TRANSPARENCY
OF EVIDENCE:
A spot check of government policy
proposals July 2016 to July 2017
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INTRODUCTION

by Tracey Brown, Director, Sense about Science

This is the report of our spot check of whether 12 UK
government departments showed their workings for the policies
proposed in the year to July 2017.
It revisits the issues we identified in our Transparency of Evidence1 review in November 2016
and scores a selection of policies from each department against the transparency of evidence
framework, asking whether citizens can see clearly what the government proposes to do
and why. The results reveal improvements in departments’ efforts to share their evidence
base and reasoning with the public, and a much broader range of examples of doing so under
different policymaking conditions. They also reveal considerable variation in practice between
departments and some surprising omissions.
Why spot check evidence transparency? Because without clarity about what the government
has looked at, it is very difficult for citizens to understand the motivations for policy, decide
whether they agree with it, participate or consider whether it is working. Researchers
and specialist contributors can’t see what they could add; and government is less able to build
on its own past work, let alone determine whether initiatives such as the What Works centres
are improving the evidence base for policy. A transparent chain of reasoning is vital to all of this.
It was for this reason that in 2015, Sense about Science, together with the Institute for
Government and the Alliance for Useful Evidence, responded to a suggestion by the What Works
National Adviser and developed the evidence transparency framework.2
Our initial review in 2016 found that despite the commitment to
Despite the
transparency in the Civil Service Reform Plan progress report in 2013 3
improving picture,
— reinforced in the Open Government National Action Plan 2016-18’s
the publication of
changes to the publishing infrastructure4 — it was often hard for even
the most motivated citizen to work out what assertions were based
evidence is still a
on, how evidence had been used, or the assumptions behind projected
negotiated issue.
costs and benefits. That review noted that in some cases departments
had conducted robust and extensive evidence reviews but had not
published or referenced them. Conversely, it also drew attention to examples where this had been
done, and done well, including on controversial, political and complex issues and in the shortest,
simplest policy documents.
Over the past year, departments have worked with us to understand those issues and assimilate
the questions asked in the framework. We have held joint meetings and workshops, met
regularly with Departmental Directors of Analysis and presented at department committees.
This constructive discussion, and the publicity around that review, may in some measure have
contributed to the encouraging results of this 2017 spot check, which sees four departments
regularly awarded the highest scores. If so, we as a society owe our thanks to the dedicated
officials who have pursued improvement in transparency through a period of substantial
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upheaval. There is increasing concern about government transparency more generally5 and
in December 2017 the Prime Minister acknowledged that it acts ‘as an important check and
balance.6
Despite this attention, and the improving picture in some departments, the publication of the
evidence behind policy is still a negotiated issue. Exceptionalism persists. During this review,
departments variously told us, this policy was not typical because it… was at consultation
stage, was dropped, became the focus of public debate, was not a focus of public debate,
was developed jointly with other departments, is derived from manifesto commitments, was
announced in the Budget, is low priority, concerns a specific group of specialists, had to be done
in a rush, was inherited from a previous government.
Perhaps further improvement now depends on acknowledging that there just are no ‘normal’
circumstances for policymaking and that showing the workings, being clear about the chain
of reasoning behind proposals, applies to all situations. Certainly improved publication of
evidence depends on greater trust: trust among colleagues in government that they know what
to publish, and greater trust in the public’s ability to handle the fact that policy evidence is rarely
complete and definitive.
Fortunately, there is no shortage of opportunities for departments to learn from one another.
There are differences in departmental cultures and in their range of policymaking conditions.
We have found examples of excellence in every conceivable circumstance. And some
departments — DfT most notably — seem to have found an approach to communicating policy
that integrates evidence and underlying assumptions into their policy documents, across a range
of technical and non-technical areas, while communicating very clearly and in human language.
There is much to emulate.
1
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2.1 The transparency framework
In Show your Workings7 in 2015 the Institute for Government, Sense about Science
and the Alliance for Useful Evidence established that in order to evaluate policy evidence
and the effectiveness of initiatives to improve it, government’s use of evidence needs to be more
transparent. It is: “a first and necessary step in enabling the quality of a department’s evidencebased decision-making to be judged”.
We set out a draft transparency framework — an approach to testing evidence transparency that
could be applied rapidly, did not require subject expertise, gave meaningful results and allowed
comparison between different policy areas. Sense about Science committed to leading an
assessment of policy proposals to see how different departments performed. An experimental
review of the year to May 2016 enabled us to elaborate on the framework. In 2017, following
discussion with departments, we made further minor changes to the language and guidance
to scorers for assessing consultation documents.
The framework has now been applied in a spot check of policies announced since the formation
of the new administration in July 2016, when Theresa May became Prime Minister, to the end
of July 2017, and used to produce summary scores and identify examples of excellence. This
was carried out with a grant from the Nuffield Foundation to support a dedicated researcher;
collaboration between Sense about Science, the Institute for Government and the Alliance
for Useful Evidence to provide oversight and other inputs; and a group of volunteer citizen
scorers whose experience of engaging with policy ranged from some to none.
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Put simply, the question we have asked of departments is:
could someone outside government see what you’re proposing to do and why?
The framework (Appendix 1) looks at this across the following areas:
DIAGNOSIS
(The issue that will be addressed)
The document(s) should explain: • what policymakers know about the issue, its causes, effects,
and scale • how policymakers have assessed the strengths and weaknesses of that evidence.
PROPOSAL
(The government’s chosen intervention)
The document(s) should explain: • why the government has chosen this intervention • what
evidence, if any, that choice is based on • how policymakers have assessed that evidence base,
including what has been tried before and whether that worked • whether there are other options
and why they have not been chosen • what the government plans to do about any part of the
intervention that has not yet been decided upon. • what is being assumed in any estimates
of costs and benefits.
IMPLEMENTATION
(How the intervention will be introduced and run)
The document(s) should explain: • why this method for delivering the intervention has been
chosen • what evidence, if any, that decision is based on • whether there are other methods
and if so the reasons for not choosing them • if the way to deliver the intervention is still being
decided, what evidence if any will be used for that • what is being assumed in any estimates
of costs and benefits.
TESTING AND EVALUATION
(How we will know if the policy has worked or, in the case of consultations
and further investigations, how the information gathered will be used)
The document(s) should explain: • any testing that has been or will be done • plans to measure
the impact of the policy, and the outcomes that will be measured • plans to evaluate the effects
of the policy, including a timetable • plans for using further inputs.

8
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The framework’s scoring ladder was used in a spot check of each department.
The two questions given to scorers to consider under each heading were:
Can you tell what evidence has been used?
Can you tell how the government has assessed or used this evidence?

Broadly the score levels were as follows:
0	Not clearly enough for level 1.
1	Evidence is mentioned, with some explanation of how it has been used.
2	As in level 1 but the supporting evidence is linked to the relevant parts of the policy,
properly cited and you could find the source.
3	As in level 2 but the evidence base is also assessed and uncertainties
and contradictory information are acknowledged.

The section of the framework “Testing and Evaluation” requires slightly different criteria:
0	Not clearly enough for level 1.
1	Some indication of success measures but no plans for testing/evaluation
(or explanation of why inappropriate).
2	More comprehensive success measures (or process for developing them outlined).
Also provides details about use of testing and plans for evaluation or explains why
testing or evaluation would not be appropriate.
3	As in level 2 but explains the reasons for the use of testing and plans for evaluation.
It is also clear what will happen to the results of testing and evaluation, including
timing and plans for publication.

BACKGROUND & APPROACH
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Engagement
The project has benefited from extensive engagement across Whitehall. Presentations on the
evidence transparency framework began a full year before the publication in November 2016
of Transparency of evidence: An assessment of government policy proposals May 2015 to May
2016.8 Audiences included heads of analysis, the Regulatory Policy Committee, chief scientific
advisers and the Departmental Directors of Analysis Network. A copy of the report was then
sent to the permanent secretary of each department reviewed.
In January 2017 we convened a methods review group involving senior analysts from
government departments and agencies. Their input informed both the methodology and
presentation of this present assessment, though all responsibility for the approach taken rests
with Sense about Science. We ran two cross-departmental evidence transparency workshops
for policy professionals and analysts, hosted by HM Treasury (January 2017) and the Cabinet
Office (October 2017), intended to help departments to self-monitor their evidence transparency
ahead of assessment. We have also presented our work at a DCMS senior away day (January
2017) and in meetings with individual departments, the Departmental Directors of Analysis
Network (December 2016, September 2017), the Cross-Government Evaluation Group (May
2017) and BEIS analytical heads of profession (August 2017). We met with analysts from DexEU
and DIT to introduce them to the framework. DfID has used the framework from 2015 to reflect
on the information contained in its aid reviews, and we have had useful input from the devolved
governments and agencies, particularly the Health and Safety Executive and Food Standards
Agency, about extending future reviews.
Outside Whitehall, the framework has been shared with MPs through facilitated workshops
at the away days of nine parliamentary select committees (September-December 2015)
and a seminar with parliamentary select committee specialists (January 2016). Internationally,
it has been presented in a dedicated meeting of the European Commission’s Regulatory Scrutiny
Board and at its ensuing public conference, and at the What Works Global Summit and other
international events.
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2.2 The spot check sample
We defined a policy as a specific intervention to change the status quo at a level that
is intuitively characterised as ‘a policy’ by the public, politicians and the media. Government
sometimes groups several policies under one initiative such as a ‘strategy’. We have generally
treated these as separate policy proposals unless they are very similar and share the same
evidence propositions.
We looked at 12 domestic policy departments:

Department
Cabinet Office
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy

BEIS

Department for Communities and Local Government
NB: now Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government

DCLG
(MHCLG)

Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport

DCMS

Department for Education

DfE

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

Defra

Department for Transport

DfT

Department for Work and Pensions

DWP

Department of Health
NB: now Department of Health and Social Care

DH
(DHSC)

