarrative is illustrated
by debate over the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR): while businesses regard it as
excessively burdensome, Liberal Party representatives have recently defended its administrative
requirements as necessary to protect privacy (Interview DK 1). A former Business Forum
representative therefore suggested that growing political attention and public visibility may generate
new conflicts over the purposes of regulation and what constitutes a burden (Interview DK 5).

6.1.2. Governance and Decision-Making

Denmark’s burden reduction strategy between 2015 and 2019 did not constitute a conventional OI0O0O
scheme (Interviews DK 2; DK 3). The broader policy toolkit included a Burden Stop (Byrdestop), which
prohibited new regulations imposing compliance costs on businesses above a specified threshold. The
general ban was subject to three exemptions: the minimum implementation of EU directives or other
international obligations; measures introduced pursuant to agreements with business-sector
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organisations; and measures deemed necessary to address essential societal needs, such as public
health or security (Erhvervs- og Vakstministeriet, 2016, p. 5; Interview DK 2). Where an exemption
was invoked on the grounds of societal need, the responsible ministry had to identify compensatory
burden reductions elsewhere (Interview DK 1; DK 7). The government also adopted a target of DKK 3
billion in net burden reductions, increased to DKK 4 billion in 2016, to be achieved by 2020
(Erhvervsministeriet, 2017, p. 4; Interviews DK 2; DK 7). The combined effect of these instruments
corresponded to, and exceeded, that of an OIOO scheme (Interview DK 8). Although burden
compensation formed part of the programme, burden reductions undertaken during the time were
primarily prompted by the reduction target (Interviews DK 2; DK 7). Interviewees therefore questioned
whether “offsetting” accurately describes the Danish approach (Interviews DK 1; DK 2). Several did
not recall offsetting or direct compensation of regulatory costs being discussed at the time (Interviews
DK 3; DK 4).

Since the 2000s, the Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs (Erhvervsministeriet) and its
subordinate agency, the Danish Business Authority (Erhvervsstyrelsen), have been responsible for
monitoring changes in regulatory costs and presenting the results in annual reports. All ministries must
submit draft regulations expected to have a monetary impact on businesses, together with RIAs, to
the Danish Business Authority before initiating public consultation (Interview DK 1). In addition to
monitoring and providing methodological expertise, the agency has been responsible for
implementing burden reduction requirements. During the Burden Stop, its Team Effective Regulation,
subsequently renamed the Better Regulation Unit, served as the central monitoring body. Its
responsibilities included scrutinising cost assessments and proposed offsetting measures and
providing guidance and training on relevant instruments and practices through “regulatory road trips”
to other ministries (Interviews DK 1; DK 2; DK 7). The Danish Business Authority also devoted
considerable effort to encouraging ministries to contribute to the DKK 4 billion reduction target. One
former official recalled that the authority was the principal driver of the agenda and had to be “very
proactive” towards other ministries, pressing them to identify simplification measures through
reminders and deadlines (Interview DK 11).

Under the Burden Stop, ministries had to obtain approval for any exemptions from the government’s
Standing Committee on Economic Affairs (@konomiudvalget), which reviewed all governmental
proposals expected to impose burdens exceeding DKK 4 million (Interviews DK 1; DK 2; DK 6; DK 7; DK
9). With assistance from the Danish Business Authority, regulators had to prepare a case setting out
the proposal, justify the exemption and identify compensatory measures elsewhere (Interviews DK 1;
DK 7; DK 8). A former official described the process as quite confrontational for the ministries involved.
The cases were thoroughly scrutinised, and regulators had to argue hard for any exemptions, defend
their burden estimates and propose credible offsetting measures. If the justification was deemed
insufficient, approval could be conditioned or withheld. This arrangement gave the four ministries that
formed part of the committee, particularly the Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs, an
exceptionally influential interministerial position (Interview DK 9). Another former official explained
that the ministers heading the committee also played a crucial role in advancing the simplification
agenda within their respective ministries (Interview DK 11). The Standing Committee retained its role
in reviewing draft regulations after 2019, but in the absence of formal burden reduction requirements
this has largely become a formality (Interview DK 1).

Most interviewees involved considered enforcement to have functioned relatively well and recalled
no significant problems of non-compliance (Interviews DK 7; DK 9; DK 11). Internal reporting may,
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however, have become less rigorous after the 2015-2019 arrangement was discontinued. A current
official indicated that some ministries occasionally fail to submit draft regulations to the Danish
Business Authority (Interview DK 1). One interviewee suggested that placing responsibility in the Prime
Minister’s Office instead of the Danish Business Authority might have given the burden reduction
agenda greater institutional weight (Interview DK 7).

Responsibility for identifying offsetting measures lay with individual ministries and regulatory
authorities, reflecting the principle that each was “responsible for their own regulation” (Interview DK
7). Officials specialising in identifying simplification measures have been referred to as “Burden
Hunters” (Byrdejaeger), an administrative role established within certain ministries in the 2000s
(Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2016; Interview DK 6). During the Burden Stop, ministries generally lacked
specialised Better Regulation units (Interview DK 7). Although one or two officials were sometimes
assigned responsibility for identifying simplification measures, the task was usually shared across
ministries (Interview DK 9). During the implementation of the first burden reduction target, ministries
kept spreadsheets of existing regulations and cost reductions within their remit. Between 2015 and
2019, burden reduction efforts were less coordinated. Ministries did not maintain regulatory
inventories or lists of dispensable rules but identified potential reductions on a case-by-case basis or
through annual exercises aimed at meeting the DKK 4 billion target (Interviews DK 8; DK 9; DK 10; DK
11). Depending on their policy area and significance, proposed measures were handled at either the
political or administrative level. Although compensatory measures had to be achieved within the same
ministerial remit, they were often weakly related to the burdens they were supposed to offset. As one
respondent remarked, the resulting pairings were “sometimes a bit random” (Interview DK 11).

Public authorities have partly relied on stakeholder input to identify simplification measures,
principally through the Danish Business Regulation Forum (Erhvervslivets EU- og regelforum, an
advisory body established by the Social Democratic-led government in 2012 as the Business Forum for
Better Regulation (Virksomhedsforum for enklere regler). Between 2015 and 2019, it operated
alongside an EU Implementation Council tasked with overseeing the transposition of EU law (Erhvervs-
og Vaekstministeriet, 2016, p. 4; Interview DK 2). The two bodies were merged following the 2019
change of government (Erhvervsministeriet, 2022, p. 16; Interview DK 5). In its current form, the
Forum proposes simplification measures, identifies gold-plating and engages in “pro-active lobbying”
to defend Danish business interests in EU lawmaking. It also coordinates with foreign counterparts,
such as the German National Regulatory Control Council, through the RegWatchEurope network
(Interview DK 3). The forum exercises its advisory function based on a comply-or-explain principle: the
government must publicly state how it will implement each recommendation or justify why it declines
to do so (Interviews DK 3; DK 8). All recommendations and responses are published on the Forum’s
website (Erhvervsministeriet, 2018, p. 11; Interviews DK 2; DK 3; DK 11). Although the Forum includes
representatives of trade unions and consumer organisations, most members represent business and
employer associations or industry sectors (Interview DK 2). Initially, there were therefore concerns
that business interests would be granted disproportionate influence (Interview DK 11). The minority
representing civil society organisations sometimes disagrees with the majority over what constitutes
a burden and an appropriate level of protection (Interview DK 3). Nevertheless, interviewees
emphasised a generally constructive cooperation among the interests represented in the Forum
(Interviews DK 3; DK 11). Danish Business Authority officials valued the arrangement for providing
external perspectives that may not be visible from within the administration (Interviews DK 1; DK 2).
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6.1.3. Practical Implementation and Effectiveness
6.1.3.1. Regulatory Offsetting Metrics

Civil servants initially expressed concern that OIOO could allow ministries to offset costly new
regulations by repealing minor ones (Interview DK 9). Offsetting was therefore made strictly cost-
based, in line with the parallel monetary reduction target. Denmark applies an adapted version of the
SCM, the so-called AMVAB (Aktivitetsbaseret Maling af Virksomhedernes Administrative Byrder)
(Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2012). During the 2000s, AMVAB was used to estimate the aggregate compliance
costs of the entire regulatory stock (Bkonomi- og Erhvervsministeriet, 2005, p. 2; 2006, p. 5). Detailed
assessments were subsequently limited to proposals expected to generate costs above DKK 4 million,
a threshold retained between 2015 and 2019. The Danish Business Authority conducts an initial
screening of each proposal and require full assessment only if it is likely to exceed this threshold
(Interview DK 1). Assessments commonly rely on data collected by external consultants
(Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2012, pp. 16-17; Interview DK 11).

Interviewees broadly agreed that the estimates are subject to considerable uncertainty (Interviews
DK 1; DK 3; DK 4; DK 9; DK 10). Administrative cost assessments rely on figures reported by companies,
which have an incentive to overestimate them. Ministries’ tendency to understate substantial
regulatory costs may partly offset this bias but does not make the estimates robust. As one official put
it, “the point is that it's a number—it’s any number” (Interview DK 1). One former official described
the resulting figures as informed guesses, useful mainly for prompting reflection on regulatory impacts
but problematic when treated politically as facts. In one case, for instance, estimated savings from
digitalising business registration were calculated by multiplying an uncertain initial estimate by ten for
the number of processes and then dividing it by three to appear conservative. An ex post assessment
found actual savings substantially smaller (Interview DK 9). The Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD) produced similarly conflicting assessments: figures presented by the Danish Ministry
of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs in 2024 put its expected costs to Danish businesses above
the Commission’s estimate for the entire EU (Interview DK 6). A Danish Business Regulation Forum
representative nevertheless regarded this calculation as unusually rigorous, while maintaining that
Danish impact assessment practices generally fall short of European standards (Interview DK 3).

Methodological difficulties concern not only the time and resources required for compliance but also
the number of businesses affected (Interviews DK 1; DK 4). For instance, the number of firms requiring
renewed authorisation to work with asbestos proved twice as high as initially estimated because
compliance with existing registration requirements had been very low (Interview DK 4). A further
complication is that SCM calculations do not necessarily reflect businesses’ perceptions: regulations
with high estimated costs may not be considered significant burdens in practice, whereas
requirements assessed as relatively inexpensive may conversely be experienced as highly burdensome
(Interview DK 2). Further, although intended to provide a more robust basis for burden reduction
requirements than rule counting, cost assessments are not necessarily a panacea for creative
compliance. Ministries required to transpose EU directives while under pressure to meet reduction
targets may be compelled to produce “paper reductions” by overstating anticipated savings (Interview
DK 11). Despite the limitations, interviewees considered AMVAB useful and the most practically viable
method available (Interviews DK 1; DK 11). During the time of the Burden Stop, the Danish Business
Authority acted as a methodological gatekeeper, ensuring that ministries “could not just come up with
some number”, as one official recalled (Interview DK 8).
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6.1.3.2. Effects on Regulatory Burdens

Those directly involved in implementation broadly agreed that the offsetting requirement and,
especially, the Burden Stop had a substantial impact on regulatory behaviour. The limited number of
exemptions from the general prohibition on introducing new burdens was frequently cited as
evidence of the programme’s effectiveness. Apart from the minimum implementation of EU
legislation, only three exemptions were approved in each of the three full years in which the Burden
Stop operated: in 2016, 2017 and 2018 (Interviews DK 2; DK 7; Erhvervsministeriet, 2017, 2018, 2019).
Since exemptions had to be justified and offset, some proposals were abandoned before submission
because approval was considered too difficult to obtain (Interviews DK 7; DK 8; DK 9; DK 11). This
deterrent effect became known at the time as “the invisible hand” (Interview DK 7). A Business
Regulation Forum representative described this “thought exercise” as the principal benefit of
regulatory offsetting: requiring regulators to remove an existing burden compels them to consider
whether a new regulation is genuinely necessary (Interview DK 3). A Danish Business Authority official
further observed that substantially more initiatives to reduce compliance costs were taken while the
reduction target and Burden Stop remained in force than after 2019 (Interview DK 1). However, as
offsetting formed part of a wider policy framework—which, most importantly, included the Burden
Stop and the DKK 4 billion reduction target—it would be highly difficult to assess its independent effect
(Interviews DK 1; DK 2).

The cumulative reduction in compliance costs was estimated at DKK 1.5 billion by the end of 2018.
This remained well below the DKK 4 billion target for 2020, which had not been met when the
programme ended in 2019 (Interviews DK 2; DK 5). In 2019, the government proposed a list of 42
further initiatives, many involving digitalisation, to advance progress towards the target (Regeringen,
2019). However, some may not have taken effect before the change of government later that year
(Interview DK 11). Although the target was not met, the officially reported net decrease in compliance
costs between 2015 and 2019 suggests that estimated new burdens—including those arising from the
transposition of EU directives—were more than offset. Precise figures should, however, be interpreted
in light of the observed methodological limitations. For example, interviewees expressed certain
scepticism regarding the largest claimed saving among the 42 initiatives proposed in 2019: a reduction
of annual compliance costs by DKK 560 million expected from raising speed limit for heavy vehicles
from 70 to 80 kilometres per hour (Interviews DK 10; DK 11; Regeringen, 2019, p. 39).

As the Danish burden reduction agenda is cost-based, its effectiveness is assessed exclusively based
on changes in compliance costs. Interviewees accordingly emphasised that burden reduction does not
necessarily correspond to fewer or shorter regulations (Interviews DK 7; DK 8; DK 11). In practice,
compliance costs are generally reduced through amendments to the existing regulatory stock, not by
repealing existing rules in their entirety (Interview DK 1). As one former official observed, “it takes one
regulation to abolish another regulation” (Interview DK 7). Regulation may also be necessary to
promote markets and competition. As the AMVAB manual used between 2015 and 2019 explained,
liberalisation of a policy area is often accompanied by “re-regulation” (Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2012, p. 12).

Before, during and after the Burden Stop, a considerable share of cost reductions was achieved
through digital solutions (Erhvervsministeriet, 2000, pp. 77-78; Interviews DK 6; DK 8; DK 10; @konomi-
og Erhvervsministeriet, 2002, pp. 55-58; Regeringen, 2019, p. 10; Rigsrevisionen, 2007). One recent
example is the regulation of digital bookkeeping, which is estimated to save businesses DKK 4 billion—
equivalent to the entire unmet target for 2015-2019 (Interview DK 7). Forthcoming regulation on

40



digital reporting between businesses and banks is expected to produce even larger savings (Interview
DK 10). Other measures include digital portals offering businesses information and guidance, as well
as automated administrative procedures (Interview DK 7; Erhvervs- og Vaekstministeriet, 2015, p. 11;
Erhvervsministeriet, 2022, pp. 13, 21-24).

Despite reported achievements, some respondents remained sceptical of the tangible impacts of
burden reduction policies. Reflecting on the current situation, a Business Regulation Forum
representative cited a saying that “we remove rules with pincers, and we shovel them in with shovels”
(Interview DK 3). Several interviewees argued that Denmark has yet to reduce the regulatory burdens
experienced by businesses and that the 2015-2019 marked no notable exception (Interviews DK 5; DK
10). One possible explanation is that individual reforms often generate only modest savings for each
business, while their aggregate societal effects may be considerable but difficult to identify (Interview
DK 8). Moreover, substantial savings from measures such as the digitalisation of administrative
procedures are often regarded as a natural administrative development rather than as outcomes of
burden reduction policy. A business association representative also challenged the dominant
emphasis on costs instead of the number of rules, arguing that the volume and number of regulations
in fact contribute substantially to the burdens experienced by businesses (Interview DK 10).

6.1.3.3. Effects on Public Administration

According to a common view, improving administrative processes to facilitate compliance may benefit
regulated entities more tangibly than repealing regulatory provisions (Interviews DK 3; DK 7; DK 8; DK
9; DK 10). Former Team Effective Regulation officials recalled a chart used internally that showed the
implementation phase to account for a larger share of burdens experienced by businesses than the
substantive provisions themselves (Interviews DK 7; DK 9). Burden reduction efforts have therefore
focused substantially on improving administrative practices. Long-standing objectives include
reducing information requests and reporting obligations by improving information sharing among
regulatory authorities (Interview DK 6; @konomi- og Erhvervsministeriet, 2002, p. 57). Another aim
has been to shorten processing times for authorisation and application procedures (Erhvervs- og
Vakstministeriet, 2015, pp. 12-13; 2016, pp. 13-14; Erhvervsministeriet, 2018, p. 15; 2019, p. 15).
Burden reduction is also associated with lighter enforcement, including fewer inspections and controls
and the use of risk-based enforcement strategies (Erhvervsministeriet, 2022, pp. 11-12). Within the
Working Environment Authority, for example, inspections have increasingly focused on high-risk firms
and sectors, while businesses with established compliance records receive less scrutiny. Although
intended primarily to improve internal efficiency and resource allocation, this is also expected to
reduce burdens for regulated entities (Interview DK 4). It also reflects the business sector’s reported
preference for more targeted enforcement (Interview DK 3).

Beyond efforts to make regulatory enforcement less burdensome for regulated entities, the Danish
burden reduction agenda has not generally emphasised the relationship between regulatory
simplification and administrative modernisation or explicitly sought to relieve pressures on public
authorities. Several interviewees stressed that reducing burdens on the administration and on
businesses are distinct objectives that do not necessarily overlap (Interviews DK 1; DK 5; DK 11).
Regarding the 2015-2019 programme, one former official remarked that reducing public sector costs
“was not the purpose of anything. They never mentioned that” (Interview DK 11). By contrast, a
former senior official in the Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs observed that the
burden reduction agenda has periodically been linked to political ambitions to downsize the public

41



administration (Interview DK 6). During the 2000s, internal administrative simplification was identified
as a potential means of releasing public resources, although it was not formally part of the burden
reduction programme (Rigsrevisionen, 2007, p. 16).

Interviewees nevertheless broadly agreed that burden reduction policies themselves require
administrative capacity and resources (Interviews DK 2; DK 5; DK 6; DK 8; DK 9; DK 10; DK 11). This was
acknowledged as a potential challenge. A former senior ministry official suggested that requesting
additional staff and resources for a programme presented as de-bureaucratisation “would be a
difficult thing to explain, in public at least” (Interview DK 6). A business association representative
identified a related dilemma: while liberal and centre-right governments tend to be strongest
advocates of burden reduction, they are less willing to invest in the administrative capacity it requires
(Interview DK 10). Several interviewees considered OIOO particularly demanding to administer
(Interviews DK 1; DK 4; DK 10). A long-standing Business Simplification Council representative reported
that civil servants’ most common objection was its administrative complexity and resulting internal
burden (Interview DK 3), while a business association representative similarly considered OlIO0
inadvisable for the public administration because it would be “too bureaucratic” to administer
(Interview DK 10).

Implementing the 25 per cent reduction target in the 2000s was particularly resource-intensive
(Interviews DK 1; DK 6). Although the 2015-2019 approach was less administratively demanding
because it did not require a baseline assessment of the entire regulatory stock, it nevertheless entailed
new routines for interministerial coordination and monitoring. The Danish Business Authority
consequently had to reallocate resources to its oversight function (Interview DK 11). The associated
workload was not confined to the monitoring unit but was also distributed across regulatory
authorities subject to the requirements. An official in the Authority’s Better Regulation Unit
maintained that a return to a more ambitious simplification policy than that pursued in 2025 would
require additional resources (Interview DK 1). Beyond identifying simplification measures, making
administrative processes more efficient and expedient also requires additional capacity. Former
officials recalled an internal presentation slide with the heading “Moving the Monkey”, which
illustrated how regulatory burdens—the “monkey”—are transferred from businesses to public
authorities rather than eliminated (Interviews DK 7; DK 8).

