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ABOUT RE:STATE  

Re:State is established as the leading Westminster think tank for public service reform. We 

believe that the State has a fundamental role to play in enabling individuals, families, and 

communities to thrive. But our vision is one in which the State delivers only the services that 

it is best placed to deliver, within sound public finances, and where both decision-making and 

delivery is devolved to the most appropriate level. We are committed to driving systemic 

change that will deliver better outcomes for all.     

We are determinedly independent and strictly non-party in our approach. This is reflected in 

our cross-party Advisory Board and our events programme which seeks to convene 

likeminded reformers from across the political spectrum.      

Re:State is a registered charity, the Re:State Trust Ltd, charity no. 1103739. 

 

ABOUT RE:IMAGINING THE STATE 

After a decade of disruption, the country faces a moment of national reflection. For too long, 

Britain has been papering over the cracks in an outdated social and economic model, but while 

this may bring temporary respite, it doesn’t fix the foundations. In 1942 Beveridge stated: “a 

revolutionary moment in the world’s history is a time for revolutions, not for patching.” 80 years 

on, and in the wake of a devastating national crisis, that statement once again rings true. Now 

is the time to fix Britain’s foundations. 

Re:State’s programme, ‘Re:Imagining the State’, puts forward a bold new vision for the role 

and shape of the State. One that can create the conditions for strong, confident communities, 

dynamic, innovative markets, and transformative, sustainable public services.  

‘Re:Imagining Whitehall’ is one of the major work streams within this programme. 

 

ABOUT RE:IMAGINING WHITEHALL 

This paper is part of the ‘Re:Imagining Whitehall’ workstream. To effectively reimagine the 

State, major change must occur in the behaviours, processes, and structures of central 

government. This paper examines Whitehall’s problematic tendency to create new regulators, 

and the unintended impacts on economic growth and enforcement outcomes. It makes the 

case for greatly reducing the number of regulators, and lays out the blueprint for a programme 

of reform that sticks for the long term. 
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Recommendations 
 

Recommendation 1: Government should adopt a formal, cross-government definition of 

regulatory bodies and maintain a comprehensive, live public register of all bodies meeting that 

definition. The register should be filterable by sector, institutional form, jurisdiction, degree of 

ministerial independence, and regulatory function. 

Recommendation 2: The Cabinet Office should establish a Regulation Unit, consolidating 

existing regulatory oversight and approval functions. This unit should be accountable for the 

design and stewardship of the UK’s regulatory system, including approving departmental 

proposals for creation, consolidation, and abolition of regulators. 

Recommendation 3: Government should adopt a strengthened set of tests, bespoke to 

statutory regulators, all of which must be met before the Regulation Unit can approve a 

departmental proposal to create a new regulatory body. The tests should require departments 

to demonstrate that: 

1. there is a clear and persistent failure requiring State intervention; and 

2. it requires ongoing rule-setting, monitoring, or enforcement; and 

3. the function cannot be delivered credibly through self-regulation or co-regulation; and 

4. the function requires independence from ministers to ensure trust, fairness, or credible 

commitment over time; and 

5. creating a new regulator is clearly superior to using or adapting existing institutions, 

considering system-wide costs, coherence, and duplication.  

The evidence submitted against these tests should be published alongside the introduction of 

primary legislation establishing the new body. 

Recommendation 4: The Regulation Unit should undertake a comprehensive, sector-by-

sector mapping exercise to identify overlapping remits, duplicated requirements, and gaps in 

oversight across the regulatory landscape, drawing on existing reviews and input from 

departments, regulators, and regulated entities. Findings should be published and updated in 

annual progress reports. 

Recommendation 5: The Regulation Unit should establish a rolling programme of Sectoral 

Simplification Reviews with two functions. Reviews should be explicitly tasked with identifying 

where regulatory consolidation is appropriate and producing implementation plans to achieve 

it. They should replace Public Body Reviews for regulators, and scrutinise the efficiency, 

efficacy, accountability, and governance of selected regulators within scope. 

Recommendation 6: The Regulation Unit should record and publish data on the costs and 

benefits of regulatory consolidation in its annual progress report. This monitoring should be 

used to improve cost-benefit analyses and measure the success of the programme. 

Recommendation 7: The Regulation Unit should create a consolidation playbook of practical 

guidance, model frameworks, and case studies for departments and regulators undertaking 

institutional change.  