HM Treasury

Treasury

Home Office
Ministry of Justice

MoJ

We excluded five departments from the assessment because there were no or few policy
documents that fitted our definition: the Department for Exiting the European Union, the
Department for International Development, the Department for International Trade, the Foreign
Office and the Ministry of Defence. We did not gather policies from the devolved governments,
but we are in discussions about how to expand the use of the framework and the evidence
transparency agenda in the future. We did not include executive agencies such as the Environment
Agency, due both to time constraints and the fact that these bodies are mostly implementing
policies set by central departments.
In 2016 we had found gov.uk to be extremely limited as a platform for public engagement
with policymaking and therefore time-consuming as a source of policy documents, with
no straightforward means of separating these from other government communications.
The improvements since made to its document hierarchy, categories and search results are part
of an ongoing programme of work and were not yet sufficient to overcome this problem in 2017, so
the Government Digital Service provided a download of all content published on gov.uk. This came
in the form of a spreadsheet containing 51,923 entries. We identified all documents potentially
containing policy proposals published by the 12 departments between 13 July 2016 and the end of
July 2017. This yielded a list of 787, which still required a lot of sifting but was the most complete
starting point possible. From this master list we selected documents at random until we had
identified at least eight discrete policies per department, with the exception of the Cabinet Office,
which had six, reflecting the fact that it had set out few defined policies over the period.
BACKGROUND & APPROACH
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We assembled the documents available at the point when the government first set out these
policies publicly. This is the point when the public, parliament and the media first have the chance
to assess a new proposal, and when it is important that the government exposes the evidence
behind its initial thinking in order to promote informed engagement.
We made some exceptions. Where the first description of a policy was a press release
or budget announcement, this was disregarded if another pre-implementation stage
document was available.
Some officials had queried whether consultations should be included. We found that it was
impossible to exclude them – because this is an assessment of whether the public can see
the basis for a policy when it is first set out, which is regularly in consultation documents;
and because consultations are used in many different ways, from initially understanding
a problem to offering a yes/no say on a worked out proposal to refining the detail of an
implementation strategy. There were a handful of cases where we judged that the consultation
was simply a fact-finding exercise with no policy proposals and these were excluded.
The eight, or six, randomly selected policies were then reviewed to ensure they were not
concentrated in the same area of a department’s work. (This had been raised in our methods
review group, but it was acknowledged that some degree of concentration is inevitable as
policymaking tends to be focused in specific areas in any one year.) The list was shared with
departments for the same consideration and in seven cases we replaced policies with another
derived from the master list. Where there was a choice between policies, such as multiple
policies contained in one strategy, we selected those with the likely greater public interest – a
new professional standard rather than a small administrative change to the licensing body, for
example. Departments were also invited to confirm that the documents identified as the first
elaboration of the policy were correct. From this, two policies were identified as outside the time
period and replaced. The policies and associated policy documents we assessed are listed by
department in Appendix 2.
A group of 27 volunteer scorers then assessed these against the framework as described
above. The resulting scores were collated and comments were reviewed by the research team,
with particular attention to the allocation of the highest and lowest scores, and any significant
discrepancy in scores. The latter seemed to occur in some of the cases where more than
one policy proposal was embedded in the same document and it was difficult to disentangle
policies and their associated evidence. Leaning to the more generous interpretation, the research
team validated scores on the basis of the overall document, recognising that some scores would
be pulled higher by other proposals in the same policy document.
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Breakdown of scores by framework section
In total, the 94 policies assessed in this spot check scored 42 3s, 134 2s, 154 1s and 43 0s against the
evidence transparency framework. Diagnosis, Proposal and Implementation displayed quite similar
breakdowns of the scores awarded for those sections of the framework. By contrast, Testing and Evaluation
drew more low scores (0s and 1s).

Diagnosis

4

36

Proposal

9

Implementation

10

Testing & Evaluation

35

39

14

34

16

39

36

20

8
25

44

4

Results with Impact Assessments
Of 94 policies in the spot check, 23 (24.5%) had Impact Assessments (IAs). The following breakdown of the
total instances of each score for the different sections of the framework, shows which percentage of the
policies awarded those scores had an associated Impact Assessment. See point 3 in section 3.2, and Impact
Assessments: do they make a difference? in section 4.3 for discussion.

Total 0s

% with
IAs

Total 1s

% with
IAs

Total 2s

% with
IAs

Total 3s

% with
IAs

Diagnosis

4

0

36

13.9

39

41

14

14.3

Proposal

9

0

35

8.6

34

26.5

16

68.8

Implementation

10

0

39

5.1

36

38.9

8

87.5

Testing & Evaluation

20

10

44

27.3

25

32

4

25

Framework section
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3.2 Findings
Readers are reminded that our aim here is to improve use of evidence and engagement with
the evidence used in policymaking through increasing transparency. Transparency is a
prerequisite to assessing quality. This review does not assess the quality of the evidence used
or the merits of the policy. A well-founded policy and a poorly founded policy may both score well
for transparency; a transparent evidence base enables a better conversation to determine which
is which.
While the research team has tried to make fair adjustments where scorers seemed unduly harsh,
and ensure that scores are consistent, readers are also reminded that the question put against
the framework is not whether the way a policy is developed and communicated is justified, but
whether a motivated citizen can understand it.
Our assessment shows that most departments can attain high standards of transparency about
evidence at times, and in diverse policymaking situations (there were 42 3s awarded across all
four sections of the framework, which indicates the highest standard is achievable). We found the
best and most consistently high scoring examples of sharing policy evidence in DfT, BEIS, DH,
DEFRA and DWP.
But there were also large discrepancies and some frustrating cases where an otherwise
transparent policy lost points on one section of the framework.

General observations and findings:
1.

Best and worst policies

	The highest scoring policy was DfT’s Cutting down on noise from night flights, which
scored 3 against every section of the framework and was commended by scorers
for a range of innovative ways of presenting the government’s thinking and how the
department had arrived at conclusions. The second highest scoring policy was also
from DfT, Extending the date of first MOT.
	The lowest scoring policy was DfE’s Modern foreign languages A and AS level
content, to remove the speaking assessments from some examinations. This was
given 0 for every section of the framework. Scorers could form no idea of what it
was based on. Equally low-scoring was DCMS’s Public services incubator for small
charities, which was set out in a press release.
2.

Sharing work done

	The waste of evidence gathered but omitted from publication was the most alarming
finding in 2016 and it was the strongest observed improvement in this review. That
improvement is reflected in the scores given for Diagnosis, with 53 policies achieving
the higher scores versus 40 being given the lower scores – only four policies scored 0.

RESULTS & FINDINGS
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	However, general improvements in the sharing and referencing of initial analysis
seem sometimes to have come at the expense of clarity about its relevance to the
proposal and how that analysis was used, in some cases causing scorers to struggle
to understand what was being proposed over many pages. The most successful
policies explained relevance.
3.

Impact Assessments appear to improve transparency about evidence

	With these relatively small numbers there is a risk of some arbitrariness in the results,
particularly at the level of individual section scores. It is clear though that policies
with Impact Assessments (IAs) feature much more in the higher scoring sections
(2s and 3s) and barely at all in the sections awarded 0s. Policies with IAs had a ratio
of 68 high:24 low scores; those without had a ratio of 108 high:173 low scores. None
of the 23 policies with an Impact Assessment scored 0 in Diagnosis, Proposal or
Implementation; two policies with IAs scored 0 in Testing and Evaluation, compared to
18 non-IA policies.
	What we cannot determine is the extent to which these higher scores for policies with
IAs are due to additional work on the policy development, to its more comprehensive
communication or to external people (scorers) finding the IA format easier to navigate.
4.

Referencing

	Referencing seems to be more common in the examples we looked at this year.
We also received just one complaint from scorers about broken links to references.
However, many of the policies that scored 1 did so because they referenced
documents in a vague way with no indication either about what point they were
referring to or what relevance it had to the policy plans.
5.

A clear chain of reasoning

	People should be able to follow the thinking between Diagnosis, Proposal,
Implementation and Testing and Evaluation. The most transparent proposals
demonstrated the chain of reasoning as to what the problem was and why the
policy was the chosen response, and included discussion about the limitations
of the evidence.
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6.

Innovations

	Even from the limited picture of a spot check, it was apparent that several departments
have created new ways and styles of sharing evidence in their policy documents.
DWP’s regular publication of evidence reviews contributed to its policies receiving
the third and fourth highest scores. Some departments (BEIS, DfT) appear to have
established a suite of user-friendly ways to share their modelling and the assumptions
behind models. Other examples are highlighted in the comments on the
framework sections.
7.

Budget announcements

	The end of Autumn Statements is likely to have reduced the number of policies that
are less transparent about the underlying evidence, since this was identified as a
significant barrier to transparency in the results of the 2016 review. It remains the case
that the Budget is a poor platform for sharing the rationale for policy. The only cases
when policies announced in the Budget achieved good transparency scores were
in the two cases when they were taken on by other departments (DCMS’ Creating a
national 5G Innovation Network and DCLG’s Supporting enterprise and innovation in
the Midlands).
8.

Policy by press release?

	In six of the 94 policies in the spot check, all that citizens had to go on to understand
the evidence base used was a press release. Unsurprisingly four of these were among
the lowest scoring policies (DCMS’ Digital skills training, DCMS’ Public services
incubator for small charities, DCLG’s Homelessness prevention programme and
DWP’s Master trust pension scheme regulations).
9.

Testing and evaluation

	This was the most disappointing result and gave no indication of improvement
since 2016. There is a lot of scope to improve the description of plans for testing
and evaluation and, in the case of consultations, what they will do with inputs. Only four
policies scored a 3, and 64 scored 1 or 0. This contrasts sharply with the distribution
of scores under other sections of the framework.
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3.3			

Cross cutting issues

Transparent can be short and simple
It would be a mistake to imagine that a document crowded with references or extensive extracts
is better grounded or more transparent. References should be meaningful and useful, to enable
the reader to understand how the source is relevant and to enable them to assess that source
for themselves if they wish. Scorers gave some of the most straightforward proposals, such
as the Home Office’s New fees for firearms licences, some of the highest marks for their clarity
and simplicity.

In the absence of evidence
Governments often have to act where the evidence base is weak or absent. They may
not have the luxury of waiting for those gaps to be filled before they introduce proposals.
The most transparent policy documents were those that acknowledged this and explained
how the department would fill the gap or evaluate the policy at a later point.

Weakness in the evidence base
The most transparent policy documents acknowledged weaknesses and discussed them.
We found more discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the evidence base
in this review but the number of 2s indicates that it was still missing from many
otherwise transparent policies.