6.1.3.4. Implementation Challenges

The burden reduction policy generated several forms of institutional friction. Ministries seeking
exemptions from the Burden Stop faced considerable difficulty in identifying equivalent measures that
could reasonably be abolished (Interview DK 11). A former Team Effective Regulation official involved
in the 2015-2019 programme accordingly described implementation as a “pretty rough” process for
ministries whose political agendas were heavily constrained (Interview DK 9). One former official
suggested that this experience may have prompted ministerial administrations to advise the incoming
government in 2019 against maintaining a similar approach (Interview DK 11). It may also have
encouraged avoidance strategies. A practical limitation of the Burden Stop and its associated
offsetting requirement was the exclusion of proposals expected to impose compliance costs below
DKK 4 million (Interview DK 2). Some proposals were reportedly adjusted to fall just below the
threshold (Interview DK 7). As one current official remarked, the threshold means that “a lot slip
between our fingers” (Interview DK 1). This was considered difficult to avoid, as subjecting every draft
regulation to detailed assessment would require disproportionate resources (Interview DK 1).
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A Business Regulation Forum representative reported general resistance within the senior civil service
to simplification and impact assessment requirements that disrupted established routines (Interview
DK 3). Others attributed resistance primarily to political factors. Although endorsing simplification in
principle, politicians may oppose repealing or amending rules serving constituency interests. As one
respondent explained, governments could always find ways to circumvent self-imposed formal rules
if it served their interest to do so (Interview DK 1). By contrast, civil servants were regarded as unlikely
to resist simplification measures backed by strong political support (Interviews DK 1; DK 6). As one
official remarked, “Don’t shoot the government officials. We’re often blamed for these burdens, but
it’s the politicians who introduce them” (Interview DK 1). A former official likewise argued that civil
servants generally support simplification and that the principal obstacle lay in the practical difficulties
of implementation (Interview DK 11).

Quantitative reduction targets were also seen as politically unrewarding, as business organisations or
political opponents may criticise targets as insufficiently ambitious or point out limited progress.
Reflecting on the Burden Stop period, one former official observed that “it’s a tough place to be in,
that you’re getting attacked on this agenda when you invest a lot of resources and energy, and still
you just get attacked all the time” (Interview DK 9). Another argued that the political costs of failing
to meet a simplification target may outweigh the benefits of adopting one (Interview DK 11).

Relying on stakeholder input to identify simplification measures has proved difficult in practice
(Interview DK 1). Although the business sector strongly supports the general burden reduction agenda,
agreement on specific provisions to amend or repeal remains difficult because almost every rule is
supported by some firm or sector (Interviews DK 10; DK 11). As one former official argued, most
businesses support most rules (Interview DK 9). They may moreover value regulatory stability over
simplification since adapting to revised requirements can impose greater costs than retaining existing
rules (Interview DK 11). Consequently, reform proposals submitted have generally concerned
circumstances specific to individual firms (Interview DK 1). As one official explained, “when you ask
the business organisations and communities, they will find something nitty-gritty, specific [...] and that
will go through, and it will not save anyone any burdens, because it is such a niche, small thing”
(Interview DK 8).

EU legislation was further identified as an inevitable constraint on national burden reduction efforts
(Interviews DK 2; DK 5; DK 6; DK 9). One interviewee suggested that the effects of the Burden Stop
were ultimately limited by the exemption of EU-derived regulation (Interview DK 2). International
banking agreements constituted another source of burdens. One former official considered it “a bit
absurd” to devote extensive attention to domestic legislation imposing annual costs of DKK 10 million
while new banking regulation generated costs measured in billions (Interview DK 9). Supranational
law-making also complicates management of the existing regulatory stock. An official in the Danish
Working Environment Authority argued that identifying offsetting measures would have been highly
difficult given that most of the agency’s regulatory framework now originates in some form from EU
decisions (Interview DK 4). However, it was also noted that EU legislation benefits businesses through
regulatory harmonisation (Interview DK 6). The Danish Business Regulation Forum has, for example,
advocated a common EU standard for environmentally sustainable bunker fuel (Interview DK 3).
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6.1.4. Trade-Offs and Unintended Consequences

Many respondents emphasised that regulations generally serve an intended objective, such as
protecting workers, consumers or the environment or maintaining well-functioning markets, and that
identifying dispensable regulations or burdens to reduce is inherently difficult (Interviews DK 1; DK 4;
DK 6; DK 9; DK 10). As an official involved in enforcing the Burden Stop observed: “If you go and ask
an expert in the ministry, ‘Do you have any unnecessary burdens?’, the expert will explain why each
information obligation is important” (Interview DK 8). A current Danish Business Authority official
stressed that regulators “do not introduce burdensome regulation just for the sake of it. They always
introduce it for some other really, really good reason” (Interview DK 1). A business association
representative made the same point: “the politician would say, ‘okay, so tell us what we have to
remove?’ [...] It really doesn’t make sense, because everything they decided, they did because there
was a political reason” (Interview DK 10). Simplification is further complicated by the interdependence
of regulatory provisions: repealing or amending one rule may affect the operation of others, with
consequences across the regulatory stock (Interview DK 11).

Most interviewees identified no specific social or environmental harm arising from the Burden Stop
or the wider burden reduction programme between 2015 and 2019, while some explicitly rejected
that risk (Interview DK 1). The exemptions allowed under the Burden Stop were regarded as
safeguards against the most difficult policy trade-offs (Interview DK 2). However, a former official
closely involved in implementing the Burden Stop noted that the relaxation of regulatory
requirements in agriculture was followed by intense debate over the sector’s environmental impact,
adding that simplification may “come with a price” (Interview DK 9). Citing the same example, another
former official referred to continuing controversy over the reform package, which some considered
to have taken regulatory burden reduction too far (Interview DK 11). The Agricultural Package
(Landbrugspakken) is of particular significance as it generated the by far largest single claimed
reduction between 2015 and 2019, estimated at DKK 1.7 billion (Erhvervsministeriet, 2017, p. 7;
Regeringen, 2019, pp. 47-50). The combined constraints of the Burden Stop, the offsetting
requirement and the reduction target were also difficult to reconcile with other government priorities.
The Ministry of Taxation, for example, faced simultaneous pressure to introduce new provisions and
consequently “took some big hits” under the burden reduction programme, as one former official
recalled (Interview DK 9). The same interviewee concluded: “l think we ended up chasing one goal too
hard and then putting all the other political goals aside” (Interview DK 9).

Interviewees broadly agreed that reducing compliance costs, whether through regulatory reform or
revised enforcement practices, ultimately entails trade-offs between competing political objectives
(Interviews DK 1; DK 3; DK 4; DK 5; DK 8). A former Business Regulation Forum member expressed
concern about the agenda’s ideological orientation, arguing that the definition of regulatory
“burdens” is inherently political (Interview DK 5). A current Forum representative stressed the
transition towards a cashless society as an example: removing obligations to accept cash would reduce
business costs but create difficulties for certain groups of citizens (Interview DK 3). The EU Omnibus
package and the rollback of requirements associated with the Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD) were cited as another instance where regulatory simplification conflicts with other
political objectives (Interview DK 1). Similarly, measures criticised as over-implementation or gold-
plating may reflect legitimate political preferences for protection exceeding the EU minimum
(Interviews DK 4; DK 9; DK 11).
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Current and former officials acknowledged that the regulatory stock may still contain unnecessarily
complex, overlapping or obsolete requirements (Interviews DK 1; DK 11). Yet, others pointed out that
given the long-standing efforts to minimise compliance costs, readily removable burdens have by now
been largely eliminated (Interviews DK 4; DK 9). This makes further efforts increasingly difficult. As a
former Team Effective Regulation official noted, “there will always be winners and losers [...] when
you’re not talking [about] totally unnecessary stuff, which there’s not much of” (Interview DK 8).

6.1.5. Transformation of Regulatory Culture and Future Development

In both the 2000s and the 2015-2019 period, burden reduction targets were partly intended to change
the regulatory culture within the administration (Rigsrevisionen, 2007, pp. 16, 31). Interviewees
identified greater cost awareness and a general commitment among civil servants to minimising
burdens as key achievements of Denmark’s twenty-five-year Better Regulation agenda (Interviews DK
3; DK 5; DK 7; DK 9; DK 11). Although no offsetting scheme or reduction target is currently in force,
continued scrutiny by the Danish Business Authority and the government’s Standing Committee on
Economic Affairs may still informally shape regulatory behaviour (Interview DK 1).

The extent of this cultural change may nevertheless vary across ministries and policy areas. The Danish
Business Authority provides the clearest example of institutionalisation, reflecting its political remit
and function. As one current official observed, “we have a culture that is very focused on making the
everyday of Danish companies easier” (Interview DK 1). By contrast, compliance cost reduction may
receive less attention in ministries primarily concerned with other policy objectives, such as justice,
employment or environmental protection (Interviews DK 2; DK 3). While not opposing burden
reduction as such, some regulatory authorities accordingly remained more strongly committed to
their principal policy objectives during the 2015-2019 period (Interviews DK 6; DK 7; DK 11). As one
former official remarked: “We, on Better Regulation, we tend to fall in love with this agenda. But our
love is not shared by anyone” (Interview DK 7).

Interviewees generally doubted that an offsetting requirement would be reintroduced (Interview DK
11). A former official involved in implementing the Burden Stop considered any future agreement on
a similar arrangement unlikely because the process had proved too complicated, adding: “l wouldn’t
recommend it again” (Interview DK 9). According to one respondent, resistance within the civil service
is currently too great for OIOO to be feasible (Interview DK 3). Another considered new reduction
targets more likely (Interview DK 2). Some interviewees further suggested that the choice between
instruments such as OlI0O0 and reduction targets may be largely symbolic, serving purposes of political
signalling or even window dressing (Interviews DK 1; DK 11). Regular fitness checks of specific
regulatory areas, already undertaken by individual ministries, were proposed as a potentially more
practical alternative (Interview DK 1; DK 10). Respondents also emphasised that regulatory
management is likely to remain a continuous undertaking, as technological and societal developments
continue to generate demand for new regulation (Interview DK 1). As a former senior official in the
Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs remarked, “l don’t believe you could say, well, now
parliament has finalised its work, it can go home” (Interview DK 6).

Several interviewees suggested that further digitalisation could reduce costs without altering the
substantive content of regulation (Interviews DK 2; DK 3; DK 10). Denmark’s administration is,
however, already extensively digitalised (Interviews DK 1; DK 6; DK 11). Enhanced data sharing among
public authorities to advance the once-only principle for information requests was nevertheless
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identified as an area in which further progress could be made (Interview DK 3). It was also suggested
that artificial intelligence (Al) may offer new opportunities for burden reduction (Interview DK 11).

As the proportion of burdens originating in EU law was perceived to have increased, interviewees
regarded future burden reduction as closely dependent on developments at the EU level (Interviews
DK 2; DK 6; DK 10; DK 11). A member of the Business Regulation Forum nevertheless stressed that
Denmark should not simply “blame Brussels”, noting that “we are Brussels, we are part of the decision-
making process” (Interview DK 3). Early engagement in EU negotiations and coordination with like-
minded member states were identified as crucial means of preventing new burdens, and Denmark’s
2025 Presidency of the Council of the EU placed simplification high on the agenda (Interviews DK 1;
DK 2; DK 3; DK 5; DK 9).

Denmark’s burden reduction instruments have often changed with governments, and recent
developments conform to this pattern. In its Statement of Government Policy, the Social Democratic-
led coalition that took office in June 2026 committed to establishing a new baseline for the regulatory
stock and reducing compliance costs by 25 per cent by 2035 (Regeringen, 2026, p. 47). This affirms the
Danish preference for burden reduction targets over offsetting.

The Danish case shows that burden reduction programmes can effectively reduce estimated
compliance costs when supported by strong political commitment, institutional expertise and
enforcement. Yet, it also illustrates the political and administrative frictions that may arise in the
process. Although all new regulatory burdens were offset during the programme period, this is
attributable to the Burden Stop and the unmet DKK 4 billion burden reduction target rather than the
offsetting requirement as such, which played only a marginal role. This ambitious programme was
also politically contingent and was discontinued by the incoming Social Democratic government, while
regulated actors remain sceptical about the initiatives’ actual effects. The long-standing Better
Regulation agenda may have produced more durable outcomes by fostering greater cost awareness
within parts of the administration. Interviewees nevertheless emphasised that any national burden
reduction agenda is ultimately constrained by the effects of EU law-making.
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6.2. France

6.2.1. Origins and Objectives of Regulatory Offsetting

The volume and complexity of regulation have been subjects of French public debate for decades
(Interviews FR 1; FR 7; FR 15). Since the 1980s, when Prime Minister Jacques Chirac established a
Commission for the Simplification of Business Formalities, nearly every government has declared its
commitment to reducing regulatory burdens (Interview FR 3; Sénat, 2017; 2023, pp. 65-66). The
agenda gained renewed momentum around the turn of the millennium, with simplification laws and
initiatives being introduced throughout the 2000s and early 2010s (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, pp. 41-42;
Sénat, 2017, pp. 29-31). Mirroring developments elsewhere in Europe, these efforts included attempts
to quantify regulatory burdens and the adoption of a 25 per cent burden reduction target in 2007
(OECD, 2010b).

The principal motivation for introducing offsetting in 2013 was to promote economic growth following
the 2008 financial crisis and the subsequent euro-area crisis. The French public debt crisis of the early
2010s provided a related impetus since restraining regulatory production was considered a potential
mean of alleviating pressure on public finances (Interview FR 16). In 2012, the newly appointed
government of Prime Minister Jean-Marc Ayrault and President Francois Hollande launched the
National Pact for Growth, Competitiveness and Employment which listed regulatory simplification for
businesses as one of eight priority areas (Premier ministre, 2012). The planned introduction of OlI00O
was first announced by an interministerial committee in 2012, reportedly in accordance with President
Hollande’s instructions (CIMAP, 2012, p. 30). In July 2013, President Hollande and the government
launched the “Simplification Shock”, a reform agenda comprising 200 measures of varying scope
intended to simplify regulation and administrative processes. OIOO was simultaneously brought into
effect through a Prime Ministerial circular (Premier ministre, 2013a, 2013b; Sénat, 2017, p. 32).

Following the change of government in 2017 and the appointment of President Emmanuel Macron
and Prime Minister Edouard Philippe, the scheme was extended to One-in-Two-out (0120). This
revision occurred against the backdrop of the perceived failure of the Simplification Shock; Hollande
himself having remarked in 2017 that “simplification is complicated” (Interview FR 11). The circular
introducing OI20 explicitly acknowledged that previous attempts to control the inflow of new
regulation had produced unsatisfactory results (Premier ministre, 2017). Yet, the renewed strategy
represented a continuation and not a fundamental departure from that of the preceding government.
Its principal objectives have remained the same: reducing burdens to enhance competitiveness,
promote economic growth and attract foreign investment by reducing business compliance costs
(Interviews FR 1; FR 6; FR 7; FR 9; FR 10; FR 11; FR 16; Sénat, 2017, p. 11; 2023, p. 173).

The offsetting models were reportedly influenced by private sector management techniques, with the
UK’s OI00 and subsequent OI20 schemes serving as the principal source of inspiration (Interview FR
7; FR 11). Unlike the British model, however, the French schemes addressed burdens imposed not
only on businesses but also on citizens and local, implementing authorities. This broader scope
reflected that calls for restraining regulatory growth came from both the business sector and from
local governments (Interviews FR 8; FR 9; FR 13; FR 14; FR 15; FR 16; Lambert & Boulard, 2013). The
latter have been strong advocators for simplification agenda, reflecting controversies over
decentralisation and the vertical division of regulatory powers. The imposition of regulatory
requirements on local and regional authorities without corresponding transfers of financial means for
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implementation are sources of persistent friction between the levels of government (CNEN, 2024, p.
5; Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 86; Interview FR 8).

In France, regulatory burden reduction has been firmly placed in the intersection of economic and
administrative reform. The 2017 introduction of OI20 was linked to the Action Plan for Investment
and Growth and Public Action 2022, the government’s respective economic and administrative reform
agendas (CITP, 2018a, 2018b; Conseil d’Etat, 2018, p. 4; Le Gouvernement, 2017, p. 12). Management
of regulatory burdens has formed part of a long-standing state modernisation project, which sought
to make public services more accessible to citizens, businesses and other regulated actors (CIMAP,
2012; Interview FR 2; FR 4; FR 6; FR 9; FR 11; 2013; OECD, 2010b; Sénat, 2023). The objective of
simplification is also linked to the administration’s internal organisation. As an overly complex
regulatory landscape complicates decision-making, limiting rule growth is expected to improve the
efficiency of public administration and eliminate unnecessary tasks (Interviews FR 1; FR 2; FR 4; FR 9;
FR 11). Over-regulation has also been associated with fragmented responsibilities and a proliferation
of administrative units (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, pp. 15, 55-56; Interview FR 4; Sénat, 2017, p. 11). Before
regulatory offsetting was introduced, a 2012 circular had applied a similar principle to advisory bodies,
requiring one existing body to be abolished whenever a new one was created (CIMAP, 2012, p. 11).

The introduction and subsequent extension of offsetting responded not only to concerns about the
economic impact of regulation, but also to what the Council of State termed a “purely volumetric”
critique: the widespread perception that there were simply too many rules and their number growing
too rapidly (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 42), making the body of law unnavigable for regulated actors
(Interview FR 16). In French debate, this widely recognised problem is generally referred to as
“regulatory inflation” (Interviews FR 5; FR 7; FR 11; FR 12; FR 15; Lambert & Boulard, 2013).
Accordingly, the offsetting schemes were not designed as purely cost-based but also with the intention
to curb the expansion of rules (Interview FR 16).

Although the offsetting schemes themselves have received little political attention (Interview FR 16),
regulatory burdens and rule growth remain prominent topics of public debate (Interviews FR 11; FR
12; FR 13). The issue features in books and media commentary and there is broad support for
simplification (Interviews FR 5; FR 7). In some strands of this debate, such concerns take on anti-statist
overtones, portraying the state as inefficient, cumbersome and an obstacle to private initiative
(Interviews FR 8; FR 16). Yet, although fundamentally relating to the state’s role in the economy, there
is no straightforward left—right divide over regulatory burden reduction (Interview FR 15). Centre-left
and centre-right governments alike have driven the agenda (Interviews FR 5; FR 7; Sénat, 2023), and
certain aspects—notably the use of offsetting—therefore remained largely consistent over time.

This broad support nevertheless conceals disagreement over specific measures. Business associations,
agricultural interests and right-wing and liberal parties are among the strongest advocates, while
environmental organisations, green parties and trade unions warn that simplification may serve as a
pretext for weakening social or environmental protections (Interview FR 1; FR 7; Sénat, 2023, p. 73).
These actors generally oppose not simplification itself but the removal of substantive protections
(Interview FR 1; FR 8; FR 11; FR 12; FR 15). Conflict therefore centres on concrete reforms, such as
labour market changes or relaxed agricultural requirements, which can become highly polarised
(Interview FR 6; FR 10; FR 16).
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6.2.2. Governance and Decision-Making

Since the 2013 introduction of offsetting, the General Secretariat of the Government (Secrétariat
général du Gouvernement, SGG) has held primary responsibility for its enforcement (Interviews FR 9;
FR 16). The SGG is an interministerial administrative unit located within the Prime Minister’s Office,
traditionally responsible for coordinating and managing regulatory production across government. In
this capacity, it reviews all regulatory texts and accompanying impact assessments before their
enactment (Interviews FR 8; FR 9; FR 12; FR 16). Despite the existence of a formal monitoring
arrangement, practical enforcement of offsetting has been uneven (Interviews FR 1; FR 3; FR 4; FR 15).
During the 2013-2017 period, the SGG primarily sought to prevent the adoption of regulations
considered excessively burdensome, while not actively enforcing the offsetting requirement. As a
former SGG official centrally involved in its adoption explained, “this policy was, in a sense, a tagline”
(Interview FR 9). A former member of the Business Simplification Council similarly described OIOO as
a policy goal that remained unrealised (Interview FR 10).

Enforcement was reportedly strengthened following the 2017 of introduction of OI20. For new
regulations within its scope, regulators must use a dedicated form submitted alongside the mandatory
RIA to identify two measures that will be repealed or simplified to offset the new provision (Interviews
FR 5; FR 7; FR 12; FR 13; Premier ministre, 2025). Although non-compliance carries no formal
sanctions, the SGG may decline to publish a new regulation unless adequate compensatory measures
are proposed (Interview FR 13). Nevertheless, ministerial officials characterised enforcement as
relatively weak. Compliance is considered negotiable to some extent, particularly for regulations
deemed politically important, and reprimands are rare (Interviews FR 12; FR 13; FR 14). As one
ministerial official observed, “if we have the cabinet of the ministry backing us, the rule is not a
problem anymore” (Interview FR 13). Interviewees also emphasised that OIOO and OI20 were
introduced through Prime Ministerial circulars and thus constitute soft law and not legally binding
requirements (Interview FR 4; FR 9; FR 12; FR 15).