Recommendation 8: Where a Sectoral Simplification Review recommends institutional 

change, the sponsoring department(s) should be required to produce a detailed 

implementation plan, including a short-term programme of closer working between the 

affected bodies to reduce duplication and enable a smoother transition. 
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1. Introduction 

The UK’s regulatory system is not just complex – it is incoherent. There is no consensus on 

how many regulators exist, or even what counts as one. The National Audit Office records 90 

regulators.1 The Institute for Government found 116.2 The Government’s new register 

identifies 109 and is a self-confessed work in progress.3 One thing that can be said with 

confidence is that the number is trending up. 

This lack of clarity is not an academic problem. It has real consequences: regulatory 

accountability is weakened, the cumulative burden of regulation grows unchecked, and 

businesses face unnecessary cost and uncertainty. At a time when economic growth is the 

Government’s central priority,4 this is a material handbrake. 

Ministers recognise the issue. The 2025 Regulation Action Plan places simplification of the 

landscape as a central pillar of the Government’s strategy, with a stated ambition to “remove 

or consolidate regulators, where it makes sense to do so.”5  

But ambition alone is not enough. Without a systematic approach, reform risks falling into a 

familiar pattern – piecemeal, reactive, and short term. Periods of consolidation are followed 

by renewed proliferation, driven by the same untouched underlying incentives and institutional 

dynamics. Each cycle leaves the system more complex than before. 

This paper argues that meaningful reform requires breaking that cycle. It sets out a model to 

address both the flow of new regulators into the system and the fragmented stock of existing 

bodies, steadily transforming the system over time. 

First, it sets out the reforms needed to put a brake on the steady growth of regulatory bodies. 

These aim to strengthen oversight of the system and tighten the conditions under which new 

regulators can be created, ensuring that new institutions are only established where they will 

plausibly outperform existing institutions – changing the default from creation to constraint. 

Then, it outlines a systematic approach to simplification, learning from past failures: reducing 

reliance on short-lived political prioritisation, embedding consolidation into the system itself, 

and requiring credible long-term plans for institutional change. 

Successive governments have sought to simplify the regulatory landscape for the long term – 

this paper provides the roadmap. 

 

 

 
1 National Audit Office, Departmental Overview 2020-21: Regulation (2022). 
2 Dr Matthew Gill et al., Parliament and Regulators: How Select Committees Can Better Hold 
Regulators to Account (Institute for Government, 2024). 
3 Department for Business and Trade, ‘List of UK Regulators’, GOV.UK. 
4 Prime Minister’s Office and 10 Downing Street, Plan for Change: Milestones for Mission-Led 
Government (2024). 
5 HM Treasury, New Approach to Ensure Regulators and Regulation Support Growth (2025). 
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2. A system nobody would design 

The UK’s regulatory architecture – like much of the machinery of government – was created 

through gradual accumulation and periodic resets.6 Each institution was created to solve a 

specific issue for the government of the day, yet the broader landscape has historically lacked 

high-level oversight and management. Multiple attempts to rationalise the landscape7 – the 

latest currently underway8 – have had little whole-system impact and left much of the 

underlying systems and incentives intact. 

The face of the landscape has changed over the years, reshaped by governments with 

differing agendas and contrasting philosophies for how government should operate. The result 

is a landscape that is fragmented, overly complex, and increasingly difficult to navigate. 

Some fragmentation is beneficial; there are some good reasons to break up regulatory 

responsibilities.  

Smaller regulators enjoy tighter institutional focus, deep specialist knowledge, and greater 

transparency and accessibility. Fragmentation allows for different regulatory approaches for 

areas with dissimilar risk profiles. Some fragmentation may be necessary to avoid potential 

conflicts of interest, such as in the UK’s post-crisis ‘twin peaks’ model for financial regulation 

where the stability of the system and consumer protection are separated out so that neither 

goal is deprioritised.9 

The level of fragmentation in the system is a balancing act, and without careful and active 

management, it risks moving steadily in the direction of overcomplexity. Interviewees for this 

paper had a variety of views on the ideal model, yet there was broad consensus on one point: 

a government starting from scratch would not design this system. The scale, the complexity, 

the lack of clarity around responsibilities and jurisdictions – these are deep flaws. They are 

responsible for the downstream problems – detailed in the rest of this section – which 

undermine regulatory outcomes and constrain economic growth.  