Values-based policies
Governments sometimes introduce policies that are predominantly expressions of values —
rather than justified only by their intended outcomes and effectiveness. In those cases there
may be less of a role for evidence.
Policies were considered to achieve a basic level of transparency if they were clear about their
rationale being values based rather than evidence-based and if they supported any testable
claims about the situation they were addressing. They were considered to be fully transparent
if they also discussed the evidence and explained the limits of its role in developing the policy.
There were in fact very few policies that were not based on some testable claims or assumptions.
(See Appendix 3 for examples of testable statements versus value statements.)
Acknowledging different influences also helps the public to follow the chain of reasoning behind
the policy and to see how evidence has been weighed alongside other pressures.
For a discussion of policies based on manifesto and political commitments, see page 35 of the
2016 review.
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3.4

Other issues

A note on the Cabinet Office
The results for the Cabinet Office may be surprising given the high quality of its output in our
2016 report and that it leads on government transparency. It is important to note, firstly, that there
are just six Cabinet Office policies included in the spot check, because the department made few
distinct policy proposals in the year under review. Its policy development work was in broader
strategies for government, such as the Government Transformation Strategy 2017 to 2020,
which did not include specific policies. Secondly, while not meeting our sample criteria, these
documents were noted by the research team to show clearly the reasoning, the case for change
and measures of success.9 Their standards of clarity and transparency for citizens are equivalent
to the higher scores.

Technical documents
There was a small number of technical documents, which were either given N/A instead
of a score against some sections of the framework or did not score particularly well, for
example DCLG’s Local government finance settlement and DEFRA’s Flexibility for fisheries
management. DH had a similar situation with Pensionability of NHS sub-contracts but achieved
a better score by setting out a short statement about the need for action, which made clear that
this was part of an established process that the target audience would be familiar with.

DIT and DExEU
We were unable to work out early enough how the framework might apply to the Departments
for International Trade and Exiting the European Union to include them in this year’s spot check.
However we note the following points:

9

10

•

Both departments published little material that readily met our selection criteria.

•

Much of DIT’s output takes the form of marketing, very notably the GREAT campaign. It is
unclear at what point we consider this as policy, certainly it commits significant resources
and constitutes a major part of the effort to achieve government priorities.

•

Where policy aims are being established in one department, such as DExEU, but are expected
to be developed and delivered by another, where does the responsibility for transparency lie?
This is something that the government should clarify quickly, particularly in light of recent
criticism of DExEU’s record on transparency.10

Government Transformation Strategy, Cabinet Office and Government Digital Service, 9 February 2017,
pages 28-29, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/590199/
Government_Transformation_Strategy.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018)
Whitehall Monitor 2018, Gavin Freeguard, Lucy Campbell et al, 25 January 2018, https://www.
instituteforgovernment.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/5890%20IFG%20-%20Whitehall%20
Monitor%202018%20web.pdf (last accessed 25 January 2018)
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In the following pages we have set out observations about good and bad examples of transparency,
and improvements since 2016, against the four sections of the framework.

4.1 Diagnosis
The starting point of a robust policy is an understanding of the problem it is trying to address.
This helps people understand the need for the policy and any relevant information they should
raise. It also makes it possible to assess whether the policy is likely to have its intended effect,
and later whether it has had that effect. To enable this, departments should describe what they
know about the issue, its causes and effects and its scale, and they should set out the sources
from which they have drawn that knowledge.
Overall, the highest scores were achieved against the Diagnosis section of the framework.
DWP stood out for achieving the highest number of 3s (five) in Diagnosis. BEIS had the most
consistent result, achieving a 2 or 3 for Diagnosis in every policy in the spot check.
DWP and DCLG’s joint policy New funding model for supported housing was an excellent
example of an evidence review document, clearly presented and cited.11 Scorers particularly
noted this section on evidence sources:12

11

S
 upported accommodation review: The scale, scope and cost of the supported housing sector,
evidence review, 21 November 2016, page 34-35 (see Appendix 2)

12

S
 upported accommodation review: The scale, scope and cost of the supported housing sector,
evidence review, 21 November 2016, page 21 (see Appendix 2)
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DWP’s Support for young people with a limited capability for work did well because it described
the limitations of existing evidence and what it planned to do about this:13

DCMS’ Deregulation of commercial radio had a citizen-centred, thoughtful approach to setting out
the challenge from online radio, with clarity about sources. MoJ’s Criminal defence advocates pay
reform just missed a 3 because it did not discuss the quality or completeness of the evidence —
a contrast with its discussion just a page later on the Proposal, where it did this very clearly.
One of the hardest things for citizens to follow is when departments are responding to previous
reports or proposals, such as select committee reports or commissioned reports. It is often unclear
whether government is adopting the contents of those reports. This was the case with Cabinet
Office’s Combatting electoral fraud, which left the citizen unsure to what extent the government
was relying upon the evidence previously gathered for the independent review by Sir Eric Pickles.
Some policies are motivated by values — such as a desire for fairness, which might lead
government to close a loophole in regulations even if there is no evidence about whether it is being
exploited. An example of this was the Home Office’s Re-employment of senior fire officers, which
tackled the practice of taking retirement to create a tax free income and then being re-employed
and able to transfer earnings tax free back into a pension. This achieved a 2 despite relatively
little discussion about whether government had looked at the scale of the issue, because it was
reasonably clear that it was concerned with the principle as much as the practice.
Readers seeking good practice examples might also find it useful to look again at some examples
from the 2016 review: the Cabinet Office’s proposal to Establish Common Measures of SocioEconomic Background – a very early stage document that included a thorough discussion
of the problem and uncertainties in the evidence base;14 and the Home Office’s consultation
on Introducing a Stalking Protection Order, which explained and sourced its view on the limitations
of existing measures.15 Similarly, the Background section of DCMS’ consultation on Requiring
direct marketing callers to provide Calling Line Identification showed the chain of reasoning,
with references to the evidence base throughout, from diagnosing the problem to demonstrating
why current measures are not effective.16

24

13

I mproving Lives: The Work, Health and Disability Green Paper, consultation, 31 October 2016, page 21
(see Appendix 2)

14

 ngagement Document: Developing a Common Set of Measures for Employers on the Socio-Economic
E
Backgrounds of their Workforce and Applicants, Cabinet Office, May 2016, page 3, https://www.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/525928/6_2224_co_engagement_
document_employer_measures_on_socio_economic_background.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018)
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4.2 Proposal
Once departments have diagnosed a problem, they need to develop a clear hypothesis on how
an intervention might address it and deliver the government’s objectives. Departments would
usually draw on evidence — from past attempts to address a similar problem, evaluations
of those attempts, international or other jurisdiction experience or academic research
— to justify why there is reason to believe the intervention might work.
We expected to see why the government had chosen its intervention, and what others it had
considered, what evidence, if any, that choice was based on and how policymakers had assessed
the evidence base, including what had been tried before and whether it worked. We also
expected to see what the government planned to do about anything it had not yet worked
out, and the assumptions behind calculations of costs and benefits. The available evidence
is sometimes of very limited relevance – but in such cases we would expect departments
to be clear on this and explain how they are taking that into account as the policy proceeds
— by for example establishing mechanisms for rapid feedback and adaptation.
BEIS’ policy for Ending unabated coal generation achieved a top score for the transparency
of the proposal because, despite being a consultation document, it made clear the rejected
alternatives, in a way that enabled the reader to see how the evidence it had previously cited
was being used:17

15

I ntroducing a Stalking Protection Order – a consultation, consultation, Home Office, December 2015, page 11 paragraph
5, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/482417/Introducing_a_Stalking_
Protection_Order_-_a_consultation.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018)

16

 equiring direct marketing callers to provide Calling Line Identification, Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport,
R
consultation, January 2016, page 7-8, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/491199/CLI_consultation_version__PDF_.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018)

17

C
 oal generation in Great Britain: The pathway to a low-carbon future, consultation, 9 November 2016; pages 19-20 (see
Appendix 2)
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Similar to this, the proposals set out in DH’s Confidentiality in healthcare safety investigations,
intended to promote discussion of errors and problems in care, clearly related to the diagnosis of
the issue. The document structure was impressive, with clear pointers such as ‘Context’, ‘Why is
this being proposed?’ and ‘What we have learned so far’.18 Scorers found it well-referenced while
remaining uncluttered:

18

26

P
 roviding a ‘safe space’ in healthcare safety investigations, consultation,
21 April 2017, page 10-11 (see Appendix 2)
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DfT’s Cutting down on noise from night flights was very good at linking between Diagnosis,
Proposal, Implementation and Testing and Evaluation, displaying a clear chain of reasoning
throughout the policy proposal. BEIS’ Reforming the employment tribunal system, a joint policy
with MoJ, drew the comment that it had, ‘a genuine and useful Impact Assessment; I can see why
they’re doing this’.
However, scorers also encountered some similar problems to those flagged in 2016, where lots
of information and background did not make the proposal selection clear. It explains why a few
policies scored a 3 on Diagnosis but then dropped to 1 on Proposal. When trying to explain,
or understand, what the government is trying to do, explaining the relevance and impact
of material on the way the department has developed the policy proposal is more transparent
than heaping on further material. For example, in DWP’s Change to employment and support
allowance work rules, the analysis of the issue was described as exceptionally good and clear,
but the documents left it unclear how it all linked to the proposed removal of the 52 week limit
on part-time work.
We came across far more examples than in 2016 of departments seeking innovative
and thoughtful ways to present evidence linked to policy options without losing the reader
in it. Scorers and the research team both felt that DCMS’ Design of the broadband Universal
Service Obligation should be noted for clearly setting out the proposals in tables and then
clearly explaining where the data had come from and how it had been adjusted.19 BEIS’ Raising
domestic boiler standards also provided a good discussion of the evidence for the Proposal
that demonstrated the government’s chain of reasoning.
For those policies that did not have an Impact Assessment, many scores could have been
improved by showing whether other approaches had been considered.

19

U
 niversal Service Obligation for Broadband, Impact Assessment,
28 July 2017, page 23 (see Appendix 2)
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4.3 Implementation
Once the government has developed a hypothesis on its proposed intervention, it needs to work
out the ways to make that happen. There are often choices on the best way to do it, and citizens
should be able to see why departments have chosen one way over another and what evidence
they have used. They should also see cost and benefit calculations and the assumptions
behind them, and some discussion of the opportunity cost of the new intervention if it will divert
resources from existing activity. Often implementation issues — which are the root of many policy
failures — are not considered when a policy is proposed. This may be why transparency about
the evidence behind plans to implement policies was an area of weakness some policies that had
scored well on other parts of the framework.
Where policy development is at an earlier stage, or Implementation plans will follow, it doesn’t
need to be skirted around. Scorers responded well to the clarity and directness about DfT’s plans
to address Implementation at a future point in Extending the date of first MOT, giving it a 3: 20

From 2016, we would recommend looking at DH’s Death Certification Reforms consultation,
which explained lessons from pilot programmes and was accompanied by a “lessons from
the pilots” document. 21
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20

Extending the date of first MOT test from 3 to 4 years, consultation, 22 January 2017, page 12 (see Appendix 2)

21

Reforming death certification: Introducing scrutiny by Medical Examiners - Lessons from the pilots of the reforms set out in
the Coroners and Justice Act 2009, Department of Health, May 2016, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/521226/Death_certificate_reforms_pilots_-_report_A.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018)
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Showing the department’s modelling
Transparent implementation plans included, where relevant, the department’s modelling of costs
and benefits. We found some really good examples of this. BEIS’ Furniture and furnishings fire
safety regulations laid out transparently and clearly the process it used to estimate the impact of
the options with stakeholders. Scorers also liked the description of the cost model methodology
in DCMS’ Design of the broadband Universal Service Obligation, another 3 against this section
of the framework: 22

Most of the examples of modelling were found in Impact Assessments.