Responsibility to identify simplification measures lies with the individual regulatory authorities. When
a ministry’s legal office determines that a draft regulation may fall within the scope of the
requirement, it alerts the drafting office, which must then identify two measures of proportionate
impact to repeal or simplify (Interview FR 12; FR 13; FR 16). There are no specialised units responsible
for offsetting within the ministries. As one ministerial legal expert explained, “it’s (...) the very civil
servants that are writing the rule that have to find, among their colleagues, the rules to simplify”
(Interview FR 13). The circular introducing OI20 stated that its implementation would require
departments to compile an inventory of the existing regulatory stock in their respective policy areas
and indicated that the SGG stood ready to assist with this task (Premier ministre, 2017). In practice,
however, such inventories do not appear to have been produced.

Importantly, efforts to identify regulatory and administrative simplification measures have primarily
been undertaken independently offsetting framework, both under OIOO and following its extension
to 0120 (Interview FR 9; FR 16). Numerous initiatives have sought to simplify the existing regulatory
stock, both through temporary interministerial missions and projects and more permanent designated
administrative bodies (France Simplification, 2025; Le Gouvernement, 2024; SGMAP, 2016a). In 2012,
the Interministerial Committee for the Modernisation of Public Action (Comité interministériel pour la
modernisation de I'action publique, CIMAP) was established to formulate the government’s general
simplification agenda and identify concrete reform measures (CIMAP, 2012; Sénat, 2017, p. 32).
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Responsibility for implementing policies within this area was assigned to the General Secretariat for
the Modernisation of Public Action (Secrétariat général pour la modernisation de I’action publique,
SGMAP), also established in 2012. Its remit encompassed administrative procedural reform, the
internal reorganisation of government institutions, public policy evaluation and regulatory
simplification (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 17; SGMAP, 2015). In addition, political responsibility was
assigned to a Secretary of State for State Reform and Simplification, appointed in 2014 and attached
directly to the Prime Minister’s Office (Interviews FR 9; FR 11; Sénat, 2017, p. 36). This position was
discontinued with the 2017 government shift, and no member of government has since held specific
responsibility for the simplification agenda (Sénat, 2023, p. 12).

Following the 2017 election, CIMAP and SGMAP were replaced by the Interministerial Committee for
Public Transformation (Comité interministériel de la transformation publique, CITP) and the
Interministerial Directorate for Public Transformation (Direction interministérielle de la
transformation publique, DITP), which largely assumed their predecessors’ institutional roles
(Interview FR 8). Although the DITP maintains frequent contact and coordinates weekly with the SGG,
their respective tasks remain largely separate (Interview FR 2). The DITP is not involved in
implementing 0OI20, and regulators do not generally seek its assistance in identifying offsetting
measures.

More recently, the France Simplification initiative, established within the DITP in 2025, has authorised
regional prefects to identify obstacles and inconsistencies encountered by regulated entities at the
local level that may then be resolved nationally (France Simplification, 2025; Interviews FR 2; FR 4; FR
9; FR 12). Prefects may propose solutions and submit them to the DITP, which forwards them to the
relevant central administrative authorities. If no agreement is reached, the DITP can refer the proposal
to an interministerial meeting chaired by the Prime Minister’s Office, where it is negotiated among
ministerial administrations and cabinets (Interviews FR 2; FR 4).

Two stakeholder consultation bodies were also established in 2013. The Business Simplification
Council (2013-17) was tasked with identifying potential regulatory burden reduction measures based
on input from businesses and industry representatives, working in dialogue with ministerial
administrations and reporting directly to the Prime Minister (Interview FR 10; SGMAP, 2016b, p. 17).
The National Council for Regulatory Evaluation (Conseil national d’évaluation des normes, CNEN) was
established to represent local authorities and scrutinise draft and existing regulations affecting their
mandate (CNEN, 2025; Interviews FR 1; FR 3; FR 7; FR 11). While the former was discontinued in 2017,
the CNEN is still active. Although its statements are non-binding, an unfavourable opinion on a draft
can substantially delay the regulatory process (Interview FR 16). Assessments of its practical impact
vary. Some express cautious optimism (Interview FR 1; FR 3), whereas others cite limited institutional
capacity and a lack of visible results (CNEN, 2025, p. 14; Interview FR 7).

6.2.3. Practical Implementation and Effectiveness
6.2.3.1. Regulatory Offsetting Metrics

As the French offsetting scheme seeks to manage both the number and impact of regulations, its
effectiveness is generally assessed both in terms of regulatory volume and impact on compliance costs
(Interview FR 4; FR 16). The relevance of counting rules is, however, widely questioned. Legal texts are
inherently difficult to compare, as they may contain “between one and a thousand rules”, as one
Councillor of State observed (Interview FR 7). Without proper consideration of regulatory impacts,
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minor regulations of limited scope may be substituted for far-reaching and highly restrictive provisions
(Interview FR 4; FR 13; Sénat, 2023, p. 86). A former SGG official similarly described the number of
legal articles as “a very weak metric” because “the main problem of regulatory burden is not the legal
side of it, or the number of lines in a given law. [...] What is substantial is the impact, the real effect of
any text” (Interview FR 9). Even measuring regulatory production by counting rules has proved
difficult. In 2017, the SGG estimated that 26,198 governmental regulations (décrets) were in force,
whereas the Council of State placed the figure at approximately 120,000 (Sénat, 2017, p. 17)

Moreover, neither administrative burden reduction nor economic liberalisation are necessarily
achieved by repealing rules. As a former ministerial adviser at the Ministry of Economy and Finance
explained, “sometimes you deregulate a sector, and that doesn't mean you have to reduce the
number of regulations” (Interview FR 6). Current central government officials similarly note that new
regulations may simplify existing legal frameworks or administrative systems (Interviews FR 4; FR 12;
FR 13). Additional rules may also help improve legal clarity (Interview FR 16).

The 0120 scheme is formally designed to account for regulatory impact, explicitly requiring new
regulations to be offset by repealing or simplifying two qualitatively equivalent regulations with a
comparable monetary impact (Interview FR 16). Formally, this includes both administrative and
substantive regulatory costs. The extent to which this requirement is enforced in practice remains
unclear. One ministerial legal expert reported that offsetting in their policy area does not involve
detailed cost estimates, adding that this would be “too difficult” (Interview FR 13).

Compliance cost assessments, required as part of the mandatory RIA process, do not involve business
consultation according to the SCM approach. Instead, they rely on existing data and guidelines
developed by the SGG and the General Economic and Financial Control unit within the Ministry of
Economy (Contréle général économique et financier, CGefi) (Assemblée Nationale, 2014, p. 30; Sénat,
2017, pp. 59, 88, 100; 2023, pp. 59, 114; SGG, 2012, pp. 29-30). According to interviewees, regulatory
cost assessments have generally been treated rather superficially (Interview FR 7; FR 9). The CNEN
long maintained that their inadequate quality prevented it from performing its scrutiny function
effectively (CNEN, 2016, p. 22; 2019, p. 2; CNEN & NKR, 2021, p. 46). These shortcomings arguably
reflect the broader status of impact assessment in France. A widely held view is that RIAs are treated
as a tick-box exercise intended to justify regulatory proposals after they have already been finalised
(Interview FR 7; FR 9; FR 11; FR 15; Sénat, 2023, p. 116). Nevertheless, the SGG considers the quality
of impact and cost assessments to have improved recently (Interview FR 16). A 2025 Prime Ministerial
circular consolidated previously dispersed impact assessment guidelines and reiterated that
regulators must assess monetary impacts using the data and methods available internally through the
Extraqual website. It further specified that the SGG will use the resulting estimates to track changes
in compliance costs (Premier ministre, 2025).

6.2.3.2. Effects on Regulatory Burdens

There is broad agreement that offsetting has neither curbed regulatory growth nor served as the main
framework for identifying burden reductions. In addition to uneven enforcement, both OlIOO and
0I120 excluded the transposition of EU directives, regulations implementing parliamentary decisions
and amendments to existing rules. Consequently, the compensation requirement applied to only an
estimated 10-20 per cent of new regulations (CNEN, 2019, pp. 12-13; Sénat, 2017, p. 39; Interview FR
2; FR7).

51



Although the government claimed that OIOO had produced positive results, the reported figures could
not be independently verified (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 79; Sénat, 2017, pp. 54, 91). Independent
assessments instead pointed to continued regulatory growth: between 2014 and 2017, the volume of
legislation increased by 17.2 per cent and that of regulation by 8.8 per cent (Interview FR 7). The
Council of State considered the Simplification Shock a partial failure, describing it as persistent
“regulatory gluttony” (Interview FR 11) and “a flood of legislation that no one seems to be able to
control” (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 26). The Senate’s Business Delegation likewise concluded that
simplification measures had been negated by a simultaneous “regulation shock”, describing OIOO as
a “mirage that businesses no longer believe in” (Sénat, 2017, pp. 57-58, 91). A former SGG official also
acknowledged that the scheme had failed to constrain regulatory growth, likening the simplification
agenda to emptying a bathtub while leaving the tap running (Interview FR 9; see also Sénat, 2017, p.
82). In the years following OIOQ’s introduction, approximately 500 measures of varying scope were
reportedly adopted to reform regulatory frameworks or reduce the burdens associated with their
implementation (SGMAP, 2016a). These measures were not, however, linked to ongoing regulatory
production, and it was never established whether they offset either the number or impacts of
regulations introduced during the same period (Interview FR 9). Moreover, many were found to have
limited practical effects or were inadequately implemented (Sénat, 2017, pp. 42-53).

The 2017 extension to OI20 involved strengthened formal enforcement, but its scope remained
narrow. Ministerial officials reported that entire years had passed without any regulation falling within
the compensation requirement (Interviews FR 12; FR 13; FR 14). By December 2025, it had reportedly
been applied to only 74 regulations, leading to the repeal of 17 and simplification of 79 regulations
(Assemblée Nationale, 2025; Interview FR 8). Some nevertheless attributed a deterrent effect to the
scheme, arguing that it discouraged regulators from introducing measures that would fall within its
scope (CNEN, 2025, p. 9; Interview FR 13). Official statements have been positive, citing both cost
savings and a constraining effect on rule growth (Direction des Affaires Juridiques, 2018; Interview FR
4).1n 2019, the Prime Minister announced that only 21 regulations imposing new constraints had been
enacted since 0I20 entered into force, compared with between 100 and 150 annually in preceding
years (Interview FR 12). A 2025 government statement claimed that the scheme had generated
aggregate savings of €74.2 million (Assemblée Nationale, 2025). However, independently assessing
these claims is difficult as reporting the specific offsetting measures have not been disclosed. Although
data on regulatory production are available through Légifrance, these are not compiled or commented
on by government (Interviews FR 3; FR 7; FR 8). One official nevertheless noted that independent
actors use these data to estimate regulatory growth, and that such estimates regularly feature in
public debate, media coverage and political discussion (Interview FR 16).

The broader evidence indicates no discernible effect on regulatory production or new burdens, either
before or after 2017 (Interviews FR 1; FR 2; FR 5; FR 7; FR 9; FR 15; FR 16; Sénat, 2023, p. 34). The
regulatory stock expanded by 13.2 per cent between 2017 and 2021, leading one Councillor of State
to call the offsetting scheme a “publicity stunt” (Interview FR 7). In 2023, the Senate similarly deemed
it a failure and cited the then head of the CNEN’s description of 0120 as a “gimmick” (Sénat, 2023, pp.
85-86). A current SGG official likewise acknowledged that 0120 does not effectively restrain regulatory
growth, attributing this failure to its limited practical application (Interview FR 16). As one ministerial
official observed, its principal effect on regulatory drafting has been the addition of another form to
complete (Interview FR 13).
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Beyond its narrow scope, regulatory offsetting faces several practical implementation obstacles.
According to a current SGG official, the principal difficulty is the monitoring unit’s limited capacity to
identify measures subject to the offsetting requirement. The small unit reviews thousands of legal
texts annually but lacks the resources to assess them all. Regulators are expected to alert the SGG
when they consider the requirement applicable, but do not always do so. Such omissions may not be
deliberate but reflect limited knowledge of the rule (Interview FR 16).

In addition, officials face considerable difficulties in identifying regulations that can be repealed or
amended to reduce burdens. Most provisions serve legitimate purposes and are embedded in
interconnected regulatory frameworks, meaning that changing or repealing one may have far-
reaching and potentially adverse consequences (Interview FR 12; Sénat, 2023, p. 79). As one
ministerial official observed, “take out one brick, and the whole thing comes tumbling down”
(t’enléeves une brique, et tout le reste tombe) (Interview FR 14). Interministerial coordination presents
a further obstacle. Regulatory amendments often require the involvement of several ministries,
among which agreement may be difficult to secure (Interviews FR 1; FR 6; FR 13; FR 14). A former
representative of the Business Simplification Council recalled acting as a mediator between regulators,
struggling to make them settle on simplification measures (Interview FR 10).

The implementation difficulties encouraged various forms of symbolic compliance. Officials often
offset new rules by repealing obsolete provisions that are no longer enforced. One reported example
was the repeal of a nineteenth-century prohibition on women wearing trousers in public (Interview
FR 15). This practice was already evident under OlIOO, when abolished rules had generally already
fallen into disuse (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 77). According to a current SGG official, reported
compensatory measures under OI120 usually consist of repeals or amendments that have already been
implemented and would have occurred irrespectively of the scheme (Interview FR 16). The
requirement may also encourage officials to retain obsolete provisions until their repeal is needed to
offset a new regulation (Interview FR 13).

6.2.3.3. Effects on Public Administration

Although reducing regulatory burdens is expected to alleviate pressure on public authorities, there is
broad agreement that simplification itself requires additional resources or the reallocation of existing
ones (Interviews FR 2; FR 4; FR 6; FR 8; FR 9; FR 11). Current and former officials involved in broader
regulatory burden reduction efforts noted that identifying, negotiating, implementing and monitoring
simplification measures require considerable work and capacity (Interview FR 2; FR 6). A former SGG
official argued that revised organisational strategies and priorities were necessary for simplification
to benefit the administration instead of imposing an additional burden. Asked whether regulatory
simplification could improve internal administrative functioning, the interviewee replied: “Not at all.
Yeah, it could, but it has to work hand in hand with a general question of efficiency” (Interview FR 9).
A former senior SGMAP official similarly observed that “from what | have seen, the requirements for
simplification and reduction of standards result in increased workload for administrative teams to
achieve the same result” (Interview FR 8). This accords with the Council of State’s finding that
“simplification efforts have often been perceived by the administration as an additional burden with
no obvious benefit” (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 18).

A substantial proportion of the simplification initiatives pursued alongside offsetting, both before and
after 2017, have sought to reduce compliance costs by restructuring interactions between public
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authorities and regulated actors, making implementation procedures more efficient. A senior official
noted that, of the 500 simplification proposals submitted to the DITP in 2025, only approximately one-
third concerned substantive regulatory content, while the remainder addressed legal interpretation
or administrative procedures (Interview FR 2). Long-standing efforts in this area have included
establishing “one-stop-shops” to streamline compliance and permitting procedures; reducing
information requests, in part through enhanced internal data sharing, working towards a once-only
principle; and introducing more targeted enforcement strategies involving fewer inspections (CIMAP,
2012, p. 26; 2013, p. 16; Conseil d'Etat, 2016, pp. 21, 72; Interview FR 2; FR 4; FR 8; FR 11).

For the administration, efficiency improvements have required investment in administrative capacity
and the assumption of greater responsibility for certain processes. As the Senate’s Business Delegation
observed, this may involve the transferring of administrative burdens from the private sector to public
authorities (Sénat, 2017, pp. 108-109; 2023, p. 174). A senior DITP official made a similar point, arguing
that “we have to internalise our own complexity as much as we can” (Interview FR 2). However, in the
longer term, efficiency improvements, rationalised processes and the elimination of unnecessary tasks
are expected to also reduce the internal administrative workload (Interview FR 2). Within certain
administrations, digitalisation and improved data management have reportedly produced efficiency
gains (Interview FR 11).

6.2.3.4. Implementation Challenges

A widely held perspective is that the lack of practical political commitment constitutes one of the
principal obstacles to effective regulatory management. As one interviewee observed, “simplification
is something that is always advocated, everybody speaks about it, everybody says it’s important to do
it, nobody criticises it, but nobody really wants to make it the priority” (Interview FR 1). Simplification
initiatives therefore risk remaining largely symbolic, serving to signal political dedication but having
limited practical impact (Interview FR 3; FR 5; FR 7; FR 8; FR 11; FR 15). Rule growth was perceived by
many as a natural feature of political reality, unlikely to diminish as parliaments, governments and
administrations continue to regard legislative and regulatory production as their raison d’étre
(Interview FR 8; FR9; FR 10; FR 15; Sénat, 2023, p. 28). As one Councillor of State remarked, “politicians
are often the very source of the over-regulation that they otherwise criticise and subsequently seek
to remedy” (Interview FR 11). Another Council of State representative observed a “cult of regulation”,
shared by politicians and ministerial administrations alike (Interview FR 15).

The SGG thus received contradictory signals: the government tasked it with managing regulatory
production while resisting its imposed constraints (Interview FR 9). This ambivalence also shaped
institutional design. The government rejected an independent scrutiny body modelled on the German
National Regulatory Control Council because, as a former official recalled, it did not want “a new high-
level administration that would block [its] own political agenda” (Interview FR 9). A former Business
Simplification Council representative similarly experienced resistance to close scrutiny of government
legal production (Interview FR 10).

Although some respondents identified political opposition to specific deregulatory measures, others
located resistance primarily within ministerial administrations (Interview FR 6). An official from the
General Inspectorate of the Administration explained that ministries often present simplification as
another ministry’s responsibility while considering it neither possible nor necessary in their own policy
areas (Interview FR 1). Civil servants may also resist suggestions that their regulations or working
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practices are deficient (Interviews FR 2; FR 9), or associate simplification with administrative
downsizing (Interview FR 1). A current SGG official, however, attributed officials’ occasional objections
to the OI20 requirement to the difficulty of finding politically viable offsetting measures rather than
administrative opposition to simplification (Interview FR 16).

Regulators also face contradictory public demands: they are expected to reduce complexity while
addressing social problems through new rules (Interviews FR 1; FR 3; FR 4). This pressure intensifies
after crises, when demands for political action encourage further regulation (Interview FR 11).
Politicians and officials may also retain rules to protect themselves from blame, fearing that
simplification could contribute to future problems (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 49). As one respondent
explained, “there is a form of fear of making mistakes, and rules are very much understood as a way
of preventing that” (Interview FR 1). Officials therefore tend to prefer an imperfect rule to the
perceived risks of a legal vacuum (Interview FR 11). lllustrating the sensitivity to public criticism, a
former ministerial adviser recounted how a reform proposal was abandoned after adverse television
coverage: “The next day, the Minister called me and said, ‘What’s this about? Do we care about it? If
we don’t really care much about it, let’s drop it’” (Interview FR 6).

One respondent identified regulatory capture as a further obstacle. Citing an attempted liberalisation
of the pharmaceutical sector, the respondent argued that the Ministry of Health protected established
pharmacists by restricting online medicine sales as far as EU law permitted (Interview FR 6). The
example illustrates a broader dilemma: although businesses support simplification in principle, they
may resist reforms that threaten their market interests (Interviews FR 4; FR 6). Similarly, a former
SGMARP official noted that firms may favour regulatory complexity as a form of protectionism (Sénat,
2017, p. 52). Moreover, some regulatory requirements originate in sectoral standards rather than
government initiatives, further limiting the government’s capacity to simplify them (Interview FR 8).

6.2.4. Trade-Offs and Unintended Consequences

Several interviewees emphasised the delicate balance between simplification and other societal
objectives. A France Simplification official stressed that most regulations serve a purpose and that
“the simplification process is therefore not neutral” but “automatically involves a trade-off between
different interests” (Interview FR 4). Where simplification extends beyond improving legal clarity or
remedying dysfunctional regulation, it inevitably entails conflicts between political values and
priorities (Interview FR 9). Many burden reduction proposals gathered through external consultation
were found upon closer scrutiny by policy experts to potentially have adverse side-effects (Interview
FR 6). Two Councillors of State observed that simplification is particularly sensitive in areas such as
environmental protection and labour law, where relaxing regulatory requirements may weaken
protections (Interviews FR 11; FR 15). Conversely, where administrations repeal genuinely superfluous
regulations, regulated actors generally remain unaffected since those rules were not enforced in
practice either way (Interview FR 15).