2.1 Complexity 

In sector after sector, the regulatory landscapes businesses are required to navigate are 

confusing and opaque. Firms often find themselves engaging with multiple regulators 

simultaneously, each with their own processes, requirements, and expectations.10  

This navigational complexity has spawned an entire industry dedicated to helping firms 

navigate the landscape and comply with regulations. A 2025 review of Defra’s regulatory 

landscape identified the need for “many farms, businesses and others to employ consultants 

and lawyers to help them navigate the complex system of compliance.”11 Nor is this trend 

confined to the environmental sector – UK financial services firms spend more than £33.9 

 
6 Patrick King and Alice Semark, Quangocracy: The Future of Public Bodies (Reform, 2025). 
7 Dr Matthew Gill, ‘Not Another Bonfire of the Quangos…’, Institute for Government, 10 April 2025. 
8 HM Treasury, New Approach to Ensure Regulators and Regulation Support Growth. 
9 Bank of England, ‘What Is the Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA)?’, Bankofengland.Co.Uk. 
10 Dan Corry, Delivering Economic Growth and Nature Recovery: An Independent Review of Defra’s 
Regulatory Landscape (2025). 
11 Ibid. 
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billion a year on regulatory compliance,12 and 70 per cent of businesses surveyed in 2024 

reported using external business advisers or consultants, spending an average of £10,745.13  

A fragmented system does not only make navigation and compliance more difficult and costly. 

It lays the groundwork for confusion, overlap, and gaps in oversight. In some areas, multiple 

regulators operate over the same firms, projects, or issues.14 In others, responsibility is unclear 

or absent altogether.15 

The recent review of the water sector found that “regulators have overlapping duties and also 

place overlapping requirements on the water industry.”16 One example given is the reporting 

of storm overflows data, which requires companies to send more than 30 different reports to 

Ofwat, Defra, and the Environment Agency in a single year, a burden compounded by the fact 

that each regulator “uses their own very slightly different template or have subtly different 

requirements.”17 The same problem is found in the nuclear sector, where “the complexity of 

the landscape with multiple regulators considering the same sites or projects, results in 

duplication of effort, overlapping responsibilities and inconsistencies”.18 

The water sector review found not just overlap, but also gaps in oversight, citing the example 

of monitoring asset health and infrastructure resilience. This responsibility is spread across 

regulators, meaning that “no single body has a whole view of the state of infrastructure, and 

this has led to an effective gap in regulatory oversight.”19 The same issue was raised in a 2019 

review of digital regulation, which warned that “gaps have appeared in regulation which do not 

clearly fall within any one regulator's remit.”20 

The additional costs incurred by duplicative work and navigational complexity have significant 

knock-on effects. British firms struggle to compete with businesses in jurisdictions with more 

streamlined regulatory frameworks.21 Smaller firms unable to bear these additional costs are 

blocked from entering markets, damaging the competitiveness of domestic markets and 

raising prices for consumers. In utilities markets such as water, higher costs of compliance are 

passed on to consumers in the form of higher bills.22 

2.2 Institutional weaknesses  

Fragmentation of regulatory landscapes also undermines the ability of the system to make 

effective decisions. Regulation often requires balancing competing objectives such as cost, 

resilience, environmental protection, and public health. In a coherent system, these trade-offs 

 
12 TheCityUK and PwC, Reducing the Cost of Compliance: Unlocking Efficiency, Competitiveness and 
Growth for the UK Financial Services Sector (2025). 
13 Department for Business and Trade, Business Regulation: Business Perceptions Survey 2024 
(2025). 
14 Sir Jon Cunliffe, Independent Water Commission Final Report (2025); Corry, Delivering Economic 
Growth and Nature Recovery; John Fingleton, Nuclear Regulatory Review 2025 (2025). 
15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid. 
17 Water UK, Water UK Calls for Major Reform in Submission to Independent Water Commission 
(2025). 
18 Fingleton, Nuclear Regulatory Review 2025. 
19 Cunliffe, Independent Water Commission Final Report. 
20 Select Committee on Communications, Regulating in a Digital World (House of Lords, 2019). 
21 OECD, Foundations for Growth and Competitiveness 2026 (2026). 
22 Cunliffe, Independent Water Commission Final Report. 
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should be made explicitly and transparently. In a fragmented one, decision-making processes 

can be opaque, inconsistent, and arbitrary.23 

The Independent Water Commission detailed this problem extensively in its final report, finding 

“regulators pursuing different objectives and working against each other,” as well as hearing 

that “the division of policy and regulation between different regulators has caused tensions 

and made it harder to balance priorities.”24  

This was one motivating factor in the Commission’s recommendation to consolidate regulatory 

functions in the water sector into a single water regulator, enabling these trade-offs to be made 

more explicitly and articulated more transparently.25 As well as producing more consistency in 

judgements, consolidating regulatory functions into a single body should also reduce the 

inefficiencies generated by state-funded public bodies actively working against each other to 

further their own aims. 