22

Universal Service Obligation for Broadband, Impact Assessment, 28 July 2017, page 18 (see Appendix 2)

SECTIONS OF THE FRAMEWORK

29

SECTIONS OF THE FRAMEWORK

Impact Assessments: do they make a difference?
Impact Assessments have to be provided by departments alongside proposals for a particular
kind of policy - those with a regulatory impact on business or community organisations.
They must provide a rationale for government intervention, the options considered, and the
costs and benefits of the policy.23 The Regulatory Policy Committee’s (RPC) guidance on Impact
Assessments encourages departments to produce reliable evidence for costs and benefits
and ensure they have substantive evidence.24 These are submitted to the RPC and given red,
amber or green ratings depending on the evidence presented. Our assessment suggests
the rigours of producing an Impact Assessment improve transparency in relation to cost
and benefit modelling.
The calculations of value for money, and the evidence behind these, tended to be stronger
in documents with Impact Assessments.
More broadly, there was little to distinguish our top and bottom performers overall with respect
to having an Impact Assessment or not, although the requirement to produce an Impact
Assessment seemed to raise the transparency standard off the bottom level – none of our
worst performers were policies where departments had been required to produce an Impact
Assessment. At the other end, there were examples of high scoring transparent policies that
had not been obliged to produce Impact Assessments. A look at the scores allotted to each policy
showed that those with Impact Assessments appeared to do slightly better on transparency
for Diagnosis, Proposal and Implementation, though not Testing and Evaluation.
This suggests that the discipline of having to produce an Impact Assessment, with the necessary
cost/benefit analysis and consideration of alternative options, does compel departments to set
out the evidence used. However we recognise that the contribution of clear cost/benefit analyses
to our transparency scores against the Proposal and Implementation sections of the framework
may mask relatively less transparent behaviour in other aspects. Our sample was not big enough
to draw any firm conclusion.
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23

B
 etter Regulation Framework Manual: Practical Guidance for UK Government Officials, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills (currently Department for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy) March 2015, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-regulation-framework-manual.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018)

24

R
 egulatory Policy Committee: recommendations used when scrutinising impact assessments, May
2014, Regulatory Policy Committee, guidance, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/
how-the-regulatory-policy-committee-scrutinises-impact-assessments/regulatory-policycommittee-recommendations-used-when-scrutinising-impact-assessments (last accessed 9
January 2018)
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4.4 Testing and Evaluation
Testing allows policy development to be informed by real world experience, to gather information
and feedback, and to incorporate unforeseen influences on the policy’s effects before embarking
on any major costs and reorganisation. Evaluation promotes a more systematic and objective
organisation of information about the policy’s effects, which as well as informing policy
development is an essential part of the accountability of government.
This aspect of policies scored 3 in only four cases, and 0 was awarded 10 times. Many
documents were let down by weak scores for the Testing and Evaluation section. Few
documents included plans to measure the impact of the policy. There were better examples from
consultations, though, with explanations about how inputs would be used. The higher scoring
documents had clear plans to measure success and timetables for evaluation.
The Cabinet Office stood out as an exception with the clarity of Civil service apprenticeships,
which set out a table for each point made showing what success would look like and how this
will be measured:25

25

T
 he Civil Service Apprenticeship Strategy, policy paper, 25 January 2017,
page 15 (see Appendix 2)
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However, departments need to guard against just putting in these headings with non-specifc
measures or goals and imagining evaluation is covered, as the Cabinet Office appears to
have done in Strengthening cyber security skills. Saying what will be measured is part of
transparency. DfT’s Motor fuel greenhouse gas emission reporting regulations did set out plans
sufficiently to score a 2 but just failed to explain what it would measure.
DfT’s Cutting down on noise from night flights was one of only two policies to score 3s for both
Implementation and Testing and Evaluation. The Impact Assessment for this policy described
assumptions made about future growth in the number of night flights over time, and explained
how over- or underestimates of this growth could alter the impacts of the policy options that were
estimated: 26

The situation in 2017 seems much the same as in 2016: largely Testing and Evaluation — how
government will know whether the policy is working — is not elaborated, which may mean that
there are no serious plans to do it or that departments are cagey about setting it out, or that they
are not communicating it. We cannot tell from this assessment which one it is.

26

32

Night flight restrictions at the designated airports, 2017 to 2022, Impact Assessment, 16
November 2016, pages 33-34 (see Appendix 2)
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What consultations will do with inputs
We took into account the early stage of some policies in relation to plans for Testing and
Evaluation. For early stage consultations we looked simply at whether they were clear about the
planned uses of inputs and the next stage of policy development.
There was an issue across departments with consultations not explaining what would be
done with the information collected. DCLG’s consultation, Use of public parks for running was
open and clear that it was a values-based, pre-emptive action (based on a report of a council
charging for parkrun) and scorers were largely satisfied with that explanation; all it needed
was a description of next steps and how decisions will be taken, to take it from a 0 to a much
higher score.
It is unreasonable to expect people to make the effort to contribute to consultations
if departments are not clear about their purpose. When the government’s consultation principles
were revised in 2016, cabinet secretary Sir Jeremy Heywood pointed out, “this is not simply
about open government, it is also crucial to our efforts to provide the best possible service
to the public.”27

27

C
 onsultations - what’s new and why they are so important, Sir Jeremy Heywood, January 2016,
https://civilservice.blog.gov.uk/2016/01/15/consultations-whats-new-and-why-they-are-so-important/
(last accessed 9 January 2018)
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NEXT STEPS
We are currently planning to conduct a further spot check in two years’ time. The time period to cover
and scope of departments, agencies and devolved governments will be decided over 2018.
We welcome comments and questions (please direct these to Stephanie Mathisen, smathisen@
senseaboutscience.org), in particular, anything which may facilitate learning across departments.
We would be keen to hear from departments particularly in relation to whether they have processes
that work well, or less well, for example: internal sign off on policy, Chief Scientific Adviser or Analyst
involvement, and processes that ensure evidence is referenced. We would also be interested in
hearing about any guidelines that are used and any efforts to ensure these are understood across the
communication of policy.
We will do our best to respond to requests for workshops and more detailed discussions with
departments, including those departments and bodies not covered in this year’s spot check.
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APPENDIX 1:
THE REVISED EVIDENCE TRANSPARENCY FRAMEWORK
LEVEL:

Diagnosis
This concerns why something is proposed,
ie what the issue is that will be addressed.

0

1

2

3

Example

So, can you see what Not clearly
evidence has been
enough for
used and the role
level 1.
it has played?

Evidence is
mentioned,
with some
explanation
of how it has
been used.

As in level
1 but the
supporting
evidence is
linked to the
relevant parts
of the policy,
properly
cited and you
could find the
source.

As in level 2 but
the evidence
base is also
assessed and
uncertainties
and
contradictory
information are
acknowledged.

The government has assessed
the extent of problem drinking
in the UK: the economic
and human cost

LEVEL:

1

2

3

Example

Evidence is
mentioned,
with some
explanation
of how it has
been used.

As in level
1 but the
supporting
evidence is
linked to the
relevant parts
of the policy,
properly
cited and you
could find the
source.

As in level 2 but
the evidence
base is also
assessed and
uncertainties
and
contradictory
information are
acknowledged.

The government has chosen
to implement minimum unit
pricing for alcohol, instead
of, for example, increasing
alcohol taxes or starting a new
educational campaign.

The document should explain:
• what policymakers know about the issue,
its causes, effects, and scale
• how policymakers have assessed the strengths
and weaknesses of that evidence.

Proposal
What is the government’s chosen intervention?
The document should explain:
• why the government has chosen this
intervention
• what evidence, if any, that choice is based on
• how policymakers have assessed the strengths
and weaknesses of the evidence base, including
what has been tried before and whether that
worked or not
• whether there are other options and why they
have not been chosen
• what the government plans to do about any
part of the intervention that has not yet been
decided upon.
• what the costs and benefits are estimated to be
and the assumptions behind those calculations.

0

So, can you see what Not clearly
evidence has been
enough for
used and the role
level 1.
it has played?

LEVEL:

Implementation
How will the chosen intervention be rolled out?
The document should explain:

0

1

2

3

Example

So, can you see what Not clearly
evidence has been
enough for
used and the role
level 1.
it has played?

Evidence is
mentioned,
with some
explanation
of how it has
been used.

As in level
1 but the
supporting
evidence is
linked to the
relevant parts
of the policy,
properly
cited and you
could find the
source.

As in level 2 but
the evidence
base is also
assessed and
uncertainties
and
contradictory
information are
acknowledged.

The government has decided
to implement minimum unit
pricing through a voluntary
agreement with major retailers
rather than through legislation.

LEVEL:

1

2

3

Example

Some
indication
of success
measures
but no plans
for testing/
evaluation
(or explanation
of why
inappropriate).

More
comprehensive
success measures
(or process for
developing them
outlined). Also
provides details
about use of
testing and plans
for evaluation or
explains why testing
or evaluation would
not be appropriate.

As in level 2 but
explains the
reasons for the
use of testing
and plans for
evaluation. It is
also clear what
will happen
to the results
of testing and
evaluation,
including timing
and plans for
publication.

The government sets out how
it plans to measure the results
of the policy. The government
sets out plans for piloting, initial
evaluation of those results
and timetable for publication
and then describes decision
process around roll-out if the
evaluation is satisfactory.