Interviewees nevertheless emphasised that broader societal interests have remained central to the
French simplification programme, partly because citizens constitute one of its target groups
(Interviews FR 9; FR 10). A senior DITP official noted that certain initiatives have benefited businesses,
citizens and the environment alike, including permitting the use of recycled materials in certain
medical equipment and extending public subsidies for spectacles to recycled frames (Interview FR 2).
A former senior SGMAP official reported that the government in office between 2013 and 2017 was
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careful to avoid reductions in environmental or social protection under the guise of simplification
(Interview FR 8). A current ministerial official working across the ministries responsible for health,
employment and social affairs similarly stressed that OI120 had not compelled regulators to abolish
rules that served important purposes (Interview FR 12).

Yet, the repeal or reform of existing regulations may produce adverse externalities, particularly when
undertaken through broad, cross-cutting measures comprising numerous amendments (Conseil
d'Etat, 2016, p. 78). In one instance, an abolished regulation had to be reintroduced after proving
necessary to address problems associated with sectarian movements (Interview FR 5). Recurring
attempts to remedy dysfunctional, counterproductive or burdensome regulation through further
amendments may also aggravate legal complexity (Interview FR 4). Any regulatory change, even one
intended to simplify requirements or reduce burdens, may impose adjustment costs or create
damaging legal uncertainty (Conseil d'Etat, 2016, p. 42; Interview FR 9; FR 7; FR 11). As the French
Senate’s Delegation for Businesses observed, legal stability and simplification may therefore at times
be conflicting objectives, with businesses often preferring the former (Sénat, 2023, pp. 171-172).

Although changes to implementation practices are often regarded as a more politically neutral
alternative to amending or repealing substantive regulatory provisions, they may also entail trade-
offs. Environmental organisations and trade unions have, for example, criticised reductions in
inspection rates following the transition to digital procedures (Interview FR 11). Several respondents
also cautioned against treating digitalisation as a universal remedy, noting that it may disadvantage
certain groups and replace direct contact with officials (Interviews FR 4; FR 13). Attempts to streamline
business authorisation procedures have likewise sometimes increased rather than reduced
complexity, particularly as certain digital platforms established for this purpose proved severely
dysfunctional (Interview FR 15; Sénat, 2017, pp. 47-49; 2023, pp. 127-129).

6.2.5. Transformation of Regulatory Culture and Future Development

Respondents identified French legal and administrative culture as a major obstacle to simplification.
As a 2023 Senate report stated, “our legal culture and administrative system are structurally biased
towards complexity” (Sénat, 2023, p. 27). A fundamental change in regulatory culture has
consequently been identified as central to advancing the simplification agenda (Conseil d'Etat, 2016,
p. 19; Interviews FR 9; FR 4; Sénat, 2023, p. 28). The difficulty of controlling rule growth was widely
associated with France’s tradition of highly centralised state authority (Interviews FR 3; FR 4; FR 10;
FR 15). A general scepticism towards technocratic governance and a strong belief in the sovereignty
of elected officials may further impede the development of robust impact assessment practices. A
former SGG official illustrated this tendency by recounting a parliamentarian’s response to evidence-
based policymaking: “lI don’t want to see the facts. Policy is policy” (Interview FR 9). A former
representative of the Business Simplification Council likewise observed that rigorous cost
measurement is inconsistent with prevailing French regulatory culture and remains difficult to
promote within the administration (Interview FR 10).

Assessments of the long-term effects of the offsetting schemes and the wider simplification agenda
were mixed. One respondent reported no discernible change in administrative practice (Interview FR
15), while others suggested that change had been confined to particular institutions and policy areas
(Interview FR 3; Sénat, 2017, pp. 79-80). More optimistic accounts pointed to a broader attitudinal
shift and growing consideration of regulatory simplicity, but maintained that tangible results would
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require stronger political will and intervention (Interview FR 4; FR 10). An SGG official similarly argued
that civil servants already demonstrate a clear commitment to preserving a simple regulatory
framework (Interview FR 16).

Contemporary discussions often refer to the impact of EU law-making, particularly initiatives
associated with the Green Deal (Interview FR 1; FR 8; FR 11; FR 15). One respondent suggested that
the wider debate concerning Europe’s declining competitiveness might make regulators and elected
representatives more willing to take radical action to reduce administrative burdens in the near future
(Interview FR 3). In 2024, the CITP identified administrative simplification as a government priority,
and the Prime Minister instructed all ministries to prepare simplification plans for the 2024-2027
period (Le Gouvernement, 2024). At the same time, respondents observed that the agenda has tended
to shift over time from a predominantly economic emphasis on reducing costs through regulatory
repeal towards improving user-friendliness and facilitating compliance (Interview FR 12; FR 13).

Given the political consensus that has generally surrounded the regulatory burden reduction agenda,
respondents regarded radical change as unlikely, irrespective of the government in office (Interview
FR 6; FR 12). However, although no formal decision to amend or abolish regulatory offsetting was
anticipated, a DITP official observed that simplification initiatives often quietly fall into disuse, formally
remaining in force but being displaced in practice by new projects (Interview FR 4). Moreover, while
the use of offsetting has remained largely consistent, other institutional and strategic elements of the
simplification agenda have fluctuated considerably. Greater continuity across successive governments
has been identified as essential to achieving tangible long-term effects (Interview FR 9).

Respondents argued that the agenda must adapt to emerging challenges and opportunities. From one
perspective, it should be more closely integrated with efforts to improve the cost-efficiency of public
administration in response to mounting fiscal constraints (Interviews FR 9; FR 15). Others anticipated
that Al could support further burden reduction (Interviews FR 7; FR 9; FR 11). Regarding the prospects
of reducing regulatory volume, some were more sceptical (Interview FR 3). A Councillor of State
observed that “the evidence from recent years does not inspire much optimism”, citing widespread
frustration over persistent complexity despite repeated reform efforts (Interview FR 15). As a former
senior SGMAP official concluded, “even if positive results are never demonstrated, simplification
initiatives will continue to proliferate ... just as regulations do” (Interview FR 8).

The French case shows a substantial gap between the political prominence of regulatory simplification
and the practical importance of regulatory offsetting. Neither OIOO nor OI20 effectively constrained
regulatory production or became central to the wider simplification agenda. Extensive exemptions
limited their estimated coverage to only 10-20 per cent of regulatory production, application
remained uneven even within this restricted scope, and the absence of transparent public reporting
makes their implementation and effects difficult to assess. Although French debates have focused
strongly on the number of rules, regulatory volume was widely regarded as an inadequate measure
of burden, while underdeveloped impact assessment and cost-measurement practices constrained a
more systematic cost-based approach. The limited role of offsetting reflects a broader political and
administrative ambivalence: recurring commitments to simplification coexist with a persistent
preference for regulatory intervention. Respondents related this partly to France’s administrative
tradition and high level of legal production, but also to more general difficulties in identifying and
enforcing compensatory measures and reconciling simplification with substantive policy objectives.
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6.3. Germany
6.3.1. Origins and Objectives of Regulatory Offsetting

Germany’s burden reduction and offsetting policies developed under changing governing coalitions.
The programme of quantitative burden measurement was introduced under the CDU/CSU-SPD grand
coalition in 2006, while OO0 was adopted under another grand coalition in 2015 and subsequently
continued under the SPD—-Green—FDP government. The current CDU/CSU-SPD government led by
Friedrich Merz has further elevated the issue politically, making bureaucracy reduction
(Biirokratieabbau)—reframed as “rolling back bureaucracy” (Biirokratieriickbau)—a top priority. Its
continuation across governments indicates broad cross-party support for reducing administrative
burdens, although the political purposes attached to simplification and the willingness to alter
substantive standards have varied over time.

Germany's engagement with regulatory cost measurement originated in 2005/2006, when the first
government of Angela Merkel promised the halving of bureaucracy burdens for the economy and
introduced a standardised system for calculating bureaucratic costs for businesses (Interviews DE 5;
DE 8; DE 11). The initiative drew direct inspiration from the Dutch SCM, which German officials had
studied at first hand and the ambitious reduction target of 25 per cent of bureaucratic costs was
largely achieved by 2011 (Interviews DE 5; DE 8; DE 11). This early success established the credibility
of quantitative cost measurement as a policy instrument and created the institutional infrastructure
that was needed to measure these costs.

The concept of compliance cost (Erfiillungsaufwand) was introduced in 2012 and represented a
methodological expansion. This new framework sought to measure all direct annual costs arising from
regulation. Yet despite this broader ambition, no noticeable relieving effect materialised under the
compliance cost framework—compliance costs continued to rise—and this failure is widely regarded
as motivation for introducing a binding constraint mechanism (Interviews DE 2; DE 5). Therefore, the
0OI0O rule (so-called Biirokratiebremse) was introduced with 1 July 2015 (Die Bundesregierung, 2015).
The broader conception was essential for the introduction, since it provided the accounting
infrastructure necessary to operationalise a cost-equivalence rule (Interviews DE 2; DE 5; DE 8).

Its introduction was also driven by growing industry concerns that rising compliance costs were
weakening the competitiveness of German businesses (Interviews DE 1; DE 7; DE 11). Business
satisfaction with public administration had likewise declined, as reflected in the life situation survey
(Die Bundesregierung, 2019). Interviewees nevertheless described the OIOO rule primarily as a top-
down political decision by Chancellor Merkel, who sought a mechanism capable of at least stabilising
compliance costs (Interviews DE 5; DE 8). Its adoption therefore depended on political commitment.

The OIOO rule was explicitly designed as a financial instrument (Die Bundesregierung, 2015). Its
objective was not to reduce the number or density of regulations, but to keep the ongoing direct
compliance costs imposed on businesses constant. Citizens and public administrations were initially
excluded until the expansion of the rule in 2025 (Interviews DE 2; DE 4; DE 5; DE 6; DE 8; DE 11). This
design was deliberate: policymakers considered measurement in euros more meaningful than
counting paragraphs because many provisions may impose little burden, while a single provision may
generate substantial costs (Interviews DE 4; DE 5). Respondents contrasted this approach with
Bavaria’s Paragraphenbremse, which counted legislative provisions (Bayerische Staatsregierung,
2015) and could therefore encourage ministries to merge requirements into fewer but longer
provisions without reducing actual burdens (Interview DE 4). The original rule covered only ongoing
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annual compliance costs and excluded costs arising from EU and international law (Die
Bundesregierung, 2015) on the grounds that individual ministries cannot fully control them (Interview
DE 2). Accordingly, EU-related costs counted as neither “ins” nor “outs.” One-off compliance costs
were also excluded, even when substantial, as in major IT upgrades or regulatory transitions
(Interviews DE 2; DE 5; DE 11). Burdens borne by citizens and public administrations were similarly
excluded until the expansion of the rule in 2025 (Interviews DE 2; DE 4; DE 5; DE 6; DE 8; DE 11).

The introduction of regulatory offsetting did not occur in isolation but was embedded in a broader
reform agenda concerned with administrative modernisation, digitalisation and better regulation.
From an early stage, the National Regulatory Control Council (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, NKR)
shaped the intellectual and institutional context for these reforms—contributing ideas, commissioning
expert reports and advocating approaches modelled on international best practice, particularly the
UK's experience with quantitative regulatory constraint mechanisms (Interview DE 2). Multiple
respondents acknowledged this and stressed the NKR's crucial role in promoting the adoption of the
OIO0O rule (Interviews DE 2; DE 4; DE 5; DE 8).

However, respondents interpreted this broader agenda differently. Business-oriented organisations
regarded cost reduction as a necessary response to regulatory accumulation and digitalisation as an
important means of administrative simplification (Interviews DE 7; DE 11; DE 13). Trade union and civil
society respondents instead warned that the bureaucracy reduction narrative could advance a
deregulatory agenda favouring large industrial interests while neglecting other social and
administrative concerns (Interviews DE 3; DE 6; DE 10). A ministry official had a more fundamental
critique arguing that regulatory complexity reflects a modern society and cannot be constrained
through OIOO0: “the attempt to ban water from flowing simply does not work” (Interview DE 9).

6.3.2. Governance and Decision-Making

The governance architecture of the German OIOO system is distributed among ministries, the Federal
Statistical Office (Statistisches Bundesamt, StBA), and the NKR. Responsibility for coordinating
implementation of the OIOO rule, historically located in the Federal Ministry of Justice, has migrated
to the newly created Federal Ministry for Digital Affairs and State Modernisation (Statistisches
Bundesamt, 2026; Interviews DE 2; DE 12). Individual ministries are formally responsible for estimating
the compliance costs of their legislative proposals but can rely—and generally do so—on the StBA's
methodological expertise and institutional capacity. The StBA applies the SCM, maintains a database
of legislative proposals and their estimated costs and provides ministries with quarterly reports on
their OIOO balances. It thus acts as a technical service provider (Interviews DE 2; DE 5; DE 8).

The NKR performs the central oversight and scrutiny function. Established in 2006 as an independent
advisory body, it checks whether draft legislation addresses OIOO compensation, assesses the
methodological plausibility and transparency of ministries’ cost calculations, independently monitors
the OIOO balance and publishes annual reports and position papers (Interview DE 2). It may issue
publicly available critical opinions when it identifies deficiencies. Given the NKR’s established media
access, these carry reputational weight, although voluntary compliance is encouraged informally
already at the working level (Interviews DE 2; DE 4). Regulatory scrutiny at the Ldnder level remains
fragmented, heterogeneous and separate from the federal OIOO system. Baden-Wirttemberg,
Bavaria, Saxony and Thuringia have established their own Normenkontrollirdte, while North Rhine-
Westphalia and Lower Saxony operate Clearingstellen Mittelstand focused on SMEs; the remaining
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Ldnder lack comparable bodies (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2024a). These arrangements,
however, may also be institutionally fragile: Baden-Wirttemberg’s advisory council temporarily
lapsed after its first five-year term before being reconstituted (Interview DE 7).

How ministries select compensatory measures is considerably less transparent. The StBA records their
aggregate balances but has little insight into the internal deliberations through which particular “outs”
are identified (Interview DE 5). Respondents noted that decisions on “ins” and “outs” are taken at
ministry level, potentially shaped by political considerations, without full transparency about what
enters the balance and what is traded out against it (Interview DE 1). Nor do ministries necessarily
operate a formal process linking a new burden to a specific relief measure. Compensation is generally
managed across a ministry’s portfolio and over time and not by matching individual burdens and
reductions within the same legislative act (Interviews DE 4; DE 5; DE 8). Respondents from different
institutional backgrounds described this internal process of decision-making as opaque or as a “black
box” (Interviews DE 1; DE 2; DE 5).

The decentralised selection of compensatory measures is accompanied by limited enforcement. The
NKR may criticise deficient assessments but has no decision-making authority, and no central body
can block legislation because a ministry has failed to provide sufficient compensation. Under the
original framework, ministries could identify relief measures later in the legislative period, allowing
intended compensation to lapse when the previous governing coalition collapsed (Interviews DE 2; DE
11). A committee of state secretaries may also apply an exceptional “capping rule” (Deckelungsregel),
under which an uncompensated burden can be removed from a ministry’s balance without a
corresponding relief measure. This provision, however, was used only twice between 2015 and 2025
(Interview DE 5). The revised methodology permits capping where compensation exceeds a ministry’s
capacity or where the calculated costs insufficiently reflect a regulation’s expected relief or benefits,
but the NKR must first be consulted (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026).

Respondents disagreed about the practical strength of this architecture. One StBA respondent
considered the NKR’s reputational influence reasonably effective, arguing that formal criticism is rare
because its credible threat encourages compliance with the calculation requirements (Interview DE
4). This assessment, however, concerns compliance with measurement procedures rather than the
delivery of compensatory relief. A public administration respondent argued that the weakness of
enforcement had previously been concealed by the government’s substantial net “out” balance, partly
generated by the exclusion of EU-derived costs. In this view, the mechanism had “never been tested”
under conditions in which ministries were genuinely required to compensate substantial positive
balances (Interview DE 2).

The reforms adopted in September 2025 and codified in February 2026 expanded OIOO to businesses,
citizens and public administrations while including also EU legislation. Yet, this joint balance permits
burdens on one group to be offset by relief for another (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026). The abolition
of the EU exemption may increase pressure on ministries, but the rule’s enforceability remains
uncertain. One respondent doubted that power relations within the federal government would permit
ministries to be compelled to identify sufficient relief in the absence of a strong central authority
(Interview DE 2). A ministry official went further, describing OlIOO as “window dressing”: in coalition
bargaining, jointly negotiated regulatory priorities are unlikely to be abandoned because they conflict
with what the respondent called “an academic notion that finds no support in political practice”
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(Interview DE 9). From this perspective, including EU-derived burdens may be particularly difficult to
operationalise, since directives must be transposed irrespective of the domestic offsetting balance.

6.3.3. Practical Implementation and Effectiveness

6.3.3.1. Regulatory Offsetting Metrics

Germany has developed a sophisticated and highly standardised system for implementing OO0
through the quantification and scrutiny of compliance costs. Under § 44(4) of the Joint Rules of
Procedure of the Federal Ministries, federal ministries must determine and report the compliance
costs imposed on citizens, businesses and public administrations by their regulatory proposals
(Bundesministerium fir Inneres, 2020, p. 28). The binding government-wide methodology, revised in
February 2026, identifies cost-generating provisions, determines their annual case numbers, and
calculates the change in burden per case; for business and administration the time required is
multiplied by standardised wage rates drawn from the guide’s own tables, while citizens’ burden is
reported in hours and monetised only at the balancing stage (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026, pp. 12,
21, 35-36). Costs that would have arisen irrespective of the regulation (Sowieso-Kosten) are excluded,
and replacement investments are counted at 50 per cent by default. One-time costs are reported
separately from recurring annual costs, and enter the OlOO balance at 10 per cent, except where a
project is net-relieving on recurring costs. Provisions expected to generate less than €100,000 in
compliance costs need not be quantified in detail but still be listed with their legal reference. Ex-ante
estimates are as a rule validated by the StBA through an ex-post measurement among the addressees
two years after the regulation enters into force (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026, pp. 21-61). This
measurement provides a form of retrospective accountability by comparing estimated and actual
compliance costs after implementation.

One StBA respondent noted that these evaluations reveal deviations in both directions, suggesting
that ministries do not systematically underestimate costs. Such deviations typically reflect
implementation practices, economic developments, behavioural changes, parliamentary
amendments or methodological revisions, not deliberate misrepresentation (Interview DE 4). This
assessment stands in tension with the view of a ministry official, who argued that OIOQ’s institutional
incentives encourage ministries to calculate new burdens as conservatively low and compensatory
measures as generously high (Interview DE 8). For instance, several respondents cited the Supply
Chain Due Diligence Act as an extreme case in which the officially estimated compliance costs were
“ridiculously low” compared with the administrative burdens generated in practice (Interviews DE 8;
DE 6). Although such discrepancies were not necessarily attributed to deliberate manipulation, the
disagreement illustrates how contested the reliability of the system’s central figures remains.

Moreover, even methodologically plausible estimates do not necessarily correspond to burdens and
savings as experienced by regulated actors. Because compensation is managed across ministerial
portfolios, the “in” and the corresponding “out” frequently affect different regulated entities. One
respondent described this as a “shunting-yard game” (Verschiebebahnhof-Spiel), in which accountable
savings are generated in areas unrelated to those bearing the new costs (Interview DE 8). A
respondent from an economic research institute therefore described the official measure as “certainly
not a good proxy” for the costs arising within businesses (Interview DE 1). A representative from the
Zentralverband des Deutschen Handwerks similarly argued that businesses will perceive no
meaningful relief unless compensation reaches the same groups and is of a realistic magnitude
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(Interview DE 13). Yet, respondents differed over whether such matching is practicable: one
considered it nearly impossible, while the other attributed its absence to a weak “culture of burden
relief” (Entlastungskultur) (Interviews DE 8; DE 13).

NKR scrutiny provides an important procedural safeguard but does not resolve these underlying
limitations. It focuses primarily on the transparency and methodological plausibility of cost estimates.
An opinion raising no objections may therefore be interpreted within ministries as confirmation that
better regulation requirements have been met, even if problems with the legislation’s practical design
emerge during implementation (Interview DE 8). The system consequently scrutinises regulatory cost
calculations more closely than the practical quality of legislation.

The previous exclusion of one-time costs provided another important source of divergence between
the formal balance and experienced burdens. Business respondents regarded this as a major weakness
because adaptation costs arise whenever regulatory requirements change and are experienced as
particularly burdensome by SMEs, even though they were measured but did not count toward the
offsetting requirement (Interviews DE 11; DE 13). The revised methodology addresses this problem
only partially by counting one-time costs at 10 per cent of their estimated value (Statistisches
Bundesamt, 2026). It acknowledges their relevance while continuing to discount the category that
these respondents considered especially burdensome.