• why this method for delivering the intervention
has been chosen
• what evidence, if any, that decision is based on
• whether there are other methods and if so the
reasons for not choosing them
• if the way to deliver the intervention is still being
decided, what the method is for deciding
• what the costs and benefits are estimated to be
and the assumptions behind those calculations

Testing and evaluation
How will we know if the policy has worked?
The document should explain:
• plans to test the policy first, or reasons why not
• plans to measure the impact of the policy
and the outcomes that will be measured
• plans to evaluate the effects of the policy,
including a timetable.
• plans for using consultation

0

So, can you see what Not clearly
evidence has been
enough for
used and the role
level 1.
it has played?
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APPENDIX 2: POLICY
DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
Cabinet Office
Civil Service Apprenticeships.
The Civil Service Apprenticeship Strategy [policy paper]
(25 January 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/586181/The_Civil_Service_Apprenticeship_
Strategy.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Combating electoral fraud.
A Democracy that Works for Everyone: A Clear and
Secure Democracy [policy paper] (27 December 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/580514/governmentresponse-sir-eric-pickles-review-electoral-fraud.pdf;

A public service ombudsman: government response
to consultation [government response] (17 December
2015), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/486797/PSO_-_
Consultation_Response_-_Final.pdf (all last accessed
9 January 2018).
Reforming anonymous electoral registration.
A democracy that works for everyone: survivors
of domestic abuse [policy paper] (3 March 2017),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/596185/Anonymous_
Registration_Policy_Statement.pdf (last accessed
9 January 2018).
Strengthening cyber security skills.

Securing the ballot: Report of Sir Eric Pickles’ review
into electoral fraud [independent report] (12 August
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/545416/eric_
pickles_report_electoral_fraud.pdf (both last accessed
9 January 2018).

National Cyber Security Strategy 2016 to 2021 [policy
paper], Cabinet Office, HM Treasury & National
Security and Intelligence (1 November 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/567242/national_cyber_security_
strategy_2016.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Establishing a Public Service Ombudsman.

Votes for British citizens overseas.

Draft Public Service Ombudsman Bill [policy paper]
(5 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/575921/draft_public_service_ombudsman_bill_
web_version_december_2016.pdf;
A public service ombudsman: a consultation
[consultation] (25 March 2015), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/417111/Ombudsman_Service_Consultation.
pdf;
Better to serve the public: proposals to restructure,
reform, renew and reinvigorate public services
ombudsman – report by Robert Gordon [independent
report] (October 2014), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/416656/Robert_Gordon_Review.pdf;
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A democracy that works for everyone: British citizens
overseas [policy paper] (7 October 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/558280/overseas_electors_
policy_statement.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Department for Business, Energy
and Industrial Strategy
Climate Change Agreement (CCA)
target buy-out price changes.
Climate Change Agreements: Discussion Paper
on the Target Review 2016 and Buy-out Price Review
[consultation] (5 August 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/544047/CCA_-_Discussion_Paper_on_the_
Target_Review_2016_and_Buy-out_Price_Review__2_.
pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

This appendix contains all the policy documents we reviewed, listed by department.
Documents were published by the corresponding department unless otherwise stated.

Creating new Institutes of Technology.
Building our Industrial Strategy: Green Paper [green
paper] (5 August 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/611705/building-our-industrial-strategy-greenpaper.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Ending unabated coal generation.
Coal generation in Great Britain: The pathway to a lowcarbon future [consultation] (9 November 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/577080/With_SIG_Unabated_
coal_closure_consultation_FINAL__v6.1_.pdf;

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/544014/beis-16-13draft-regulations-amendment-to-the-furniture-andfurnishings-fire-safety-regulations-1988.pdf;
Technical panel to the review of the Furniture and
Furnishings (Fire) (Safety) Regulations (FFRs) [panel
review] (14 September 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/544021/beis-16-14-technical-panel-to-thereview-of-the-furniture-and-furnishings-fire-safetyregulations.pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Overseas-owned UK property register.

The Future of Coal Generation in Great Britain [Impact
Assessment] (9 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/567057/WITH_SIG_Unabated_coal_closure_
consultation_Impact_Assessment_FINAL.pdf (both
last accessed 9 January 2018).

A register of beneficial owners of overseas companies
and other legal entities: call for evidence [consultation]
(5 April 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/606611/beneficial-ownership-register-call-evidence.
pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Executive pay reform.

Raising domestic boiler standards.

Corporate Governance Reform: Green Paper [green
paper] (29 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/584013/corporate-governance-reform-greenpaper.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Furniture and furnishings fire safety regulations.
Consultation on updating the Furniture and Furnishings
(Fire) (Safety) Regulations [consultation] (14 September
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/553216/beis-1611-furniture-fire-regulations-2016-consultation.pdf;
Amendment to the Furniture and Furnishings (Fire)
(Safety) Regulations 1988 [Impact Assessment] (20
July 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/544020/beis16-12-impact-assessment-amendment-to-the-furnitureand-furnishings-fire-safety-regulations-1988.pdf;
Draft Furniture and Furnishings (Fire Safety)
Regulations [draft regulations] (14 September 2016),

Heat in Buildings. The Future of Heat: Domestic Buildings
[consultation] (8 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/575299/Heat_in_Buildings_consultation_
document_v1.pdf;
Domestic Heating Replacement Regulations [Impact
Assessment] (31 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/575300/Short_Term_Domestic_Boiler_2016_
Initial_IA.pdf (both last accessed 9 January 2018).
Reforming the Employment Tribunal system.
Reforming the Employment Tribunal system
[consultation], Ministry of Justice & Department for
Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy (5 December
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/575001/
Reforming_the_Employment_Tribunal_System_-_
Consultation_Document_v3.pdf;
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Reforming the Employment Tribunal system [Impact
Assessment] (October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/574842/ET_Transformation_IA_v17a.pdf;
Reforming the Employment Tribunal system [equality
analysis] (5 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/574844/Reforming_the_Employment_
Tribunal_System_-_Equality_Analysis.pdf (all last
accessed 9 January 2018).

Department for Communities
and Local Government
Ban on letting agent fees.
Banning letting agent fees paid by tenants [consultation]
(7 April 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/607479/Banning_letting_agent_fees_paid_by_
tenants_consultation.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018).
Homelessness prevention programme.
£40 million homelessness prevention programme
announced [press release] (17 October 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/40-millionhomelessness-prevention-programme-announced;
2016/20 Homelessness Prevention Trailblazers [bidding
prospectus] (17 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/581202/HPP_Trailblazer_Prospectus_-_
archived.pdf;
Rough Sleeping Programme [bidding prospectus]
(17 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/581204/HPP_Rough_Sleeping_Prospectus_-_
archived.pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Local government finance settlement.
The 2017/18 Local Government Finance Settlement
[technical consultation paper] (15 September 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/553819/Post_
Publication_-_Draft_Settlement_Summer_Consultation.
pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
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Modifying the neighbourhood planning process.
Technical consultation on implementation of
the neighbourhood planning provisions in the
Neighbourhood Planning Bill [consultation] (7 September
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/551132/
Neighbourhood_Planning_regulations_consultation.pdf;
Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 [bill paper] (27 April
2017), http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2017/20/
pdfs/ukpga_20170020_en.pdf (both last accessed
9 January 2018).
New funding model for supported housing.
Funding for Supported Housing [consultation],
Department for Communities and Local Government
& Department for Work and Pensions (21 November
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/571013/161121_-_Supported_housing_consultation.
pdf;
Supported accommodation review: The scale, scope
and cost of the supported housing sector [evidence
review], Department for Communities and Local
Government & Department for Work and Pensions
(21 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/572454/rr927-supported-accommodation-review.
pdf;
Summary: supported accommodation review [research
summary], Department for Communities and Local
Government & Department for Work and Pensions
(21 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/572026/rr927-supported-accommodation-reviewsummary.pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Supporting Affordable Private Rent housing.
Planning and Affordable Housing for Build to Rent
[consultation] (7 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/589939/Build_To_Rent_consultation_
document.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Supporting enterprise and innovation in the Midlands.
Midlands Engine Strategy [policy paper], Department
for Communities and Local Government, HM Treasury
& Department for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy (9 March 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/598295/Midlands_Engine_Strategy.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Use of public parks for running.
Running Free: Consultation on preserving the free use
of public parks [consultation] (12 April 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/608372/Parkrun_ConDoc.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).

Department for Digital, Culture,
Media and Sport
Creating a national 5G Innovation Network.
Next Generation Mobile Technologies: A 5G Strategy
for the UK [policy paper], Department for Digital, Culture,
Media and Sport & HM Treasury (8 March 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/597421/07.03.17_5G_strategy_-_
for_publication.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Deregulation of commercial radio.
Commercial Radio Deregulation [consultation]
(13 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/591508/RadioDereg-Final13Feb.pdf (last accessed
9 January 2018).
Design of the broadband Universal
Service Obligation.
A new broadband Universal Service Obligation:
consultation on design [consultation] (30 July 2017),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/634016/USO_
consultation_document.pdf;
Universal Service Obligation for Broadband [Impact
Assessment] (28 July 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/634039/ANNEX_B_-_USO_consultation_
Impact_Assessment.pdf;

Universal Service Obligation: Regulatory Policy
Committee opinion [policy analysis] (25 July 2017),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/644231/RPC-4107_1_DCMS__Universal_Service_Obligation_-_IA_c__-_
opinion_-_final.pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Digital skills training.
Government plans to make the UK one of the UK one
of the most digitally-skilled nations [press release],
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport
& Department for Education (1 October 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/news/government-plans-tomake-the-uk-one-of-the-most-digitally-skilled-nations
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Increasing the regional impact of Channel 4.
Increasing the Regional Impact of Channel 4 Corporation
[consultation] (12 April 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/647724/C4_consultation_document.pdf (last
accessed 9 January 2018).
Prohibiting third party betting
on non-UK EuroMillions.
Prohibiting Third Party Betting on the Outcome of nonUK EuroMillions [consultation] (6 March 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/596672/Prohibition_on_Betting_
on_EuroMillions_-_Consultation_Document.pdf;
Prohibition on Betting on EuroMillions [Impact
Assessment] (9 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/596674/Prohibition_on_Betting_on_
EuroMillions_-_Impact_Assessment_2016-17.pdf (both
last accessed 9 January 2018).
Public Services Incubator for small charities.
Putting small charities at the heart of public services
[press release] (13 December 2016), https://www.gov.
uk/government/news/putting-small-charities-at-theheart-of-public-services (last accessed 9 January
2018).
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Regulatory changes to boost tourism businesses.
Tourism Action Plan [policy paper] (26 August 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/555039/Tourism_
Action_Plan.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Department for Education
Early years national funding formula.
An early years national funding formula [consultation]
(11 August 2016), https://consult.education.gov.uk/
early-years-funding/eynff/supporting_documents/
Consultation%20Document%20%20Early%20Years%20
National%20Funding%20Formula%2011%2008%2016.
pdf;
An early years national funding formula [equality
assessment] (11 August 2016), https://consult.
education.gov.uk/early-years-funding/eynff/supporting_
documents/Equality%20Assessment%20%20Early%20
Years%20National%20Funding%20Formula%20
consultation.pdf (both last accessed 9 January 2018).
Establishing Social Work England.
Social Work Regulatory Reform: Update to Policy
Statement [supplementary policy statement],
Department for Education & Department of Health
(2 November 2016), http://data.parliament.uk/
DepositedPapers/Files/DEP2016-0793/Social_Work_
Regulatory_Reform.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Inclusive assessment for primary school pupils.
Primary school pupil assessment: Rochford Review
recommendations [consultation], Department for
Education & Standards and Testing Agency (30
March 2017), https://consult.education.gov.uk/
assessment-policy-and-development/rochford-review/
supporting_documents/Primary%20school%20
pupil%20assessment%20%20Rochford%20Review%20
recommendations.pdf;
The Rochford Review: final report [independent review]
(19 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/561411/
Rochford_Review_Report_v5_PFDA.pdf;
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Primary school pupil assessment: Rochford Review
recommendations [government consultation response]
(14 September 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/644729/Rochford_consultation_response.pdf;
Primary school pupil assessment: Rochford Review
recommendations [equalities Impact Assessment]
(14 September 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/644784/Rochford_Review_recommendations.pdf
(all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Modern foreign languages A and AS level content.
Reformed A level and AS subject content consultation:
modern foreign languages [consultation]
(1 December 2016), https://consult.education.gov.uk/
qualifications-division/subject-content-for-languageswith/supporting_documents/Languages%20
consultation%202016.pdf;
Modern foreign languages: Draft GCS AS and A level
subject content [draft subject content] (1 December
2016), https://consult.education.gov.uk/qualificationsdivision/subject-content-for-languages-with/
supporting_documents/Content%20for%20
languages%20with%20smaller%20cohorts.pdf
(both last accessed 9 January 2018).
New funding model for apprenticeships.
Apprenticeship funding in England from May 2017
[policy paper] (25 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/562401/Apprenticeship_funding_from_
May_2017.pdf;
Equality analysis: Apprenticeship funding policy from
May 2017 [equality analysis] (25 October 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/562409/Equality_analysis_
apprenticeship_funding_from_May_2017.pdf (both last
accessed 9 January 2018).
Postgraduate doctoral loans.
Consultation on postgraduate doctoral loans
[consultation] (4 November 2016), https://consult.
education.gov.uk/part-time-maintenance-loans/postgraduate-doctoral-loans/supporting_documents/
Consultation%20on%20postgraduate%20doctoral%20
loans.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Schools national funding formula.
Schools national funding formula: Government
consultation – stage 2 [consultation] (14 December
2016), https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policyunit/schools-national-funding-formula2/supporting_
documents/NFF_Stage2_schools_consultationdoc.pdf;
Schools and high needs national funding formulae
[executive summary] (14 December 2016), https://
consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/schoolsnational-funding-formula2/supporting_documents/
NFF_Stage2_executive_summary.pdf;
National funding formulae [equalities Impact
Assessment] (14 December 2016), https://consult.
education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/schools-nationalfunding-formula2/supporting_documents/NFF_
EqualityImpactAssessment.pdf;
Schools block national funding formula [technical note]
(14 December 2016), https://consult.education.gov.uk/
funding-policy-unit/schools-national-funding-formula2/
supporting_documents/NFF_TechNote_SBExternal.pdf
(all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Supporting selective schools.
Schools that work for everyone [consultation] (12
December 2016), https://consult.education.gov.uk/
school-frameworks/schools-that-work-for-everyone/
supporting_documents/SCHOOLS%20THAT%20
WORK%20FOR%20EVERYONE%20%20FINAL.PDF
(last accessed 9 January 2018).

Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
Ban on landing egg-bearing lobsters and crawfish.

Prohibition on Landing Egg-Bearing Lobsters
and Crawfish Annex [Impact Assessment]
(13 September 2016), https://consult.defra.
gov.uk/marine/lobsters-crawfish/supporting_
documents/20160728%20Berried%20Lobster%20
%20Crawfish%20SI%20Impact%20Assessment%20
Annexes%20Final.pdf (all last accessed 9 January
2018).
Ban on microbeads.
Proposals to ban the use of plastic microbeads
in cosmetics and personal care products in the UK and
call for evidence on other sources of microplastics
entering the marine environment [consultation] (20
December 2016), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/marine/
microbead-ban-proposals/supporting_documents/
Microbead%20ban_Consultation%20Document.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Bovine TB testing in high-risk areas.
Enhanced bovine TB surveillance and controls in the
High Risk and Edge Areas of England [consultation]
(30 August 2016), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/
bovine-tb/enhancements-to-hra-edge/supporting_
documents/2016%20Cattle%20Measures%20
Consultation%20Document.pdf;
Bovine TB: a call for views on potential improvement
and simplification of the TB testing regime in the High
Risk Area of England [consultation] (30 August 2016),
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/bovine-tb/bovine-tb-a-callfor-views/supporting_documents/2016%20Cattle%20
Measures%20call%20for%20views.pdf (both last
accessed 9 January 2018).
Fixed penalties for environmental offences.

Consultation on the Prohibition on Landing EggBearing (‘Berried’) Lobsters and Crawfish in England
[consultation] (21 March 2017), https://consult.
defra.gov.uk/marine/lobsters-crawfish/supporting_
documents/Berried%20Lobster%20Crawfish%20
Consultation%20Document_Mar17%20FINAL.pdf;

Review of Fixed Penalties for Environmental Offences
and Introduction of Civil Penalties for Littering from
Vehicles Outside London [consultation] (10 April
2017), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/environment/
litter-penalties/supporting_documents/Reducing%20
litter%20%20Consultation%20on%20penalties%20
for%20environmental%20offences.pdf;

Prohibition on Landing Egg-Bearing Lobsters
and Crawfish [Impact Assessment] (13 September
2016), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/marine/lobsterscrawfish/supporting_documents/Berried%20
Lobster%20Crawfish%20SI%20Impact%20
Assessment%20Final%2013%20Sept%2017.pdf;

The Environmental Offences (Fixed Penalties)
(England) Regulations 2018 [draft regulations] (10
April 2017), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/environment/
litter-penalties/supporting_documents/Draft%20
Environmental%20Offences%20Regulations.pdf (both
last accessed 9 January 2018).
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Flexibility for fisheries management.
Changes to the UK Fisheries Concordat: Management
arrangements for fishing opportunities and fishing
vessel licensing in the United Kingdom [consultation]
(7 December 2016), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/
fisheries/consultation-on-revised-fisheries-concordatand-mo/supporting_documents/161207%20
Concordat%20Consultation%20document.pdf;
Management Arrangements for Fishing Opportunities
and Fishing Vessel Licensing in the United Kingdom
[concordat revision] (7 December 2016), https://
consult.defra.gov.uk/fisheries/consultation-onrevised-fisheries-concordat-and-mo/supporting_
documents/161207%20Concordat%20revision.pdf
(both last accessed 9 January 2018).
Horse identification.
Consultation on changes to the identification of equines
[consultation] (5 April 2017), https://consult.defra.gov.
uk/equine-id/revised-eu-rules-on-equine-id-eu-regeu-2015-262/supporting_documents/Consultation%20
Equine%20ID.pdf;
Equine Identification (England) Regulations [Impact
Assessment] (9 September 2016), https://consult.defra.
gov.uk/equine-id/revised-eu-rules-on-equine-id-eu-regeu-2015-262/supporting_documents/Appendix%20
A%20%20Equine%20Identification%20England%20
Regulations%20Impact%20Assessment%20IA%20
No.%20Defra%201785.pdf;
Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/262 (Equine Passport
Regulation) [EU regulations] (3 March 2015), https://
consult.defra.gov.uk/equine-id/revised-eu-rules-onequine-id-eu-reg-eu-2015-262/supporting_documents/
Appendix%20B%20%20Link%20to%20Commission%20
Regulation%20EU%202015262%20Equine%20
Passport%20Regulation.pdf (all last accessed
9 January 2018).
Packaging waste recycling targets.
Consultation on changes to packaging recycling
business targets for paper, steel, aluminium, wood
and overall recovery and recycling for 2018-20
[consultation] (29 November 2016), https://consult.
defra.gov.uk/waste/packagingtargets2018-20/
supporting_documents/Packaging%20Targets%20
Consultation%20Doc%202016%20final.pdf;
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Packaging Targets 2018-2020 for paper, wood, metals
and overall recovery and recycling [Impact Assessment]
(2 October 2016), https://consult.defra.gov.uk/waste/
packagingtargets2018-20/supporting_documents/
PackagingTargets201820%20IA%20consultation.pdf
(both last accessed 9 January 2018).
Tackling roadside NO2 concentrations.
UK plan for tackling roadside nitrogen dioxide
concentrations: An overview [policy paper], Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs & Department
for Transport (26 July 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/633269/air-quality-plan-overview.pdf;
UK plan for tackling roadside nitrogen dioxide
concentrations: Detailed plan [policy paper] (26 July
2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/633270/airquality-plan-detail.pdf;
UK plan for tackling roadside nitrogen dioxide
concentrations: Technical report [policy paper] (26
July 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/632916/airquality-plan-technical-report.pdf;
Environment Act 1995 Air Quality Directions 2017
Supporting document [policy paper] (last updated 21
December 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/670530/air-quality-direction-2017-supporting-doc.
pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).

Department for Transport
Air Travel Organisers’ Licensing (ATOL) reform.
Modernising consumer protection in the package travel
sector: Consultation on ATOL changes [consultation]
(28 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/563930/atol-reform-consultation-document.pdf;
Impact Assessment for strengthening the ATOL scheme
in order to partially implement the new Package Directive
(2015) [Impact Assessment] (25 October 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/563943/atol-consultation-impactassessment.pdf (both last accessed 9 January 2018).

Cutting down on noise from night flights.

Motor fuel GHG emission reporting regulations.

Night flight restrictions at Heathrow, Gatwick
and Stansted [consultation] (12 January 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/592391/night-flight-restrictionsat-heathrow-gatwick-and-stansted.pdf;

The motor fuel greenhouse gas emissions reporting
regulations proposed amendments [consultation]
(29 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/572984/motorfuel-greenhouse-gas-reportingregulations-consultation.pdf;

Night flight restrictions at the designated airports,
2017 to 2022 [Impact Assessment] (16 November 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/582867/night-flightsimpact-assessment.pdf (both last accessed 9 January
2018).
Electric vehicle infrastructure.