6.3.3.2. Effects on Regulatory Burdens

The official record of the formal OIOO balance is relatively positive. The NKR reported that, between
the mechanism’s introduction in 2015 and 2019, OIOO had produced a cumulative net “out” of
approximately €1.9 billion. When EU-derived and other exempted costs are included, however, this
falls to approximately €1.4 billion (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2019, pp. 23-24). By 30 June 2024,
the cumulative formal balance stood at a net “out” of approximately €4.8 billion. In the 2023/24

Ill

reporting period alone, formal “ins” of €1.16 billion were offset by “outs” of €2.63 billion, producing
a net “out” of €1.47 billion. Including EU-derived costs and savings, however, reduces this figure to
approximately €430 million (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2024b, pp. 79-80). The formal pattern
continued in 2024/25: “outs” of approximately €960 million against “ins” of around €12 million
produced a net “out” of €950 million, bringing the cumulative formal balance since 2015 to €6.6 billion

(Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2025, p. 64).

These balances must nevertheless be distinguished from the overall development of regulatory
burdens, a distinction the NKR itself makes visible. Against the €6.6 billion recorded on the formal
measure, the balance calculated to include compliance costs arising from the transposition of EU law
stands at only €0.5 billion since 2015—a divergence of €6.1 billion attributable to the rule's
exemptions, which the NKR labels an accounting gap (Bilanzierungsliicke) (Nationaler
Normenkontrollrat, 2025, pp. 64-65). Its retrospective assessment of the twentieth legislative period
illustrates the implications. On the formal measure, the government relieved businesses of €2.8
billion. Once EU-derived burdens are included, it instead added €1.8 billion in annual compliance costs.
The NKR therefore does not regard the formal balance as a valid measure of overall burden relief and
notes that its favourable cumulative value persists only because of savings achieved under earlier
governments (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2025, pp. 70-71).

The measured stock of burdens is itself unstable. The 2024 report placed annual compliance costs
approximately €27.1 billion above their 2011 level, comprising €14 billion for businesses, €9 billion for
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public administration and €4.1 billion for citizens (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2024b, p. 104). One
year later the figure stood at €13.2 billion (businesses €2.8 billion, administration €6.7 billion, citizens
€3.6 billion). Only €3.2 billion of this reduction resulted from measures adopted in 2024/25. A further
portion disappeared because regulatory projects included in the 2024 estimate—most notably the
transposition of the CSRD, the largest cost driver in the preceding period—were not passed before the
legislature ended prematurely. The largest component of the decline, €8.5 billion, resulted from a
methodological revision. Following a decision by the State Secretaries’ Committee on 30 September
2024, wage differential costs arising from the introduction of the statutory minimum wage (€2.9
billion) and its increase to €12 per hour in 2022 (€5.6 billion) were reclassified as “further costs” and
removed from the compliance cost database (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2025, pp. 59-60). The
recorded burden thus fell by approximately half without a corresponding change in the obligations
facing regulated entities. A favourable OlIOO balance thus shows only that calculated recurring
business costs within the mechanism’s restricted scope were offset by calculated savings. It remains
compatible with rising burdens for businesses and rests on revised measurements.

Four main lines of criticism concerning OIOO remained. First, respondents across institutional
positions were sceptical about the previous exclusion of EU legislation, which they regarded as a major
source of regulatory burdens, particularly in environmental, energy, data protection and corporate
due-diligence regulation (Interviews DE 1; DE 2; DE 4; DE 5; DE 7). Until the exemptions were removed
with effect from 1 January 2026 (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026), the balance could therefore remain
favourable while overall burdens rose. One respondent estimated that including EU-derived costs
would have reduced Germany’s accumulated OlOO surplus to approximately zero, thereby increasing
the pressure on ministries to identify compensatory savings (Interview DE 2). Another concluded that
excluding a principal source of regulation fundamentally weakened the mechanism stating that “you
cannot remove the most important driver of regulation and then say: now we do One-In, One-Out—
that does not work” (Interview DE 1). Estimates of the EU share in producing regulatory burdens vary.
The NKR attributes 70 per cent of ongoing business burdens and approximately 20 per cent of ongoing
relief since 2015 to the transposition of EU directives, with the burden share falling to 60 per cent in
2023/24, and its chairman states that more than half of bureaucratic burdens originate at the EU level
(Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2024b, p. 91; 2025, p. 11).

Second, the balance was generally reset at the beginning of each legislative period, so the rule
constrained burdens within individual periods and not their cumulative development over time
(Interviews DE 4; DE 5). The consequence is visible in the twentieth legislative period, during which
business compliance costs rose by €1.8 billion on the stricter measure while the cumulative balance
remained favourable—a position the NKR attributes to relief achieved under earlier governments
rather than to the performance of that government (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2025, pp. 70-71).
Where compensation cannot be achieved either within or across ministries, surpluses accumulated in
previous electoral terms may be drawn on as a last resort—an option the guidance explicitly frames
as ultima ratio, and one that must be brought before the State Secretaries’” Committee in each case
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026, p. 63).

Third, respondents across business and public administration questioned whether measured
compliance costs adequately reflect the burdens experienced by regulated entities. The divergence
between favourable accounting balances and experienced relief reflects not only the greater visibility
of new burdens but also the types of savings rewarded by the measurement system. A ministry official
noted that requirements experienced as particularly burdensome by small businesses, including
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documentation requirements under packaging law, may generate only modest measured costs and
thus contribute little to quantitative reduction targets when removed. Conversely, highly automated,
high-volume obligations—such as social-insurance notifications and invoicing requirements—may
generate large calculated costs despite causing little practical friction or attracting few complaints
(Interview DE 8). More broadly, permitting procedures, conflicting technical standards and
requirements to engage specialist consultants may produce smaller estimates while creating
substantially greater operational difficulties (Interviews DE 8; DE 13). One ministry official cited the
reduction of document retention periods from ten to eight years as one of the largest contributions
to the reduction targets, while questioning its practical effect: “nobody goes into their basement and
sorts through old files just because the retention period has been shortened [...] if anything, doing so
would probably create additional effort” (Interview DE 8). A measure can thus generate a substantial
calculated “out” even when it produces little behavioural change or perceptible relief. The selection
of compensatory measures may further widen the gap between calculated savings and practical relief.
Several respondents argued that this encourages the selection of “low-hanging fruit”: measures that
generate readily quantifiable savings but limited practical relief (Interviews DE 8; DE 13).

A fourth and more fundamental limitation is that OIOO does not account for the quality of
implementation. Research cited by one respondent showed that recognition procedures for skilled
workers from non-EU countries, although governed by the same regulatory requirements, were
completed within two months in some Lénder but took between one and two years in others, with
significant economic consequences (Interview DE 1). The NKR's own field evidence points the same
way: a survey conducted with the StBA among some 800 staff across around 240 permitting
authorities found the digitalisation of procedures heterogeneous in implementation and inadequate
in result, and identified procedural and examination requirements, rather than substantive standards,
as the principal source of delay (Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2025, pp. 55-57). The burden
experienced by businesses therefore depends not only on the content and calculated costs of
regulation, but also on how rules are applied, how responsibilities are divided between public
administration and regulated entities, and how quickly administrative procedures are completed. As
the respondent illustrated, whether a wind turbine permit takes seven years, seven months, or seven
weeks is fundamentally a question of the quality of public administration (Interview DE 1).

6.3.3.3. Effects on Public Administration

The substantial administrative effort involved in pursuing burden reduction was a recurring theme.
Several respondents questioned whether the entire machinery was proportionate to the relief it
produced. One respondent estimated that around 200 staff at the StBA now work solely on
maintaining the compliance cost data while the Statistical Office's own account states some 52 staff
performing ex-ante estimates (Interviews DE 8; DE 4; DE 5). The same respondent argued that the
administrative effort involved in preparing the fourth Bureaucracy Relief Act exceeded the savings it
generated for regulated entities while producing little perceptible relief (Interview DE 8). A trade union
respondent  similarly  characterised the apparatus as a  “job-creation scheme”
(Arbeitsbeschaffungsmafinahme), arguing that its resources could be used more directly and
effectively for citizens (Interview DE 6). One respondent located this cost differently, arguing that
ministries maintain no burden reduction units and mostly ask the StBA to apply the SCM for them,
while identifying the recording process itself as the core issue (Interview DE 11). These claims point to
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a limitation of the OIOO balance: the governmental costs of measuring and managing regulatory
burdens are not themselves captured as compliance costs.

Under the original OIOO design, costs borne by public administration were measured separately but
excluded from the offsetting balance. Respondents emphasised that much federal legislation is
implemented by Ldnder and local authorities whose administrative capacity is increasingly strained.
One respondent stated that municipal administrations implement some 80 per cent of federal rules,
that the Ldnder have never systematically recorded the resulting burden and that municipalities are
no longer able to administer German law in full: they enforce what they consider important and leave
the rest unenforced (Interview DE 11). A regional Normenkontrolirat similarly reported growing calls
from financially pressed municipalities for relief so that available staff can be deployed where they are
most needed, and pointed to experimentation clauses and a Land-level exemption law as responses
(Interview DE 7). Since the revised joint balance permits burdens on one addressee group to be offset
by relief for another (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026, p. 62), burdens falling on Ldnder and
municipalities may in principle be compensated by relief granted to business—which makes the
position of subnational administration in the balance worth watching (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026).

6.3.3.4. Implementation Challenges

A major limitation of the German OIOO system arises from the country’s federal structure. The rule
applies to federal legislative proposals but does not capture additional burdens generated when
Ldnder and local authorities interpret and implement federal law, or those arising from their own
regulations. Respondents argued that significant burdens experienced by regulated entities often
emerge through discretionary choices and variation in local enforcement and less from the text of
federal legislation itself (Interviews DE 7; DE 8; DE 13).

These problems reflect a structural mismatch between regulatory and implementation
responsibilities. While regulatory competence is concentrated at the federal level, much of the
responsibility for implementation rests with Lédnder and local authorities. A respondent from the
Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung described the resulting “implementation gap” as a central obstacle to
regulatory modernisation: federal reforms cannot by themselves improve the experiences of citizens
and businesses when complexity, delays and administrative capacity problems arise further along the
implementation chain (Interview DE 12).

Several respondents therefore identified instruments that could complement OIOO, such as practice
checks (Praxischecks) or experimental clauses (Erprobungsklauseln). Practice checks seek to address
this implementation gap by bringing together legislative drafters, different levels of government and
affected practitioners to identify problems within specific regulatory processes. Initially developed
within a federal ministry, the approach has subsequently been adopted by the NKR and at the Lédnder
level. In Baden-Wirttemberg, for example, the state Normenkontrollrat may recommend that
ministries subject draft legislation to a practice check assessing its practicability, proportionality,
comprehensibility and capacity to achieve its stated objectives (Interviews DE 7; DE 8). Respondents
considered these exercises capable of generating more actionable insights than conventional cost
calculations. A practice check on wind-energy permitting produced proposals addressing federal law,
state law and local administrative practice—problems that would have remained invisible from the
perspective of any single level of government (Interview DE 8). However, practice checks are resource-
intensive, selectively applied and not integrated into the OIOO process.
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In addition, experimental clauses (Erprobungsklauseln) have been reported as important. They allow
temporary derogations in particular contexts, higher procurement thresholds, risk-based rather than
blanket documentation requirements and sunset clauses under which regulations expire unless
actively renewed (Interviews DE 7; DE 11). These instruments address particular implementation
problems, but respondents also called for more fundamental improvements in legislative and
administrative quality. A representative of the Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs argued
that effective burden reduction requires improvements in the quality of legislation itself—its clarity,
precision, internal consistency and systematic organisation (Interview DE 9).

The respondent from the economic research institute made a parallel argument concerning
administrative practice. Effective relief would require service-oriented and decision-empowered
frontline administration, clearly defined processes, systematic digitalisation and the use of Al, and
application of the once-only principle so that information collected by one authority can be reused by
others. The respondent illustrated the problem with permit applications left dormant for months
because an authority failed to request a single missing document. Although the German debate is
increasingly recognising the importance of administrative quality, the respondent concluded that this
shift remains “not systematic enough”: the problem is recognised, but a coherent strategy is still
missing (Interview DE 1). Another respondent from an interest group similarly argued that
administrative digitalisation and harmonisation could generate visible simplification for citizens and
businesses without dismantling substantive standards (Interview DE 10).

A related problem concerns contradictory requirements produced by different ministries or
administrative levels. According to one respondent, such contradictions arise particularly in sub-
legislative rules and administrative provisions, which frequently fall beyond the effective reach of
OI0O0 scrutiny (Interview DE 7). Two respondents independently illustrated the problem with
contradictory requirements (Interviews DE 7; DE 8). For instance, a butcher’s shop floor be
simultaneously mirror-smooth for hygiene purposes and slip-resistant for occupational safety
(Interview DE 7). Regulated entities confronted with incompatible but equally valid requirements may
incur additional costs or abandon the activity altogether, since compliance with one requirement may
entail violation of the other (Interviews DE 7; DE 8). Such problems cannot be identified through the
aggregation of compliance costs because they result from interactions among rules and a siloed
decision-making, thus a lack of coordination between the responsible authorities.

6.3.4. Trade-Offs and Unintended Consequences

Respondents disagreed over whether regulatory offsetting threatens social and environmental
standards. Several maintained that the German OIOO rule was designed to reduce administrative
burdens without altering substantive protections. A public administration representative emphasised
that “the initial idea was always not to touch the standards but to reduce bureaucracy” and knew of
no meaningful regulation repealed as a direct consequence of OIOO (Interview DE 2). This assessment
was broadly shared by representatives of the NKR Baden-Wirttemberg and the Stiftung
Familienunternehmen und Politik, the latter arguing that the transparency of the political process
makes deregulation “through the back door” unlikely (Interviews DE 7; DE 11). A ministry official
expressed the point more critically: if OIOO had lowered substantive standards, the mechanism
“would actually be having an effect—and | cannot observe any” (Interview DE 8). From this
perspective, the limited effectiveness that frustrates supporters of OIOO also reduces its capacity to
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produce deregulation. At the same time, even the defenders observed that this may now be shifting,
in Germany and at the EU level (Interview DE 2).

Other respondents observed that the boundary between simplification and substantive deregulation
is increasingly contested, particularly at the EU level. A representative of the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung
cited the proposed substantial narrowing of the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive’s
scope. Because the change would exempt many companies entirely instead of simplifying their
obligations, the respondent argued that “it is not simplification, it is deregulation” (Interview DE 3).
Similar concerns were raised regarding the relaxation of restrictions under REACH and the removal of
reporting obligations that allow trade unions and civil society to monitor compliance (Interviews DE
6; DE 10). As one respondent emphasised, “without reporting, there is no way to check compliance”
(Interview DE 6).

A ministry respondent offered a more systemic framing of this tension, arguing that the current
political majority at both German and EU levels tends to treat the re-opening of regulatory acts as an
opportunity for substantive deregulation, even when the ostensible purpose is improving legal quality:
“what started as an aspiration to improve the coherence and quality of EU sustainability regulation
has become an entry point for material deregulation that compromises public interest standards”
(Interview DE 9). The EU Omnibus process was presented as an example: an initiative ostensibly
intended to improve regulatory quality had, in the respondent’s view, become an entry point for
material deregulation and had made some provisions less rather than more comprehensible
(Interview DE 9). The interviews therefore do not establish that the German OIOO mechanism has
itself reduced social or environmental standards. They indicate, however, that burden reduction
agendas may facilitate substantive deregulation when legislation is reopened under political
majorities that favour reducing the scope or stringency of substantive requirements.

A second trade-off concerns the distribution of burdens. Respondents identified cases in which
apparent administrative savings were achieved by transferring work from public authorities to citizens
or businesses. One respondent described the German property-tax reform as a particularly striking
example. Although tax authorities already possessed much of the information required to recalculate
property values, responsibility for completing the process was placed largely on citizens through a
complex procedure. The respondent argued that the authorities could instead have prepared the
assessments and asked citizens merely to verify them (Interview DE 1). In such cases, costs may decline
within one part of the administrative system without producing a reduction in the overall burden. This
shifting of burdens between regulatory entities is allowed in the new revised OlO0 system, potentially
enhancing this problem.

A further tension arises between administrative simplicity and individual-case justice
(Einzelfallgerechtigkeit). One respondent argued that efforts to accommodate an expanding range of
individual circumstances require increasingly differentiated rules, thereby contributing to legal and
administrative complexity (Interview DE 7). Simplification therefore requires choices about how much
individual differentiation the law should provide.

A third recurring finding concerned the symbolic character of OlI00. Respondents from markedly
different institutional and political backgrounds argued that the rule allows governments to
demonstrate activity without necessarily producing relief. One ministry official respondent described
guantitative instruments as a “fig leaf” behind which ministers could point to OIOO, burden reduction
targets, and bureaucracy relief legislation (Interview DE 8). A representative of the Konrad-Adenauer-
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Stiftung similarly described OIOO as “a nice cipher”, something one could say in a beer tent, while
holding that the programmatic substance behind it had achieved little (Interview DE 12). Similarly,
from the perspective of the crafts sector, the mechanism remained “a brake, but not a reduction”:
businesses recognised the government’s stated efforts but experienced little corresponding relief
(Interview DE 13).

Several respondents attributed this symbolic tendency to the underlying logic of quantitative
offsetting. A respondent from the Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs questioned whether a
meta-rule governing the production of regulation can constrain the regulatory demands of a complex
modern society. Attempts to do so may instead displace requirements down the hierarchy of norms—
from statutes to statutory instruments, administrative provisions, or internal agency directives—
creating the appearance of reduction without necessarily reducing substantive regulation (Interview
DE 9). The representative of the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung expressed a related limitation: OIOO
makes regulation “quantifiable but not qualifiable,” because a measure with low calculated
compliance costs may still generate wider regulatory effects that the balance does not capture
(Interview DE 12). The pandemic demonstrated the mechanism’s dependence on favourable political
conditions. The OlIOO balance had been substantially overfulfilled before 2020, but the subsequent
wave of pandemic legislation rapidly exhausted the accumulated surplus (Interview DE 12). This
suggests that OIO0 can constrain costs during ordinary policymaking but is readily subordinated when
governments consider regulatory expansion politically necessary.

6.3.5. Transformation of Regulatory Culture and Future Development

Although the interviews were predominantly sceptical about OIOQ’s substantive effects, respondents
identified a more durable legacy of Germany’s quantitative burden reduction programme: the
institutionalisation of regulatory cost awareness. Before systematic measurement began in 2006,
legislative proposals commonly declared that they generated no costs, with little attempt to
substantiate this assessment. As one ministry official recalled, “costs: none” was “the absolute rule”
in the standard cover sheet accompanying draft legislation (Interview DE 8). Quantification made
regulatory costs visible and enabled governments to establish measurable reduction targets: as the
same respondent observed, a target of 25 per cent presupposes knowing “25 per cent of what.”
Estimating and disclosing compliance costs has since become an established component of legislative
preparation. A respondent from the StBA therefore considered its abandonment unlikely, arguing that
new indicators establish standards from which successor governments face political costs in retreating
(Interview DE 5).

This institutionalisation has not, however, produced an equivalent transformation in regulatory
drafting. One ministry official described other officials as primarily concerned with satisfying the
procedural requirements of the system: estimating costs, reporting them to the StBA and avoiding
objections from the NKR. Once these requirements have been met, the overriding objective remains
submitting the proposal to the Cabinet on time but not reconsidering its practical design (Interview
DE 8). Another interviewee argued that cost estimates change “very little” in the design of legislation.
Even when the StBA identifies substantial new burdens, drafting units rarely reconsider, together with
affected businesses, whether the same political objective could be achieved less onerously. In the
respondent’s assessment, the underlying problem is that “politics gives the drafters no time for
quality” (Interview DE 11).
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Respondents identified Praxischecks as a particularly valuable means of bridging the divide between
legislative drafting and implementation because they bring together actors from different
governmental levels and regulated sectors. They therefore advocated greater investment in legislative
training, systematic practice-oriented review and digital tools—including Al—to identify contradictory
or overlapping requirements (Interview DE 7).

Alongside these institutional developments, respondents described a broader shift in how regulation
is politically framed and publicly perceived. Germany has moved from a comparatively positive
understanding of state regulation towards a discourse in which bureaucracy is presented negatively
and as an obstacle (Interviews DE 3; DE 6; DE 10; DE 11). One respondent expressed concern about
this development from a rule-of-law perspective: “bureaucracy—meaning rule-based exercise of state
power—is the foundation on which the constitutional state is built. To treat it as inherently negative
is to undermine the basis of law-governed public administration” (Interview DE 11). From a different
perspective, the respondent from the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung described the discourse had been
politically “weaponised” by presenting bureaucracy as a principal explanation for Germany’s economic
difficulties (Interview DE 3). In contrast, a representative of the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung considered
the increased attention to administrative performance potentially constructive as it gives political
expression to citizens’ dissatisfaction with state capacity (Interview DE 12). At the same time, the risk
was mentioned that the constant invocation of “bureaucracy reduction” without tangible results
would hollow out the term and contribute to political disillusionment (Interview DE 12). The
representative of the Zentralverband des Deutschen Handwerks made a similar point more explicitly:
repeatedly invoking OIOO and other burden reduction initiatives as political achievements while
businesses experience no tangible improvement risks political disaffection (Interview DE 13).

Despite their different political and institutional positions, respondents broadly agreed that OIOO had
produced limited noticeable relief. What divides respondents along partisan lines is not the verdict on
the instrument but the concern behind it. Business-oriented respondents regarded OIOO as too
weak—a mechanism for containing additional costs that had been presented as a programme of
genuine burden reduction (Interviews DE 8; DE 11; DE 12; DE 13). Trade union and civil society
respondents were instead concerned that the broader agenda attributed economic difficulties to
regulation may weaken social and environmental standards under the banner of simplification
(Interviews DE 3; DE 6; DE 10). OIOO thus appears to persist not because there is broad agreement
that it is effective, but because burden reduction remains politically important and the sophisticated
measurement and reporting systems have become firmly embedded in the policymaking process.

This tension has become more significant since the saliency of bureaucracy reduction on the political
agenda is at an historically high level. A search of major German media outlets between January 2015
and August 2026 yields 119,149 references to “Birokratieabbau” (bureaucracy reduction), 49,921
references to  “Entblirokratisierung” (de-bureaucratisation) and 1,150 mentions of
“Blrokratiebremse” (bureaucracy brake), illustrating the sustained visibility within German’s public
discourse.* While references to bureaucracy reduction were already persistent throughout the post-
2015 period, all search terms display a very pronounced peak in 2025, indicating renewed political and
media attention under Friedrich Merz’s government.

4 Based on GENIOS media database covering German-language newspapers, magazines and news sources,
https://www.genios.de/. Searches for “Burokratieabbau,” “Entburokratisierung,” and “Blrokratiebremse”
covered the period 1 January 2015-1 August 2026 (search conducted on 5 August 2026).
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The 2025 coalition agreement set ambitious new targets, including a further 25 per cent reduction in
business compliance costs and a transition towards OI20 (Die Bundesregierung, 2025). Business
respondents welcomed this but noted that similar commitments had previously made without any
implementation. In their view, the decisive question is therefore the rigour of implementation
(Interviews DE 11; DE 13). The institutional division of responsibility reinforces this uncertainty. The
newly created Federal Ministry for Digital Affairs and State Modernisation possesses coordination and
monitoring functions but does not control the sectoral legislation from which burdens arise. In
addition, these agendas were written by the state chancelleries and the Chancellor's Office. As one
respondent observed, “there is not a single unit that prepares concrete proposals for the amendment
or abolition of unnecessary provisions” (Interview DE 8). Regulatory modernisation agendas may
therefore be developed centrally, but their implementation depends on sectoral ministries that own
the relevant provisions and face competing policy objectives. The respondent consequently described
the current agenda as unprecedented in ambition but, at the time of the interview, partly consisting
of “lip service” whose translation into concrete measures remained uncertain (Interview DE 8).

Overall, respondents identified structural developments that may prove more consequential for
Germany’s regulatory environment than OIOO itself. Digital tools, including Al, could improve
regulatory mapping, identify contradictions and support practice-oriented review without the
institutional overhead of quantitative offsetting (Interview DE 7). Federal and state governments also
increasingly recognise that simplification must reach local authorities and enforcement agencies
rather than remain confined to federal legislation, potentially addressing the implementation gap
more effectively (Interviews DE 12). Comparative experience also counsels caution: one respondent
observed that no country appears to have implemented an offsetting rule to general satisfaction and
that some, including Denmark, have abandoned the approach (Interview DE 2; see Danish case). The
Netherlands and other early adopters have similarly relied more on practice-oriented burden
reduction programmes instead of strict accounting rules, suggesting that German reforms could draw
more systematically on comparative experience (Interviews DE 11; DE 8).

Germany combines a highly sophisticated system of regulatory cost measurement and scrutiny with
limited practical relief. Sustained across changing governments, OIOO has institutionalised cost
awareness and made compliance cost calculations a routine part of legislative preparation. Its
effectiveness is nevertheless constrained by moderate enforcement, opaque ministerial selection of
compensatory measures and the mechanism’s originally narrow scope. The favourable formal balance
remains compatible with rising overall burdens, while calculated savings may benefit different groups
from those bearing new costs or generate little perceptible relief. Moreover, burdens arising through
state and local implementation, administrative delays and conflicting requirements remain largely
outside its reach. Recent reforms have broadened the mechanism but do not fully resolve these
structural limitations. Overall, OO0 has strengthened procedural scrutiny without ensuring better
legislation or tangible burden reduction. Practice-oriented review, administrative reform and
digitalisation may therefore prove more consequential.
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6.4. Spain
6.4.1. Origins and Objectives of Regulatory Offsetting

Spain’s administrative burden reduction agenda dates to the late 1990s, when an Interministerial
Commission was tasked with developing a first Administrative Simplification Plan (OECD, 2010c, p. 41;
Tornos Mas, 2000, pp. 56-58). Inspired by the EU’s renewed Lisbon Strategy, the government launched
a new strategy in 2008 and set a 30 per cent administrative burden reduction target (Interviews ES 4;
ES 8; Gobierno de Espafia, 2008; Ministerio de Administraciones Publicas, 2008). The offsetting
principle followed in 2013 through Article 37 of the Omnibus Law 14/2013 on the Support for
Entrepreneurs and their Internationalisation (Ministerio para la Transformacidn Digital y de la Funcion
Publica, 2025c, p. 3). This bill was driven primarily by the Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness,
while the Ministry of Finance and Public Administration promoted the OlIOO provision (Interviews ES
8; ES 11). The Spanish Chamber of Commerce also played a prominent role in both drafting and
disseminating the measure (Interview ES 4). Several respondents described the adoption process as
top-down and government-driven (Interviews ES 9; ES 11; ES 12).

A former ministerial official recalled that the Council of Ministers (Consejo de Ministros) had requested
urgent parliamentary processing of the bill and that “the text was approved very swiftly by Parliament,
with hardly any amendments, meaning there was virtually no debate” (Interview ES 8). Following a
favourable initial assessment, the Council of Ministers strengthened the offsetting scheme in 2015 by
adopting a framework for its practical implementation (Ministerio de la Presidencia, 2015, p. 14). This
was developed by the Ministry of Finance and Public Administration, whose General Directorate for
Administrative Organisation and Procedures were assigned responsibility for monitoring the rule
(Ministerio de Hacienda y Administraciones Publicas, 2015).

The introduction of OIOO was triggered by the 2008 financial crisis and its particularly severe
consequences for the Spanish economy (Interviews ES 1; ES 4; ES 9; ES 15). The resulting sense of
urgency created an unusually favourable political context for far-reaching reform. In 2012, the
government responded with a comprehensive programme encompassing labour market reform and
the Budget Stability Act (CORA, 2013, p. 11). Intensified efforts to reduce regulatory burdens formed
part of this broader reform agenda (Interview ES 4). One respondent accordingly characterised
offsetting as part of the broader post-crisis austerity and deregulation agenda, politically legitimised
by exceptional circumstances (Interview ES 11). The scheme also emerged from a new administrative
modernisation strategy developed through the establishment of the Comision para la Reforma de las
Administraciones Publicas (CORA). CORA sought both to rationalise and improve the public
administration’s internal cost-efficiency and to reduce burdens on regulated actors, thereby
addressing the two post-crisis priorities of budgetary discipline and economic growth (Interview ES 9;
CORA, 2013, pp. 11, 24). One respondent identified this administrative reform committee as the
principal catalyst for the adoption of OIOO in 2013 (Interview ES 12; see also OECD, 2014, p. 102).
Spain’s burden reduction agenda has also been strongly shaped by international debates,
developments in other countries and, in particular, recommendations from the OECD and the
European Commission (Interviews ES 2; ES 4; ES 8; ES 11; ES 12; ES 14; ES 16). The offsetting model
was inspired by the UK, which had pioneered it two years earlier (Interviews ES 1; ES 12).

While introduced by a centre-right government amid austerity and liberalisation, offsetting built on
the burden reduction framework established by the preceding centre-left government. This included
annual simplification agreements estimated to have saved regulated actors €20-30 billion by 2015.
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Interviewees therefore regarded the 2013 reform as a continuation of an established, cross-party
agenda (Interviews ES 4; ES 8; ES 16). Apart from occasional transfers of the monitoring unit between
ministries and the strengthening of enforcement in 2015, the instrument’s design and implementation
have remained virtually unchanged since its introduction in 2013 (Interview ES 1). The burden
reduction agenda was accordingly described as unaffected by the government’s partisan composition
(Interview ES 2). Moreover, all established political parties tend to include a section on simplification
in their political programmes (Interviews ES 4; ES 7).

Views nevertheless differed regarding the issue’s salience in public debate. Some respondents
considered it marginal, whereas others cited growing attention driven by the expansion of regional
and EU-derived rules (Interviews ES 1; ES 10; ES 13; ES 14). The business sector was identified as a
particularly strong advocate of burden reduction (Interviews ES 4; ES 9; ES 12; ES 13; ES 16), although
the objective was also reported to have broad public support (Interviews ES 1; ES 7; ES 8; ES 16). As
one official observed, “I think people want bureaucracy to be as small as possible” (Interview ES 7).
The agenda’s underlying political implications may, however, generate conflict. Liberal parties
advocate more extensive deregulation, whereas left-wing parties, trade unions and civil society
organisations may oppose measures perceived to weaken regulatory protections (Interviews ES 8; ES
12). Such criticism generally concerns specific reforms rather than the simplification agenda as such
(Interviews ES 8; ES 9; ES 13; ES 16).

Improving the business environment to promote growth and competitiveness has remained the
central objective of OlIOO (Interviews ES 1; ES 3; ES 9; ES 12; Ministerio para la Transformacion Digital
y de la Funcion Publica, 2025c, p. 3). The scheme therefore applies exclusively to administrative costs
imposed on businesses. Alongside the predominant economic rationale, several respondents
identified proportionality as a central principle of the burden reduction agenda: regulation should
impose no restrictions or requirements beyond those necessary to fulfil its intended purpose
(Interviews ES 3; ES 7; ES 10; ES 12). As one official explained, the aim is to ensure that “ins” are
necessary and proportionate, while “outs” should be achieved by eliminating disproportionate
obligations or attaining the same policy objectives through less invasive means (Interview ES 3).

While offsetting only applies to costs borne by businesses, it forms part of a broader Better Regulation
agenda encompassing stakeholder consultation and the assessment of social, environmental and
economic impacts (Interviews ES 1; ES 2; ES 9). Wider simplification efforts have also addressed
burdens imposed on citizens and civil society organisations (CORA, 2013, pp. 29-30; Interviews ES 4;
ES 7; ES 8; ES 11; ES 12; Ministerio para la transformacion digital y de la funcién publica, 2025a).
However, although RIAs assess the monetary impacts on citizens and public administration, these
groups are not covered by specific targets and consequently remain more peripheral to the burden
reduction framework (Interview ES 11).

6.4.2. Governance and Decision-Making

Since the 2000s, responsibility for Spain’s simplification has followed the public governance and
administration portfolio, which has moved among the Ministries of Public Administration, Finance and
Territorial Policy. In December 2023, it was assigned to the newly established Ministry for Digital
Transformation and Public Function. Within the ministry, the General Directorate for Public
Governance (Direccion General de Gobernanza Publica) monitors government-wide developments in
administrative compliance costs using RIA data and publishes the balance in an annual OIOO report
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(Interviews ES 1; ES 2; ES 8). Conducted ex post, this monitoring covers only estimated impacts on
burdens from legal measures already enacted (Interview ES 1). Under the 2015 implementation
framework, ministries recording a net increase in administrative compliance costs by 31 December
must propose offsetting measures to be implemented in the following year (Interview ES 8; Ministerio
de Hacienda y Administraciones Publicas, 2015). These measures are generally reported through
annual ministerial simplification plans, which became mandatory in 2014 (Interviews ES 4; ES 8). A
separate unit within the Ministry for Digital Transformation and Public Function monitors their
subsequent implementation and reports annually on the results and the extent to which ministries
have delivered the promised reductions (Interview ES 7, 2026).

Assessments of enforcement strength nevertheless vary. Current and former officials directly involved
in implementing OIOO described rigorous scrutiny and ongoing interministerial contact to encourage
compliance. The monitoring unit may also issue a negative report where regulators fail adequately to
quantify or offset burdens (Interviews ES 1; ES 4; ES 8). The multiple bodies overseeing legal activity
across government, together with OlIOQ’s statutory basis, were considered to provide a robust basis
for its adequate application across the administration (Interviews ES 2; ES 10; ES 16). One official
familiar with its early implementation described the system as “very, very effective” (Interview ES 8).
By contrast, a former senior representative of the National Institute for Public Administration (INAP)
explained that the monitoring unit lacks coercive powers and that implementation ultimately depends
on the commitment of individual ministries (Interview ES 9). An official overseeing simplification plans
similarly stated that “there is strict monitoring, but there is no enforcement” (Interview ES 7). A
ministerial drafting office official shared this view (Interview ES 15). Ministerial reporting was
accordingly seen as a “declaration” involving no binding obligations (Interview ES 13).

Beyond the OIOO framework, several institutions perform complementary oversight functions. The
Regulatory Coordination and Quality Office (Oficina de Coordinacion y Calidad Normativa), within the
Ministry of the Presidency, Justice and Relations with the Cortes, reviews government proposals
before their submission to the Council of Ministers. It assesses their legal and technical quality,
coherence with existing frameworks and accompanying RIAs (Interview ES 2). Although its reports are
advisory, the office may request further justification or revision. The Supreme Court has also annulled
secondary legislation where regulatory impacts were inadequately assessed or justified, although
these cases did not concern cost estimates or burden compensation (Interviews ES 2; ES 5). Finally,
the independent Comision Nacional de los Mercados y la Competencia (CNMC) reviews proposals and
RIAs to monitor impacts on markets and competition and may issue non-binding recommendations
for revision (Interview ES 16).

Individual ministries are responsible for quantifying the administrative burdens contained in draft
legislation and retain discretion over the choice of offsetting measures (Interview ES 8). As one official
emphasised, the monitoring unit neither instructs ministries how to regulate nor encourages them to
refrain from regulating (Interview ES 1). Ministries generally lack dedicated simplification units. One
exception is the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Business, where a specialised unit identifies market
barriers and seeks to simplify procedures for businesses (Interview ES 3). Depending on their political
significance, measures may originate at ministerial level or among civil servants at different levels of
the administrative hierarchy. Technical implementation measures, such as digitalisation, generally do
not involve senior administrative or political actors (Interview ES 7). Within each ministry, the General
Technical Secretariat (Secretaria General Técnica) has primary responsibility for coordinating
regulatory production and should therefore maintain an overview of burden compensation
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(Interviews ES 7; ES 10). Because offsetting is calculated in aggregate, regulators do not need to
identify compensatory measures whenever they introduce a new requirement (Interviews ES 8; ES 9).

Alongside proposals identified internally through reviews of the regulatory stock, several interviewees
emphasised the importance of stakeholder input through established consultation channels
(Interviews ES 1; ES4; ES 7; ES 8; ES 12; ES 16). Since 2008, the government has maintained agreements
with numerous business associations and civil society organisations to support the identification of
simplification measures (Interview ES 1; ES 12; Ministerio para la transformacién digital y de la funcidn
publica, 2024a; Ministerio para la transformacion digital y de la funcién publica, 2025b). The process
is coordinated by the Ministry for Digital Transformation and Public Function, which forwards
proposals to the responsible ministries. The General Directorate for Public Governance also maintains
an open channel through which citizens, companies and organisations may submit proposals
throughout the year (Interview ES 2). These mechanisms were generally considered to facilitate
simplification by providing appreciated external perspectives from those affected by regulation, and
have received recognition in OECD assessments (Interviews ES 1; ES 2; ES 4; ES 7; Ministerio para la
transformacion digital y de la funcién publica, 2025b, p. 7).

Some accounts were nevertheless more critical. One interviewee characterised consultation as
sometimes largely symbolic (Interview ES 9). A business association representative stated that “we
just communicate, and we don’t get feedback most of the time” (Interview ES 13), a view shared by a
representative of a civil society organisation (Interview ES 14). Several respondents also observed that
larger companies with greater lobbying capacity may exert more influence, while citizens, small
businesses, fragmented sectors and less well-resourced organisations are generally less active or
influential (Interviews ES 2; ES 12; ES 13; ES 14). Moreover, the interests of SMEs and larger enterprises
do not always coincide (Interview ES 16). Finally, stakeholder proposals are not necessarily legally or
practically viable (Ministerio para la transformacion digital y de la funcién publica, 2025b, p. 5). One
official, for example, cited a recent proposal that would have conflicted with Court of Justice of the
European Union case law (Interview ES 5).

6.4.3. Practical Implementation and Effectiveness
6.4.3.1. Regulatory Offsetting Metrics

Spain’s offsetting scheme is strictly cost-based and limited to administrative compliance costs. RIAs
incorporating such estimates became mandatory under Royal Decree 1083/2009, subsequently
replaced by Royal Decree 931/2017. Following a CORA recommendation, the government adopted a
standardised cost assessment manual in 2014 based on a simplified version of SCM (CORA, 2013, p.
25; Interview ES 8; Ministerio de Hacienda y Administraciones Publicas, 2014). Instead of obtaining
estimates through regular business consultation, the model multiplies standard unit costs for generic
administrative obligations by their frequency and the number of entities affected. Submitting a
document online, for example, carries a standard cost of €4 (Interview ES 1).

The reliability of these estimates was a recurring concern. An official from the monitoring unit
emphasised the substantial approximation involved, describing the methodology as “really, really
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simple” and adding that “it’s not real money after all” (Interview ES 1). Other respondents similarly
argued that public administrations struggle to determine regulation’s economic effects and that the
established methods produce theoretical rather than factual estimates (Interviews ES 10; ES 12).

Moreover, the guidelines and standard cost units have not been updated for a considerable period,
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leading one ministerial official to question their current validity (Interview ES 5). Consequently, the
reported balance may bear little relationship to the costs experienced by regulated actors, weakening
its value as a basis for compensation. As another interviewee put it, “the OO0 model, it’s very difficult
to measure. | mean, we apply it, and sometimes we say we are talking about Monopoly euros instead
of real euros” (Interview ES 7). The scheme’s narrow scope presents a separate limitation. Because
offsetting covers administrative but not substantive compliance costs, many measures producing
significant costs or savings fall outside the balance (Interview ES 3). Some interviewees also
guestioned the quality of impact assessments more generally (Interviews ES 11; ES 13; ES 16).

Despite these limitations, officials regarded the simplified method as a workable administrative tool.
One oversight official stressed that its principal purpose is not to establish whether a rule costs €2
million or €3 million, but to raise awareness within the administration that regulation imposes
monetary costs on regulated actors (Interview ES 1). Another noted that assessments should be
sufficiently robust, but that the rigour applied to each analytical dimension must remain proportionate
to the proposal’s significance and anticipated effects (Interview ES 2). An official from the newly
established Instituto para la Evaluacion de Politicas Publicas (IEPP) accordingly characterised the cost
assessment methodology as a “we can survive with that” standard (Interview ES 11).

6.4.3.2. Effects on Regulatory Burdens

Many respondents assessed OIOO cautiously positively. One official characterised the Spanish
approach as “very humble and very simple” but nevertheless concluded that “at least we have
something” (Interview ES 1). An official involved in its early implementation similarly argued that 0100
and the broader burden reduction policy pursued since 2007 “have been decisive in curbing the
increase in regulation or regulatory burdens”, with offsetting specifically “functioning reasonably well”
(Interview ES 8). Other respondents offered similar assessments, judging its implementation
successful within its scope of application (Interview ES 4; ES 16). An IEPP official characterised OI00
as “moderately successful” and “a good mechanism for management” (Interview ES 11). A ministerial
official further argued that without the offsetting requirement, the regulatory environment would
have become considerably more complex over time (Interview ES 10).