The motor fuel greenhouse gas emissions reporting
regulations [cost benefit anlalysis] (29 November 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/572988/motorfuelregs-consultation-cost-benefit-analysis.PDF (both last
accessed 9 January 2018).

Proposed ultra low emission vehicles for inclusion in the
Modern Transport Bill [consultation] (24 October 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/562370/ulev-moderntranport-bill-consultation.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018).

Registration and tracking of drones.

Extending the date of first MOT.

Registration requirements for drones [Impact
Assessment] (25 July 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/579511/drones-registration-ia.pdf (both last
accessed 9 January 2018).

Extending the date of the first MOT test from 3 to 4 years
[consultation] (22 January 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/603569/extending-the-period-of-the-firstMOT-from-3-to-4-years.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018).

Unlocking the UK’s high tech economy: consultation
on the safe use of drones in the UK [consultation]
(21 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/579562/consultation-on-the-safe-use-of-drones.
pdf;

Department for Work and Pensions

Information on rail fares and ticketing.
Action Plan for Information on Rail Fares & Ticketing
[policy paper] (13 December 2016), https://www.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/579850/action-plan-for-information-on-railfares-and-ticketing.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).

Change to Employment and Support Allowance
work rules.

MOT testing for historic vehicles.

Fuller Working Lives: A Partnership Approach [policy
paper] (2 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/587654/fuller-working-lives-a-partnershipapproach.pdf;

Vehicles of historic interest: consultation on exemptions
from annual roadworthiness testing [consultation] (22
September 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/554763/historic-vehicles-consultation.pdf;

Fuller Working Lives: Evidence Base 2017 [research
report] (2 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/648979/fuller-working-lives-evidencebase-2017.pdf (both last accessed 9 January 2018).

Review of Vehicles of Historical Interest (VHIs)
roadworthiness testing [Impact Assessment] (15
September 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/553903/vehicles-historical-interest-impactassessment.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
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Helping workless families.
Improving Lives: Helping Workless Families [policy
paper] (4 April 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/621364/improving-lives-helping-workless-familiesweb-version.pdf;
Improving Lives: Helping Workless Families – evidence
base [research report] (4 April 2017), https://www.gov.
uk/government/publications/improving-lives-helpingworkless-families-evidence-base (both last accessed
9 January 2018).
Master trust pension scheme regulations.
Tough new regulations for masters trusts proposed
to boost consumer protection [press release]
(20 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
news/tough-new-regulations-for-master-trustsproposed-to-boost-consumer-protection;
Pension Schemes Bill [HL] Explanatory Notes [bill
explanatory notes] (19 October 2016), https://
publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/lbill/20162017/0065/17065en.pdf;
Pension Schemes Bill [HL] [bill] (19 October 2016),
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/
lbill/2016-2017/0065/17065.pdf (all last accessed
9 January 2018).
New funding model for supported housing.
Funding for Supported Housing [consultation],
Department for Communities and Local Government
& Department for Work and Pensions (21 November
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/571013/161121_-_Supported_housing_consultation.
pdf;
Supported accommodation review: The scale, scope and
cost of the supported housing sector [evidence review],
Department for Communities and Local Government
& Department for Work and Pensions (21 November
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/572454/rr927supported-accommodation-review.pdf;
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Summary: supported accommodation review [research
summary], Department for Communities and Local
Government & Department for Work and Pensions
(21 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/572026/rr927-supported-accommodation-reviewsummary.pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).
New timetable for the State Pension age change.
State Pension age review: final report [policy paper]
(19 July 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/630065/state-pension-age-review-final-report.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Reforms to the Funeral Expenses Payment scheme.
Reforms to the Social Fund’s Funeral Expenses
Payments scheme [consultation] (5 July 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/consultations/reforms-tothe-social-funds-funeral-expenses-payments-scheme/
reforms-to-the-social-funds-funeral-expensespayments-scheme (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Support for young people with a limited capability
for work.
Improving Lives: The Work, Health and Disability Green
Paper [consultation], Department for Work and Pensions
& Department of Health (31 October 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/564038/work-and-health-greenpaper-improving-lives.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018).
Technical changes to automatic enrolment.
Technical changes to automatic enrolment [consultation]
(10 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/590944/consultation-on-automatic-enrolmenttechnical-changes-feb-2017.pdf (last accessed
9 January 2018).

Department of Health
Availability of gluten free foods on prescription.
The availability of gluten free foods on prescription
in primary care [consultation] (31 March 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/604842/Gluten_free_foods_cons.
pdf;

Keeping spare adrenaline in schools.
Proposed amendments to the Human Medicines
Regulations 2012, Annex A [consultation] (10 March
2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/632421/
AAI_Summary_of_Consultation_Responses_-_
Published_06.07.17.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Pensionability of NHS sub-contracts.

The availability of gluten free food on prescription
in primary care [Impact Assessment] (6 September
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/605035/Impact_
Assessment_Consultation.pdf (both last accessed
9 January 2018).

The draft National Health Service Pension Scheme
and Additional Voluntary Contributions (Amendment)
Regulations 2017 [consultation & explanatory notes]
(1 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/574661/Amendment_Regulations_2017_cons_doc.
pdf;

Changes to infected blood support.

The draft National Health Service Pension Scheme
and Additional Voluntary Contributions (Amendment)
Regulations 2017 [draft bill amendments] (1 December
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/573919/_
Amendment__Regulations_consultation_draft.pdf
(both last accessed 9 January 2018).

Infected blood: consultation on special category
mechanism and financial and other support in England
[consultation] (6 March 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/666605/20170303_SCM_Consultation_
Document_FINAL.pdf;
Infected blood scheme reform affordability [Impact
Assessment] (26 January 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/596526/SCM_Consultation_IA.pdf;
Infected blood: consultation on special category
mechanism and financial and other support in England
[equality analysis] (6 March 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/596528/SCM_Consultation_EqIA.pdf (all last
accessed 9 January 2018).
Confidentiality in healthcare safety investigations.
Providing a ‘safe space’ in healthcare safety
investigations [consultation] (21 April 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/560522/Safe_spaces_cons.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Improving maternity safety.
Safer maternity care: next steps towards the national
maternity ambition [action plan] (17 October
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/560491/
Safer_Maternity_Care_action_plan.pdf (last accessed
9 January 2018).

Smoking production regulations.
Regulatory fees for tobacco products: setting of
fees for notification and testing of tobacco products
[consultation] (25 October 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/561515/Fees_for_tobacco_products_
consultation.pdf;
Fees for TNCO testing of cigarettes and notification
of tobacco and herbal products under the Tobacco
Products Directive (TPD) – Consultation Stage
[regulatory triage assessment] (18 May 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/561517/RTA_Testing_and_
Notification_Fees.pdf (both last accessed 9 January
2018).
Sugar reduction programme.
Childhood obesity: a plan for action [action plan],
Cabinet Office, Department of Health, HM Treasury
& Prime Minister’s Office, 10 Downing Street (18 August
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/546588/
Childhood_obesity_2016__2__acc.pdf (last accessed
9 January 2018).
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HM Treasury
Changes to alcohol duty structures.
Alcohol structures consultation [consultation]
(1 December 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
consultations/alcohol-structures/alcohol-structuresconsultation (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Company car tax for ultra-low emission vehicles.
Company car tax for ultra-low emission cars
[consultation] (10 August 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/545047/company_car_tax_consultation.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Further tackling the promoters of tax avoidance
schemes.
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes: associated
and successor entities rules [policy paper] (8 March
2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/
promoters-of-tax-avoidance-schemes-associated-andsuccessor-entities-rules/promoters-of-tax-avoidanceschemes-associated-and-successor-entities-rules;
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes: associated
and successor entities rules [draft clause] (8 March
2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/597431/
Promoters_of_tax_avoidance_schemes_-_threshold_
conditions_etc.pdf;
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes: associated
and successor entities rules [draft explanatory notes]
(8 March 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/597432/Promoters_of_tax_avoidance_schemes_-_
threshold_conditions_etc_-_EN.pdf (all last accessed
9 January 2018).
Museums and galleries tax relief.
Museums and galleries tax relief [consultation]
(5 September 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
consultations/museum-and-galleries-tax-reliefconsultation/museum-and-galleries-tax-reliefconsultation (last accessed 9 January 2018).
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National Insurance Contributions for the selfemployed.
National Insurance and the self-employed [policy paper]
(8 March 2017), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/597485/NICs_fact_sheet_final_web.pdf;
Spring Budget 2017 [budget] (8 March 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/publications/spring-budget2017-documents/spring-budget-2017 (both last
accessed 9 January 2018).
New formula for Welsh Government funding.
The agreement between the Welsh Government and the
United Kingdom Government on the Welsh Government’s
fiscal framework [fiscal framework agreement]
(19 December 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/578836/Wales_Fiscal_Framework_Agreement_
Dec_2016_2.pdf (last accessed 9 January 2018).
New Local Infrastructure Rate.
Consultation on introducing the Local Infrastructure Rate
[consultation] (15 December 2016), https://www.gov.
uk/government/consultations/local-infrastructure-rate/
consultation-on-introducing-the-local-infrastructurerate (last accessed 9 January 2018).
Private Fund Limited Partnership structure.
Legislative Reform Order on the Limited Partnership
Act [explanatory document] (17 January 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/583873/LRO_january_2016_
presentation_line.pdf;
Limited Partnership Reform [Impact Assessment]
(20 July 2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/582522/Limited_Partnerships_-_Impact_
Assessment.pdf;
The Legislative Reform (Private Fund Limited
Partnerships) Order 2017 [draft legislation] (16 January
2018), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/582523/draft_
lro.pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).

Home Office
Labour Market Enforcement code of practice.
Code of practice on labour market enforcement
undertakings and orders [statutory guidance], Home
Office & Department for Business, Energy & Industrial
Strategy (29 November 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/572991/Code_of_Practice_Print.pdf (last
accessed 9 January 2018).
New fees for firearms licenses.
Public consultation on firearms licensing fees: Prohibited
weapons, museums and approved shooting clubs
[consultation] (12 January 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/583035/170110pn_Firearms_Fees_
consultation_FINAL.pdf;
Impact of new fees fore firearms licenses issued by
the Home Office and Scottish Government [Impact
Assessment] (September 2016), https://www.
gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/582459/170110pn_Firearms_
fees_consultation_IA_FINAL.pdf (both last accessed 9
January 2018).
New offences for knive possession and distribution.
Consultation on new legislation on offensive and
dangerous weapons [consultation] (14 October 2017),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/651830/Offensive_and_
Dangerous_Weapons-Consultation-.pdf;
Proposals to strength knife legislation [Impact
Assessment] (14 October 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/651760/IA_knives.pdf;
Home Secretary takes further action to tackle knife
crime [news story] (18 July 2018), https://www.gov.
uk/government/news/home-secretary-takes-furtheraction-to-tackle-knife-crime (all last accessed 9
January 2018).