According to official reporting, there has been no net increase in administrative burdens from the
share of regulation covered by OIOO since the 2015 extension of monitoring (Interview ES 2;
Ministerio de Hacienda y Administraciones Publicas, 2021, p. 14; Ministerio para la Transformacion
Digital y de la Funcion Publica, 2025c, p. 18). The two separate annual reports track both the balance
of administrative burdens and the implementation of ministerial simplification plans, recording the
number of legal acts subject to offsetting and the number of exemptions. For the period 2020-2024,
the available reports indicate a net reduction in administrative costs to have been achieved within the
scope of the offsetting scheme each year, although at a government-level and not for individual
ministries (Ministerio de Hacienda y Funcidn Pudblica, 2021, p. 11; 2022, p. 12; 2023, p. 15; Ministerio
para la Transformacién Digital y de la Funcidn Publica, 2024c, pp. 13-14; 2025c). For example, the most
recent report attributes €649,583 in additional administrative costs to measures subject to OI0O0O
introduced in 2024, which were more than offset by a simultaneous reduction of €21,859,206.

Although often conflated, respondents distinguished substantive regulatory simplification through the
reform or repeal of rules from administrative or procedural simplification through changes to
implementation processes (Interview ES 6). Spain’s burden reduction agenda has focused primarily on
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the latter, and the offsetting scheme covers only administrative compliance costs (Interviews ES 1; ES
7; ES 9; ES 12). Respondents therefore considered offsetting more effective in managing
administrative obligations than in restraining rule growth (Interviews ES 1; ES 6; ES 9). This focus is
reflected in annual simplification reports, in which most measures concern administrative processes
(Ministerio para la transformacion digital y de la funcion publica, 2024b). An official in the oversight
ministry likewise emphasised that the OI0OO monitoring unit is not mandated to constrain regulatory
output (Interview ES 1). Indeed, burden reductions are generally achieved through new regulations
amending or replacing existing provisions (Interviews ES 3; ES 10; ES 12; ES 14). A representative of a
self-employed association also stressed that businesses value common standards as a means of
ensuring a level playing field. Rule growth and appropriately designed regulatory provisions therefore
do not necessarily constitute burdens but may support a well-functioning market (Interview ES 13).

Approximately 40,000 national laws and regulations are currently in force, with the number of new
measures adopted annually remaining broadly stable in recent years, apart from a temporary increase
in emergency measures during the COVID-19 pandemic (Interview ES 2). One respondent noted that
“the Official State Gazette continues to break annual records”, suggesting that OlOO had not curbed
regulatory growth (Interview ES 12). Respondents further stressed that any trends in regulatory
activity likely reflects Spain’s complex parliamentary situation more than its simplification policy, as
recurring political deadlock has impeded legislation in recent years (Interviews ES 3; ES 14); a
conclusion that strongly supports our findings in Part II.

In line with the procedural and administrative focus, a particularly important component of the
simplification agenda has been the development of e-government (Interviews ES 2; ES 8; ES 9; ES 12;
ES 16). Reportedly, 98 per cent of administrative services for businesses and 92.5 per cent of those for
citizens are now digitised (Interview ES 8). Some respondents attributed this development partly to
offsetting, arguing that the requirement encourages regulators to choose less burdensome means of
implementation (Interviews ES 3; ES 8). Others credited the broader burden reduction and
administrative modernisation agenda rather than OlOO specifically (Interview ES 9). Regardless of its
origin, greater administrative efficiency was considered to have generated substantial savings for
regulated actors (Interview ES 12). Other reforms include the wider use of declarations of
responsibility (declaracion responsable), which allow businesses in many sectors to begin operating
by declaring compliance rather than awaiting prior authorisation (Interviews ES 6; ES 7; ES 12; ES 13).
Another example is enhanced administrative interoperability and internal information sharing, which
makes fewer information requests from citizens and businesses necessary (Interviews ES 1; ES 7).

Despite these reported achievements, some assessments were sceptical of the effects of burden
compensation. A former senior INAP representative argued that reported results must be interpreted
in light of the limitations of the simplified cost-assessment method and the absence of independent
verification or ex post evaluation of whether the reported savings were realised (Interview ES 9). More
generally, several interviewees noted a recurrent gap within the Spanish administration between
formal requirements and their implementation in practice (Interviews ES 9; ES 13; ES 14). Official
reporting on ministerial simplification plans reveals that announced burden reduction measures are
not always implemented during the following year but may be listed as in progress or not yet started
(Ministerio para la transformacién digital y de la funcidn publica, 2024b).

Several respondents also cautioned that reported achievements may diverge from regulated actors’
experiences. As one professional association representative observed, “there is sometimes a gap
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between political discourse and the practical experience of businesses and professionals, who
continue to face a high degree of regulatory complexity” (Interview ES 12). Counts of simplification
measures and estimated savings do not necessarily demonstrate tangible benefits (Interview ES 6),
which an IEPP official argued would require more sophisticated evaluation (Interview ES 11).
Respondents also warned against equating digitalisation with substantive simplification through the
removal of obligations or overlaps. As a former INAP representative explained, “if simplification is
treated merely as a digital layer placed over complex procedures, the results will remain limited”
(Interview ES 9).

6.4.3.3. Effects on Public Administration

Improving administrative efficiency and thereby reducing public expenditure was a central objective
of the broader administrative and economic reform agenda within which offsetting was introduced.
Simplifying regulatory procedures may also increase the efficiency of internal administrative
operations (Interviews ES 7; ES 11; ES 12; ES 16). However, burden reduction and administrative
reorganisation can themselves generate additional work and require investments in capacity,
particularly in the short term (Interviews ES 6; ES 8; ES 9; ES 12). In practice, simplification has required
internal reprioritisation, including reassigning personnel to policy assessment and regulatory
inspection (Interview ES 12). One respondent considered further investment in analytical capacity
necessary to improve the quality of impact assessments (Interview ES 11). Simplification may also
increase the internal complexity of regulatory processes. As one official put it, “l fear the simple word
‘simplification’ for me is more complexity” (Interview ES 10). Interviewees consequently stressed that
reducing burdens on businesses and those borne by public administration are distinct objectives that
must be assessed separately (Interviews ES 9; ES 10).

The Council of Ministers’ decision establishing the operational arrangements for offsetting stipulated
that implementation should rely on existing resources (Ministerio de Hacienda y Administraciones
Publicas, 2015). Yet, a former official recalled that the requirement initially “placed a significant
additional burden on the day-to-day work of the various departments”, although implementation
became progressively easier as the number of responsible ministerial units increased (Interview ES 8).
Another official described a similar development in RIA practices (Interview ES 2). OIOO
implementation is no longer considered particularly burdensome for either the small monitoring unit
or the administration more broadly (Interview ES 1). Several officials maintained that Better
Regulation principles, cost assessment and offsetting are now perceived as routine administrative
practice (Interviews ES 2; ES 3; ES 7; ES 8; ES 10). As one respondent explained, “the removal of
burdens requires effort, but this has now been internalised and accepted by the administration”
(Interview ES 8).

6.4.3.4. Implementation Challenges

There was broad agreement that Spain’s decentralised regulatory structure, which grants
considerable regulatory powers to 17 autonomous communities and more than 8,000 municipalities,
represents a major obstacle to simplification. OIOO applies only to central-government regulations,
while much regulatory complexity and burden arise from subnational rules and the resulting
inconsistencies and overlaps (Interviews ES 1; ES 3; ES 4; ES 6; ES 9; ES 10; ES 12; ES 13). Differences
in authorisation procedures and regulatory requirements across regions mean that Spain does not, in
practice, constitute a unified market. This fragmentation was identified by several respondents as the
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principal source of burdens on businesses and the main obstacle to simplification (Interviews ES 3; ES
10; ES 13). While the vertical delegation of regulatory authority might make OIOO relatively easy to
achieve at the national level, any results will have limited effects on the overall regulatory landscape
(Interviews ES 9; ES 13). EU directives constitute an additional source of regulatory growth (Interview
ES 4; ES 10; ES 12; ES 16). This complicates offsetting, as a substantial share of existing rules now
derives from EU law and therefore cannot be amended or repealed nationally (Interview ES 15).

The decentralised adaptation and implementation of legal provisions further complicate cost
assessment (Interview ES 9). In addition to exercising their own regulatory powers, subnational
authorities retain some discretion in implementing central-government provisions, and a single
national provision may generate three different regional regulations (Interview ES 12). Where burdens
arise from local implementation practices rather than the content of nationally formulated rules,
central decision-makers cannot directly address them (Interviews ES 1; ES 12). As one interviewee
explained, “formal simplification at one level does not necessarily produce simplification throughout
the implementation chain” (Interview ES 9). The agreement-based consultation mechanism frequently
generates proposals that address burdens arising at the regional and local levels, but the central
administration can do little beyond forwarding this information to the relevant authorities (Interviews
ES 7; ES 13). Administrative fragmentation also impedes the comprehensive streamlining of
procedures and the establishment of an integrated administrative one-stop-shop (Interview ES 1).

Potential encroachment on regional competences is a persistent source of controversy. Proponents
of simplification support regulatory harmonisation, whereas regional and local authorities may regard
it as an infringement of their autonomy by the central state (Interviews ES 9; ES 12). Given strong
support for regional autonomy and continuing disputes over the exercise of regulatory powers, the
issue is considered difficult to resolve. Respondents cautioned that efforts to simplify regulation and
reduce fragmentation must respect the constitutionally established competences of the autonomous
communities (Interviews ES 8; ES 9). There are nevertheless ongoing efforts to harmonise regulatory
frameworks across Spain (Interview ES 10). One example is the Régimen 20 initiative, a forum for
promoting regulatory and administrative coordination between autonomous communities and the
central state through regular conferences, with the aim of working towards a unified market
(Interview ES 3). Autonomous communities also increasingly pursue their own initiatives, and many
have established Better Regulation units or burden reduction mechanisms (Interviews ES 1; ES 6; ES
9). Some have longstanding experience in this area. Catalonia, for example, introduced a simplification
programme as early as 2008 and has sought both to streamline administrative procedures and reduce
the regulatory stock, reportedly decreasing the number of provisions in force from 23,290 in 2016 to
8,500in 2025 (Interview ES 6). The extent of such work nevertheless varies considerably across regions
(Interview ES 14).

Turning to national-level offsetting, two major concerns are the extent to which monitoring by the
responsible unit constitutes effective enforcement, and whether regulators are in fact aware of the
requirement. One official reported that the monitoring unit struggles with visibility: “I'm pretty sure
most people, even those who are working in the legal system and drafting laws, are not really aware
of the OIOO report” (Interview ES 1). This accords with an independent policy expert’s observation of
generally weak administrative coordination: ministerial units are often unaware of relevant policies
or practices developed elsewhere in the central administration or even within their own ministries
(Interview ES 14). Other officials suggested that, although senior ministerial officials and the
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secretariats responsible for regulatory drafting should know about OlIOO, awareness may vary across
administrative levels and policy areas (Interviews ES 2; ES 7).

Although officials in two ministries acknowledged the requirement, officials in the general secretariats
of two others reported that OlIOO was neither perceived nor treated as a binding obligation in their
policy areas (Interviews ES 4; ES 15). One reported receiving annual stakeholder proposals for
simplification and general information on regulatory burdens from the General Directorate for Public
Governance in recent years. Although these communications referred to OIOO, they did not present
it as a strict rule (Interview ES 4). In the other ministry, OO0 was understood as a general ambition,
not as a requirement (Interview ES 15). An official from the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Enterprise
acknowledged the rule’s validity but noted that work to eliminate barriers and administrative or
regulatory burdens within the ministry’s remit was generally unrelated to OIOO. New administrative
obligations requiring compensation were rarely introduced in this policy area, while implemented
reductions did not always concern the strictly administrative costs to which OIOO is confined
(Interview ES 3). Yet, several respondents maintained that ministries adhere to the principle of burden
compensation and that there is no general problem of non-compliance (Interviews ES 1; ES 4; ES 7; ES
8; ES 10; ES 11). One ministerial official rejected the possibility of non-compliance altogether, citing
the robust coordination and scrutiny of legal production across government (Interview ES 10).

There were nevertheless warnings that compliance may be somewhat formalistic. One respondent
suggested that regulators frequently argued that new compliance costs do not in fact constitute
burdens or claim reductions by merging regulatory requirements (Interview ES 13). The Chamber of
Commerce representative acknowledged criticism that cost assessments are sometimes “overly
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formal” and that regulators comply with OIOO by selecting the easier compensatory measures rather
than those really impacting businesses (Interview ES 4). Further, measures addressing societal
emergencies, transposing EU law, managing social security or fiscal matters, or having temporary
validity are exempt from OIOO (Interview ES 1). Consequently, most new legal measures commonly
fall outside its scope. The most recent report classified 35 of 57 new provisions as exempt from
offsetting (Interview ES 9). One official considered exemptions a greater challenge than occasional
non-compliance: “that's more important and more difficult to tackle than the fact that some
departments or some regulators are not complying with our indications or our [...] reports” (Interview
ES 1). A business-association argued that the opportunity to invoke exemptions renders the
compensatory requirement ineffective in practice (Interview ES 13). For example, regulators
sometimes interpret the minimum implementation of EU directives too broadly, enabling them to
introduce provisions beyond those strictly required while circumventing the offsetting rule (Interview
ES 16). The Chamber of Commerce has suggested a partial revision of the grounds for exemption to
strengthen the effectiveness of OlIOO (Interview ES 4). However, extending its scope could entail
potential trade-offs and delay urgent legislative processes (Interviews ES 1; ES 8).

Several respondents also noted the practical difficulty of identifying simplification measures
(Interviews ES 1; ES 4; ES 8; ES 12). After nearly two decades of reviewing the regulatory stock and
unnecessary administrative obligations, implementing additional measures become increasingly
challenging. As one official observed, “at the end of the day, you pretty much run out of ideas or [...]
all that could be easily simplified has already been simplified. And then you have the difficult things”
(Interview ES 1). By contrast, one ministerial official considered obsolete administrative obligations
relatively easy to identify within the policy area of their ministry, although many fell under regional
authority (Interview ES 10). An official from another ministry argued instead that, while opportunities
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to improve regulatory and administrative provisions are occasionally identified, offsetting every new
obligation under a strict rule without exemptions would be impossible (Interview ES 5). In practice,
burden reduction is also complicated by insufficient horizontal coordination and a reported tendency
for ministries to operate as administrative silos. Further, amending regulatory provisions frequently
requires change of higher-order legal instruments through lengthy and complex procedures (Interview
ES 8). Finally, continued rule growth and increasing legal complexity were regarded as inevitable
consequences of growing societal complexity and the expanding range of interests and considerations
that law-making must accommodate (Interview ES 10).

6.4.4. Trade-Offs and Unintended Consequences

Several respondents cautioned that reducing regulatory costs—whether by reforming substantive
requirements, relaxing enforcement or eliminating administrative procedures—could create legal
risks or weaken protective standards (Interviews ES 1; ES 3; ES 6; ES 8; ES 9; ES 11). Determining a
proportionate level of control is inherently difficult: reporting obligations and other administrative
requirements may impose burdens on regulated actors while remaining necessary to achieve
legitimate societal objectives, complicating the application of strict offsetting (Interviews ES 3; ES 5;
ES 11). A former senior INAP representative therefore concluded that “the strongest unresolved issue
is how to simplify without weakening the public interest” (Interview ES 9). The EU’s Omnibus packages
were cited as an example of simplification at the expense of other societal interests (Interview ES 15).

Other respondents dismissed this risk, arguing that burden reduction facilitates compliance through
more efficient administrative procedures without altering substantive policy outcomes (Interviews ES
4; ES 7; ES 10; ES 16). One official stressed that burden reduction should not be equated with
deregulation and that “the removal of administrative burdens is always positive for everyone, for the
administration itself, and for citizens, businesses and operators” (Interview ES 8). Another maintained
that any weakening of social or environmental protections would reflect political choices rather than
offsetting itself, adding: “I don’t think the simplification agenda or the simplification policies are that
strong” (Interview ES 1). Similarly, one respondent observed no trade-offs because OIOO had not been
sufficiently effective to produce them (Interview ES 13). A CNMC official identified no adverse policy
outcomes but called for greater transparency about whether particular measures had been adopted
merely to satisfy the OlOO requirement (Interview ES 16).

Although often presented as a neutral alternative to substantive deregulation, procedural
simplification can also entail trade-offs. Digitalisation may reduce accessibility for some social groups
and impose additional costs and complexity on SMEs and the self-employed, particularly where
systems differ across regions (Interviews ES 8; ES 9; ES 12; ES 13). Similarly, replacing prior
authorisation with responsible declarations may weaken protections unless accompanied by
rigorous—and potentially resource-intensive—subsequent monitoring (Interviews ES 9; ES 12). In
some accidents, inadequate prior assessment of infrastructure projects has reportedly been identified
as a contributing factor (Interview ES 14). Responsible declarations may also transfer legal risk to
business owners, who face sanctions if later inspections reveal non-compliance (Interview ES 12). This
is particularly problematic because individual entrepreneurs, and even public administrations, may
struggle to identify in advance every requirement applicable to a particular case (Interview ES 13).
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6.4.5. Transformation of Regulatory Culture and Future Development

Interviewees broadly agreed that the burden reduction framework’s principal value lies less in
technical precision than in encouraging regulators to consider monetary impact on regulated actors
(Interviews ES 1; ES 4; ES 9; ES 11; ES 12; ES 16). One respondent argued that offsetting keeps rule-
makers attentive to costs and compels them to “regulate sensibly” (Interview ES 8), while an IEPP
official credited it with promoting more systematic cost assessment and awareness of monetary
impacts across the administration (Interview ES 11). Ministerial officials added that, if properly
applied, a strict compensation requirement would deter the introduction of new provisions
(Interviews ES 3; ES 5). Better Regulation principles and RIA procedures were likewise considered to
have changed regulatory behaviour by requiring regulators to justify the necessity and proportionality
of proposals (Interviews ES 2; ES 9; ES 16). Several respondents reported a wider shift in regulatory
practice across the administration over time (Interviews ES 4; ES 7; ES 10; ES 12; ES 16). One official
suggested that these long-term behavioural effects make a continuous strategy such as offsetting
more effective than temporary reduction targets (Interview ES 1).

Other respondents rather attributed these changes to the broader Better Regulation agenda,
systematic cost assessment and simplification efforts pursued since the late 2000s (Interviews ES 4;
ES 9; ES 11). An official from the monitoring unit acknowledged that OIOO “has made quite an impact
on the mindset” but doubted that it had fundamentally transformed regulatory practice, adding: “I
am not sure we should be aiming for that” (Interview ES 1). Burden reduction, the official stressed,
neither is nor should be every ministry’s primary objective. Another respondents similarly observed
that “it’s not like [...] we draft the law with that in mind” (Interview ES 5). Moreover, awareness does
not necessarily translate into practice. One respondent argued that administrative culture continues
to favour creating new rules over simplifying existing ones (Interview ES 13), while another maintained
that greater cost awareness had not yet transformed what was identified as a highly formalistic culture
that values procedure over outcomes (Interview ES 9).

Several interviewees considered a radical departure from existing practices unlikely, particularly
because the current approach follows OECD recommendations and attracts little internal criticism
(Interviews ES 1; ES 2; ES 10; ES 16). One official suggested that its limited institutional prominence
may insulate the offsetting scheme from substantial revision: “I haven't heard great criticism [of] this,
probably because most people don't know about it. But the good thing about not many people
knowing about it is that they're not going to challenge the existence of the OlOO report” (Interview
ES 1). Another official likewise anticipated no major near-term changes but remarked more critically
that “we are satisfied with our position now and probably, we shouldn’t be” (Interview ES 7). By
contrast, a Chamber of Commerce representative described the burden reduction agenda as dynamic
and responsive to societal developments (Interview ES 4). Another respondent anticipated that a
right-wing government including the far right after the 2027 election would place greater emphasis
on simplification, deregulation and administrative downsizing (Interview ES 14).

The future agenda is expected to continue prioritising administrative efficiency rather than the
removal of rules (Interviews ES 2; ES 9; ES 12). Several interviewees also identified a gradual shift from
the post-crisis emphasis on economic liberalisation and competitiveness towards improving
administrative accessibility and efficiency for regulated actors and public-service users (Interviews ES
2; ES 9; ES 12). This evolution is reflected in an EU NextGeneration-funded administrative
modernisation programme that includes the SimplexESP simplification initiative (Ministerio para la
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transformacion digital y de la funcidon publica, 2025a, pp. 118-123). Since 2023, Spain has also
operated an Al regulatory sandbox to test regulatory frameworks ahead of their harmonisation across
the EU (Interview ES 14).