Re-employment of senior fire officers.
Re-engagement of senior fire officers post-retirement
[consultation] (21 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/593051/170220_Consultation_document__-_
re-engagement_of_senior_officers.pdf (last accessed 9
January 2018).
Reporting and acting on child abuse.
Reporting and acting on child abuse and neglect
[consultation] (21 July 2016), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/539641/Reporting_and_acting_on_child_
abuse_and_neglect_-_consultation_document__print_.
pdf;
Reporting and acting on child abuse and neglect:
Supporting annexes [consultation] (21 July 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/539615/Reporting_and_
acting_on_child_abuse_and_neglect_-_annexes__web_.
pdf;
Possible new requirements relating to reporting and
acting on child abuse [Impact Assessment] (12 October
2015), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/539618/Impact_
Assessment_-_Consultation_Stage__web_.pdf;
New requirements relating to reporting and acting on
child abuse: Regulatory Policy Committee opinion [policy
analysis] (27 November 2015), https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/539616/Impact_Assessment_-_RPC_Opinion.
pdf (all last accessed 9 January 2018).
Shutting down mobile phone “deal-lines”.
Government takes action on county line drug gangs
[news story] (22 January 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/government-takes-action-on-countyline-drug-gangs;
Digital Economy Bill: HL Bill 80(k) Amendments for
Committee [bill amendments] (23 January 2017),
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/lbill/20162017/0080/17080(k).pdf;
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Explanatory Notes on Lords Amendments HC
Bill 166 EN 2016-17 [explanatory notes] (13 April
2017), https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/
cbill/2016-2017/0166/en/17166en.pdf;
Digital Economy Act 2017 [bill] (27 April 2017), http://
www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2017/30/pdfs/
ukpga_20170030_en.pdf (all last accessed 9 January
2018).
Transparency of police Taser usage.
New transparency measures for Taser use announced
by Home Secretary [news story] (2 March 2017), https://
www.gov.uk/government/news/new-transparencymeasures-for-taser-use-announced-by-home-secretary
(last accessed 9 January 2018).
Unexplained wealth orders.
Action Plan for anti money-laundering and counterterrorist finance: consultation on legislative proposals
[government response] (13 October 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/559958/Action_Plan_for_anti_
money-laundering_and_counter-terrorist_finance_-_
consultation_on_legislative_proposals__print_.pdf;
Action plan for anti-money laundering and counterterrorist finance [policy paper & consultation], Home
Office & HM Treasury (21 April 2016), https://www.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/517993/6-2118-Action_Plan_for_Anti-Money_
Laundering__print_.pdf (both last accessed 9 January
2018).

Ministry of Justice
Assisted digital facilities in the justice system.
Transforming our justice system [consultation] (15
September 2016), https://consult.justice.gov.uk/
digital-communications/transforming-our-courts-andtribunals/supporting_documents/consultationpaper.
pdf;
Assisted Digital: Court Reform [Impact Assessment]
(15 September 2016), https://consult.justice.gov.uk/
digital-communications/transforming-our-courts-andtribunals/supporting_documents/assisteddigitalia.PDF;

50

APPENDIX 2: POLICY DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Transforming our justice system – Overarching IA [Impact
Assessment] (15 September 2016), https://consult.
justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/transformingour-courts-and-tribunals/supporting_documents/
transformingourjusticesystemia.PDF (all last accessed 9
January 2018).
Changing the legal aid financial eligibility system.
Legal aid financial eligibility and universal credit
[consultation] (16 March 2017), https://consult.
justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/legal-aideligibility-and-universal-credit/supporting_documents/
universalcreditconsultation.pdf;
Legal aid eligibility and universal credit [Impact
Assessment] (15 March 2017), https://consult.justice.
gov.uk/digital-communications/legal-aid-eligibilityand-universal-credit/supporting_documents/
annexauniversalcreditimpactassessment.pdf;
Legal aid eligibility and universal credit [equality
statement] (16 March 2017), https://consult.justice.
gov.uk/digital-communications/legal-aid-eligibilityand-universal-credit/supporting_documents/
annexbequalitiesstatementuniversalcredit.pdf;
Legal aid financial eligibility and universal credit, Annex
C [summary document] (16 March 2017), https://
consult.justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/legal-aideligibility-and-universal-credit/supporting_documents/
annexcsummaryofcurrentlegalaidfinancialeligibilityrules.pdf
(all last accessed January 9 2018).
Criminal defence advocates pay reform.
Reforming the Advocates’ Graduated Fee Scheme
[consultation] (5 January 2017), https://consult.justice.
gov.uk/digital-communications/reforming-the-advocatesgraduated-fee-scheme/supporting_documents/
agfsconsultationpaper.pdf;
Reform the Advocates’ Graduated Fee Scheme [Impact
Assessment] (5 January 2017), https://consult.justice.
gov.uk/digital-communications/reforming-the-advocatesgraduated-fee-scheme/supporting_documents/
agfsimpactassessment.pdf;

Reforming the Advocates’ Graduated Fee Scheme
consultation, Annex 4 [proposed offence list] (5
January 2017), https://consult.justice.gov.uk/
digital-communications/reforming-the-advocatesgraduated-fee-scheme/supporting_documents/
annex4proposedagfsoffencelist.pdf;
Reforming the Advocates’ Graduated Fee Scheme
consultation [equality statement] (5 January 2017),
https://consult.justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/
reforming-the-advocates-graduated-fee-scheme/
supporting_documents/agfsequalitystatement.pdf (all
last accessed 9 January 2018).
Establishing a Fee-Paid Judicial Pension Scheme.
Consultation on Fee-Paid Judicial Pension Scheme
Draft Regulations [consultation] (15 September 2016),
https://consult.justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/
fee-paid-judicial-pension-scheme-draft-regulations/
supporting_documents/consultationpaper.pdf;
Addendum to Consultation on Free Paid Judicial Pension
Scheme Draft Regulations [consultation addendum]
(10 October 2016), https://consult.justice.gov.uk/
digital-communications/fee-paid-judicial-pensionscheme-draft-regulations/supporting_documents/
addendumtoconsultation.pdf;
Public Service Pensions: The Judicial Pensions (FeePaid Judges) Regulations 2017 [draft regulations]
(15 September 2016), https://consult.justice.gov.uk/
digital-communications/fee-paid-judicial-pensionscheme-draft-regulations/supporting_documents/
revisedtrackedversiondraftregulations.pdf (all last
accessed 9 January 2018).
Increasing prison officer numbers.
Prison safety and reform [policy paper] (3 November
2016), https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/565014/
cm-9350-prison-safety-and-reform-_web_.pdf
(last accessed 9 January 2018).

New procurement model for the Housing Possession
Court Duty Scheme.
Housing Possession Court Duty Scheme:
Commissioning Sustainable Services [consultation]
(20 January 2017), https://consult.justice.gov.uk/
digital-communications/housing-possessioncourt-duty-scheme/supporting_documents/
hpcdsconsultationpaper.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018).
Prison governor empowerment and accountability.
Prison governor empowerment and accountability
[written statement to Parliament], The Rt Hon Elizabeth
Truss MP, Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State
for Justice (23 February 2017), https://www.gov.uk/
government/speeches/prison-governor-empowermentand-accountability;
Prison and Courts Bill [explanatory notes] (23 February
2017), https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/
cbill/2016-2017/0145/en/17145en.pdf;
Prison and Courts Bill [bill] (23 February 2017),
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/
cbill/2016-2017/0145/17145.pdf (all last accessed
9 January 2018).
Reforming the soft tissue injury claims process.
Reforming the soft tissue injury (whiplash) claims
process [consultation] (17 November 2016), https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/581387/reforming-soft-tissueinjury-claims-process.pdf;
Reforming the soft tissue injury (whiplash) claims
process [Impact Assessment] (17 November 2016),
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/581388/whiplashimpact-assessment.pdf (last accessed 9 January
2018).
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APPENDIX 3: TESTABLE CLAIMS.
WHEN IS EVIDENCE EXPECTED?
Policymaking is about finding ways to influence and organise society, so it is based on a combination
of politics, values and pragmatism. Some claims about why a policy is being introduced cannot be
tested with evidence and some can.
But while we can all agree that there are many factors in a decision, it’s useful to distinguish where we would expect
supporting evidence, and where we wouldn’t. We have a right to know when policymakers are simply asserting beliefs
and when they are making claims about fact. There is a world of difference between expressing political values and
making promises that could one day be proved right or wrong. For example ...
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“Hosting the Olympics will be an exciting
and prestigious thing for our city to do.”

“Hosting the Olympics will encourage more
people to take up sport and get more exercise,
and there will be a net financial benefit from
increased tourism and investment.”

“Marriage is the bedrock of our society and we
should support and recognise that commitment
through a married couples’ tax allowance.”

“A married couple’s allowance will increase
the number of children growing up in married
households and reduce anti-social behaviour.”

“Supporting children from all backgrounds
is a priority for this government, so we need
a national network of early years centres
to show that commitment.”

“If we provide early years centres we will
measurably improve the education of children
who have access to them.”

“We don’t believe that what people do in their
personal lives is our business. So we support
decriminalisation of small amounts of cannabis
for personal use.”

“Cannabis has substantial health benefits
and we should decriminalise it.”

“It is not fair that some rich people don’t play
by the same rules as everyone else. ‘Nondoms’ should be taxed.”

“‘Non-doms’ should be taxed because it will
bring more money to the Exchequer, even
if some of them leave as a result.”

“This government is committed to devolving
power to the regions because everyone has
a right to local democracy.”

“This government is committed to devolving
power to the regions because it will stimulate
economic regeneration.”

APPENDIX 3: TESTABLE CLAIMS

These examples were put together with help from Dr David Robert Grimes.

Sense about Science is an independent campaigning charity that
challenges the misrepresentation of science and scientific evidence
in public life. We advocate openness and honesty about research
findings, and work to ensure the public interest in sound science
and evidence is represented and recognised in public discussion
and policymaking.
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