One official noted that Spain’s simplification policy has long centred on digitalising administrative
procedures, but warned that once further efficiency gains are exhausted, offsetting may require
substantive regulatory reform: “that is probably the challenge in the near future” (Interview ES 1). An
IEPP representative nevertheless identified considerable untapped potential for internal data-sharing
to reduce unnecessary information requests while also benefiting public authorities (Interview ES 11).
Technological developments, particularly Al, were likewise considered central to future simplification,
both as tools for regulatory management and as means of transforming public administration and its
interactions with regulated actors (Interviews ES 8; ES 9; ES 12; ES 13; see also Ministerio para la
transformacion digital y de la funcién publica, 2025a, pp. 118-119). Although most respondents
viewed these possibilities positively, one raised concerns about the transparency and accountability
implications of greater reliance on algorithms in administrative decision-making (Interview ES 14).

Many respondents considered extending the burden reduction agenda beyond central government
essential, particularly through greater regulatory harmonisation among the autonomous communities
(Interviews ES 4; ES 10; ES 13). One suggested that growing attention to bureaucratic burdens could
advance this objective: “the future lies in a licence granted in Andalusia being automatically valid in
Catalonia or Madrid” (Interview ES 12). The recently established Régimen 20 framework for
coordination across administrative levels was identified as central to this development (Interview ES
3). At the same time, respondents observed that both regulatory burdens and simplification are
increasingly shaped by developments and agendas at the EU level (Interviews ES 4; ES 9; ES 12; ES 16).

Spain’s statutory offsetting framework has exhibited notable continuity across successive
governments. Despite limited enforcement, official reports indicate that the administrative costs
covered by OIOO have been fully offset, although ex post monitoring reveals some delays in
implementation. The scheme has generated little political or administrative conflict, and appears to
have promoted greater awareness of regulatory costs and proportionality within parts of the
administration. Its practical effects nevertheless remain narrow and uncertain. OlOO applies only to
national legislation, contains significant exemptions and cannot address the regulatory fragmentation
across Spain’s decentralised system that interviewees identified as the principal source of burdens. Its
focus on administrative costs has encouraged digitalisation and procedural simplification rather than
substantive reform or restraint of rule growth. Although these measures may facilitate compliance,
their effects on regulated actors are difficult to establish, cost estimates remain methodologically
weak and procedural reforms can create legal or protective trade-offs. Weak enforcement and uneven
awareness of the requirement among regulators also raise questions regarding whether outcomes
should be attributed to OIOO or to the broader administrative modernisation agenda.
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7. Discussion and Conclusion

This report provides a comparative examination of regulatory offsetting across modern democracies
and assesses whether—and under what conditions—it constrains regulatory growth and reduces
regulatory burdens. This question has gained importance as regulation has continued to expand in
volume and complexity, prompting many countries and the EU to incorporate offsetting into their
broader Better Regulation agendas. Yet systematic comparative evidence on how these schemes
operate and what effects they produce remains limited. To address this gap, the report combines a
mapping of regulatory offsetting and selected burden reduction initiatives across 28 countries and the
EU with longitudinal quantitative analyses of legislative activity in Denmark, France, Germany and
Spain between 2000 and 2025, using the Netherlands and Norway as comparison cases. The
qualitative analysis comprises exploratory examinations of the Netherlands and the EU and in-depth
case studies of Denmark, France, Germany and Spain, drawing on official and other policy documents
and a total of 63 semi-structured elite and expert interviews.

Overall, our findings indicate that regulatory offsetting affects how regulation is made more clearly
than how much regulation is produced or how burdensome it is in practice. Its principal effects are
procedural and institutional: it raises awareness of regulatory burdens, institutionalises cost
measurement, strengthens the assessment, justification and scrutiny of regulatory costs, and
encourages officials to consider regulatory proportionality and less burdensome approaches to
regulatory design and implementation. Yet we find no clear evidence that offsetting constrains
regulatory growth or delivers substantial burden relief to regulated actors. Four main findings support
this conclusion.

First, Part | shows that regulatory offsetting has diffused widely and converged around a common,
predominantly business-oriented objective of managing regulatory costs, but has not developed into
a uniform or consistently durable policy instrument. Beneath similar labels such as OIOO or OIXO lie
substantial differences in scope, cost definitions, target groups, exemptions, measurement methods
and institutionalisation. These differences mean that national schemes capture different dimensions
of regulatory burden and that their reported results are not directly comparable. Regulatory offsetting
should therefore be understood not as a single model, but as a politically contingent set of approaches
whose operation and potential effectiveness depend on their specific institutional design and
implementation. The two reference cases underscore that offsetting is only one way of
institutionalising burden reduction. The Netherlands pioneered the SCM, quantitative reduction
targets and independent regulatory scrutiny, but pursued the removal of unnecessary burdens as a
continuous process rather than through a formal OIOO rule. The EU represents a contrasting model,
embedding OIOO0 within its broader Better Regulation framework. Although it reports substantial net
savings, aggregating costs and savings across policy areas obscures their distribution and makes it
difficult to determine who benefits or whether formal savings translate into practical relief.

Second, Part Il finds no robust evidence that regulatory offsetting consistently constrains rule growth
in Denmark, France, Germany and Spain. While the pooled analysis initially suggests that countries
adopted fewer legal acts while an offsetting scheme was in place, this finding is not robust. Once the
small number of countries and country-specific trends are taken into account, the estimates are not
distinguishable from zero. In addition, while Spain is the only country showing a visible decline,
Spanish legislative output coincided with an exceptional period of caretaker and minority
governments. Caretaker governments are prohibited from submitting government bills, while
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minority governments generally face greater constraints on their ability to pass legislation. Once these
overall circumstances are considered, we find no evidence that the observed decline can be attributed
to regulatory offsetting. Where output declined, this reflected fewer acts rather than leaner
legislation: acts adopted during offsetting periods were, on average, longer in all four countries, while
changes in restrictive and termination clauses were small and inconsistent. Differences between
primary and secondary legislation also suggest that regulatory activity may sometimes shift between
legislative levels rather than decline overall. These findings concern rule growth and neither confirm
nor refute whether the predominantly cost-based schemes in Denmark, Germany and Spain achieved
their cost reduction objectives.

Third, the case studies in Part Ill show that favourable official balances do not consistently translate
into practical relief. The four countries differ considerably in enforcement, institutional capacity and
political continuity, but arrive at a broadly similar outcome. Denmark represents the most successful
case: high-level political coordination ensured that new burdens were offset during the Burden Stop,
including those arising from EU legislation. However, direct compensation under OlIOO constituted
only a small part of a broader reduction programme, whose overall monetary target was not met.
Germany has developed the most durable system of cost measurement and independent scrutiny, yet
its favourable formal balance coexisted with rising burdens outside the mechanism’s original scope
and limited perceived relief among businesses. France’s schemes cover only a small share of
regulatory production and have been rarely applied, while Spain reported administrative cost
reductions whose reliability, practical significance and attribution to offsetting remain uncertain.
Formal compliance and favourable balances therefore cannot be equated with overall effectiveness.

Fourth, the comparison identifies the conditions under which offsetting can nevertheless influence
regulatory policymaking. Its effects are strongest where it is supported by sustained political
commitment, central coordination, sufficient administrative capacity and credible independent
scrutiny. Denmark demonstrates that these conditions can make compensation binding within the
scheme’s scope, while Germany shows how measurement and scrutiny can become institutionalised
across changes of government. Conversely, narrow coverage and limited coercive authority reduced
the influence of the French and Spanish schemes. Yet enforcement strength bears no systematic
relationship to aggregate rule growth or experienced reductions of burdens. Stronger enforcement
increases the likelihood that costs are calculated, justified and offset formally, but cannot prevent
governments from pursuing politically important regulation or ensure that calculated savings are
experienced as meaningful relief.

The limited reach of the schemes is partly explained by their boundaries. EU-derived regulation was
historically excluded in most cases, even though respondents frequently identified it as a principal
source of growing regulatory burdens. National offsetting can therefore produce a favourable balance
for domestically initiated regulation while total burdens continue to increase. Germany’s recent
inclusion of EU-derived costs addresses part of this discrepancy, but national governments retain
limited capacity to alter obligations originating at the EU level. The growing importance of EU
regulation has consequently shifted attention from domestic compensation towards influencing EU
legislation at an earlier stage. Yet the EU level occupies an ambivalent position in this debate: it is
portrayed both as a source of additional burdens and as a driver of simplification and deregulation.
Respondents in Denmark, Germany and Spain cautioned that EU initiatives presented as burden
reduction may weaken social and environmental standards. Moving simplification to the EU level
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therefore expands its potential reach without resolving the underlying conflict between reducing
burdens and preserving regulatory protections.

Other exemptions removed substantial categories of regulation, costs or target groups from the
balance. These boundaries made the schemes more manageable and protected competing policy
objectives, but also allowed favourable national balances to coexist with rising overall burdens. They
sometimes created opportunities for circumvention through the reclassification, fragmentation or
relocation of regulatory requirements.

The comparison thus reveals a fundamental design dilemma. Broad coverage and strong enforcement
increase the potential for measured savings but require substantial analytical and coordination
capacity and intensify political and administrative conflict. Regulations generally serve legitimate
social, environmental, economic or legal objectives, and removing burdens is therefore not politically
neutral. A rigidly applied offsetting scheme would ultimately force regulators to reprioritise
substantive policy objectives and reconsider appropriate levels of protection. Narrower schemes with
extensive exemptions protect competing objectives and remain easier to administer, but leave much
regulatory growth outside their scope. Formal strictness cannot overcome this dilemma or substitute
for government-wide political support.

A further limitation lies in the relationship between calculated and experienced burdens. Cost
estimates make regulatory effects more visible, but remain approximations whose methodological
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sophistication does not guarantee practical accuracy. Formal “ins” and “outs” may affect different
groups, while measures producing large calculated savings may generate little noticeable relief.
Conversely, clearer guidance, faster permitting, consistent enforcement and improved administrative
support may substantially ease compliance costs without appearing as formal “outs.” This gap is
reinforced by multilevel governance: many burdens arise through regional and local implementation,
administrative delays or interactions between rules that national offsetting systems do not capture.
In addition, respondents across all cases reported that compensatory measures became increasingly

difficult to identify once the most obvious options and “low-hanging fruit” had been exhausted.

Reflecting the schemes’ limitations and narrow practical scope, doubts about their relevance recurred
across cases, with several respondents characterising offsetting—sometimes with sarcasm—as a
bureaucratic, symbolic or window-dressing exercise of little practical political significance. This
underlines the need to distinguish regulatory offsetting from burden reduction more generally. Many
of the most consequential improvements identified in the cases—including digitalisation, data
sharing, once-only principles for information requests, practice-oriented reviews and the
simplification of administrative procedures—were pursued through broader reform programmes

I ”

rather than through the formal compensation of regulatory “ins.” The Netherlands likewise
demonstrates that cost measurement, quantitative targets and independent scrutiny can be
institutionalised without OI0O. Regulatory offsetting is therefore neither a necessary nor a sufficient
condition for burden reduction. Its distinctive contribution lies in imposing an ex ante discipline on

new regulatory costs and embedding attention to burdens within legislative preparation.

The most durable legacy has therefore been not the quantifiable effects of offsetting, but the
institutionalised commitment to burden reduction. Germany’s and Spain’s measurement, scrutiny and
offsetting arrangements have survived changes of government and remained largely stable over time.
Denmark discontinued its offsetting mechanism but retained its monitoring and consultation
arrangements, whereas France maintained both offsetting and the political objective of simplification
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despite repeated changes to other instruments and institutional structures. Once systems for
measuring, reporting and monitoring regulatory burdens become institutionally embedded, they are
seemingly difficult to reverse. Yet, durability does not necessarily indicate effectiveness. Continuous
efforts and announced cost reductions without tangible relief risk deepening dissatisfaction among
regulated actors and fuelling perceptions of offsetting as a symbolic exercise.

These findings do not necessarily imply that regulatory offsetting should be abandoned, but that
expectations about what it can achieve should be redefined. Offsetting is unlikely to operate as an
autonomous constraint on regulatory growth. It can, however, serve as a supporting discipline within
a broader Better Regulation system by requiring administrations to identify costs, justify burdens and
consider less burdensome regulation and implementation. For this function to be credible, the scope
of the scheme, its exemptions and the calculation and distribution of costs and savings must be
transparent, independently scrutinised and verified after implementation. Ultimately, offsetting
should be judged less by whether its accounting balance is positive than by whether cost information
improves regulatory design and implementation and produces burden relief that businesses, citizens
and public administrations actually experience.
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List of Interviews

EU and the Netherlands

Interview EU 1: Business Europe official, online interview, 22.10.2025.

Interview EU 2: Senior Policy Advisor, online interview, 13.11.2025.

Interview NL 3: Advisory Board on Regulatory Burden (ATR) official, online interview, 28.10.2025.
Interview NL 4: Advisory Board on Regulatory Burden (ATR) official, online interview, 28.10.2025.
Interview EU 5: Researcher/Legal expert, European Parliament, online interview, 09.09. 2025.
Interview EU/NL 6: Researcher/Legal expert, European Parliament, online interview, 21.10.2025.
Interview EU 7: Researcher/Legal expert, European Parliament, online interview, 07.10. 2025.

Denmark

Interview DK 1: Danish Business Authority official, online interview, 18.06.2025

Interview DK 2: Danish Business Authority official, online interview, 23.06.2025

Interview DK 3: Danish Business Regulation Forum representative, online interview, 02.07.2025
Interview DK 4: Danish Working Environment Authority official, online interview, 29.09.2025
Interview DK 5: Danish Business Regulation Forum former representative, online interview,
07.11.2025

Interview DK 6: Danish Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs former senior official,
online interview, 11.11.2025

Interview DK 7: Danish Business Authority former official, online interview, 19.11.2025
Interview DK 8: Danish Business Authority official, online interview, 19.11.2025

Interview DK 9: Danish Business Authority former official, online interview, 16.03.2026
Interview DK 10: Policy expert, Danish Industry, online interview, 25.03.2026

Interview DK 11: Danish Business Authority former official, online interview, 10.06.2026

France

Interview FR 1: General Inspectorate of the Administration (IGA) official, Ministry of the Interior,
online interview, 09.02.2026

Interview FR 2: Direction Interministérielle de la Transformation Publique (DITP) official, online
interview, 11.02.2026

Interview FR 3: Emeritus Professor, Institut d'études politiques de Paris, online interview, 05.03.2026
Interview FR 4: Direction Interministérielle de la Transformation Publique (DITP) official, written
interview, 12.03.2026

Interview FR 5: Professor in administrative law, Université de Poitiers, written interview, 23.03.2026
Interview FR 6: Ministry of Economy and Finance former official, online interview, 31.03.2026
Interview FR 7: Councillor of State, Conseil d'Etat, written interview, 01.04.2026

Interview FR 8: The General Secretariat for the Modernization of Public Action (SGMAP) former
official, written interview, 09.04.2026

Interview FR 9: Secrétariat Général du Gouvernement (SGG) former official, online interview,
20.04.2026

Interview FR 10: Le conseil de la simplification pour les entreprises former official, online interview,
28.04.2026

Interview FR 11: Councillor of State, Conseil d'Etat, written interview, 12.05.2026

Interview FR 12: Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Inclusion official, online interview,
28.05.2026

Interview FR 13: Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Inclusion official, online interview,
28.05.2026

Interview FR 14: Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Inclusion official, online interview,
28.05.2026

Interview FR 15: Councillor of State, Conseil d'Etat, written interview, 02.06.2026

Interview FR 16: Secrétariat Général du Gouvernement (SGG) official, online interview, 20.07.2026
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Germany

Interview DE 1: Deutsches Institut flr Wirtschaftsforschung e.V. (DIW) representative, phone
interview, 11.06.2025,

Interview DE 2: German federal administration official, online interview, 19.06.2025.

Interview DE 3: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung representative, online interview, 24.07.2025.

Interview DE 4: German Federal Statistical Office official, online interview, 26.08.2025.

Interview DE 5: German Federal Statistical Office official, online interview, 26.08.2025.

Interview DE 6: German trade union representative, online interview, 07.01.2026.

Interview DE 7: Normenkontrollrat Baden-Wirttemberg representative, online interview, 08.01.2026.
Interview DE 8: German federal ministry official, online interview, 14.01.2026.

Interview DE 9: Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs official, online interview, 15.01.2026.
Interview DE 10: Interest-group representative, online interview, 27.01.2026.

Interview DE 11: Senior adviser, Stiftung Familienunternehmen, online interview, 23.02.2026.
Interview DE 12: Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung representative, online interview, 05.03.2026.

Interview DE 13: Zentralverband des Deutschen Handwerks (ZDH) official, online interview,
13.03.2026.

Spain

Interview ES 1: Ministry for Digital Transformation and Public Service official, online interview,
26.06.2025

Interview ES 2: Ministry of the Presidency, Justice and Relations with the Cortes official, online
interview, 31.10.2025

Interview ES 3: Ministry of Economy, Trade and Business official, online interview 02.12.2025
Interview ES 4: Policy expert, Spanish Chamber of Commerce, online interview, 13.02.2026

Interview ES 5: Ministry official, online interview, 11.03.2026

Interview ES 6: Senior Professor in Administrative Law, written interview, 08.04.2026

Interview ES 7: Ministry for Digital Transformation and Public Service official, online interview,
27.04.2026.

Interview ES 8: Ministry of Finance and Public Administration and the Ministry of Finance and the Civil
Service former official, written interview, 13.05.2026

Interview ES 9: National Institute of Public Administration (INAP) former representative, written
interview, 14.05.2026

Interview ES 10: Ministry for Agriculture, Fisheries and Food official, online interview, 28.05.2026
Interview ES 11: Instituto para la Evaluacion de Politicas Publicas (IEPP) official, online interview,
03.06.2026

Interview ES 12: Consejo General de Graduados Sociales representative, written interview, 08.06.2026
Interview ES 13: Asociacidon de Trabajadores Autdonomos (ATA) representative, online interview,
15.06.2026

Interview ES 14: Policy expert, Political Watch, online interview, 18.06.2026

Interview ES 15: Ministry for the Ecological Transition and the Demographic Challenge official, online
interview, 24.07.2026

Interview ES 16: Comision Nacional de los Mercados y la Competencia (CNMC) official, online
interview, 12.08.2026
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Appendix 1: Interview Guide

Interview Guide

1)

2)

3)

4.)

5.)

What is your position and how long have you been working in this organisation? How
familiar are you with your country’s regulatory offsetting scheme?

Your country introduced a regulatory offsetting scheme in (add year here). Can you describe
how this decision has been made? Who drove the process and have there been any
controversial issues discussed?

Can you describe how the offsetting scheme is currently implemented and applied in
practice?

e What types of regulations are subject to offsetting?

e Who decides which regulations to offset and how?

e Are there any difficulties in identifying unnecessary regulations to abolish?

How would you describe the objectives of the offsetting scheme? Are these objectives
clearly communicated?

How effective has the scheme been in practice to curb the increase in regulation or
regulatory burdens?
e Canyou provide examples, best practices or data that demonstrate this?
e Ifit has been effective, has there so far been any notable effect in the workload of
the agency/ public administration?
e Orare there other instruments better suited for that?
e Are there sectors that benefit more (or less) from the scheme?

Are there any unintended consequences or trade-offs from the offsetting scheme that
you’'ve observed?

(e.g., delays in new legislation, reduced social/environmental protections, resource
demanding for the administration or technically challenging)

Has the offsetting scheme changed how regulations are drafted or enforced in your country,
sector or organisation?

How is the scheme monitored and evaluated? Is there any independent oversight and who
ensures a proper application of the offsetting measures?

What are the main debates around regulatory offsetting in your country?
e  Which arguments tend to dominate (e.g. efficiency, deregulation, modernisation)?
e Who are the key supporters or critics?
e Has the debate changed over time?
e How open and transparent is the process — who gets consulted or heard?

9. To what extent is the offsetting scheme embedded in a broader regulatory agenda and

how do you see the future of the offsetting scheme in your country? Are reforms or
changes likely?

10. Is there anything else you believe is important to understand the offsetting schemes in

your country? With whom is it important to talk to as well?
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