The proliferation of regulatory bodies also has implications for regulatory capacity. A larger 

number of smaller, specialised bodies leaves them fighting over a limited pool of talent and 

expertise.26 In addition, regulators are consistently outcompeted by the private sector, where 

companies are better resourced and free of civil service pay constraints27 – this problem is 

only exacerbated by fragmentation of regulatory oversight into smaller organisations with 

constrained budgets and niche domains.28  

An overly fragmented regulatory landscape is inherently inefficient. Each regulator requires its 

own governance structures, administrative functions, and operational systems. This leads to 

duplication not only in regulatory activity, but in the machinery of the state itself. 

The UK’s regulatory landscape is not merely sub-optimal; it is also a steady and growing brake 

on the UK’s competitiveness, innovation, and growth. Recent government policy documents 

on regulatory reform estimate the administrative costs of regulation to be £22.4 billion per 

year.29 The most recent edition of the Department for Business and Trade’s annual Business 

Perceptions Survey found that more than half (52 per cent) of businesses operating in the UK 

see the regulatory system as an obstacle to success; more than one in five (23 per cent) said 

it hinders their ability to innovate.30 

The Government has announced a number of abolitions and mergers to simplify and 

streamline the regulatory landscape: merging the Payment Systems Regulator into the 

Financial Conduct Authority;31 abolishing Ofwat to create a single water regulator;32 abolishing 

 
23 Committee of Public Accounts, Water Sector Regulation (House of Commons, 2025). 
24 Cunliffe, Independent Water Commission Final Report. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Industry and Regulators Committee, Who Watches the Watchdogs? Improving the Performance, 
Independence and Accountability of UK Regulators (House of Lords, 2024). 
27 King and Semark, Quangocracy: The Future of Public Bodies. 
28 Fingleton, Nuclear Regulatory Review 2025. 
29 HM Treasury, Regulation Action Plan - Progress Update and Next Steps (2025). 
30 Department for Business and Trade, Business Regulation: Business Perceptions Survey 2024. 
31 ‘Regulator Axed as Red Tape Is Slashed to Boost Growth’, GOV.UK, Prime Minister’s Office, 10 
Downing Street, 11 March 2025. 
32 Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs and The Rt Hon Steve Reed OBE MP, ‘Ofwat to 
Be Abolished in Biggest Overhaul of Water since Privatisation’, GOV.UK, 21 July 2025. 
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the British Hallmarking Council;33 and consolidating three labour regulators into a new Fair 

Work Agency.34 

Yet at the same time, the Government has also been adding to the institutional landscape by 

following through on plans to create new bodies such as the Independent Football Regulator,35 

and moving the Building Safety Regulator into standalone status.36 

Addressing this requires more than isolated reforms – it means understanding how the system 

can be reshaped, as a landscape designed with intent. 

 

 
33 The Rt Hon Peter Kyle MP and Department for Business and Trade, ‘Business Secretary Calls for 
Investment, Innovation, and Regional Prosperity’, GOV.UK, 21 October 2025. 
34 HM Treasury, New Approach to Ensure Regulators and Regulation Support Growth. 
35 Football Governance Act 2025 (2025). 
36 Building Safety Regulator et al., ‘Press Release: BSR Becomes Standalone Body in Landmark Step 
towards Single Construction Regulator’, GOV.UK, 27 January 2026. 
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3. Stemming the tide 

The challenge facing the UK is not simply the number of regulators that exist today, but the 

deeply embedded forces that ensure there will be more tomorrow. There are three primary 

reasons for the continuous growth in the number of regulators: 

1. Powerful system incentives to create new bodies 

2. A lack of unified regulatory management to oversee the regulators as a system 

3. Insufficient requirements to justify the creation of a new regulator 

Section 2 set out the wide-ranging problems caused by an ever-expanding volume of 

regulators in the UK. To bring the regulatory ratchet to a halt, the entire system must be 

clarified, understood, and gripped by government. Failure to act is to accept the status quo – 

a regulatory architecture that grows incrementally but relentlessly, tending towards 

fragmentation and complexity over time. Periodic attempts to reverse this trend are costly, 

disruptive, and insufficient. It would be far more efficient to prevent unnecessary proliferation 

in the first place than to repeat the endless cycle of growth and overhaul. 

3.1 The regulatory ratchet  

A major driver of regulator proliferation is the steadily increasing amount of regulation that 

needs enforcing. The drivers behind what is commonly referred to as a “regulatory ratchet” 

are explored in detail in previous Re:State work, The law of rule: fixing how Britain regulates.37 

That paper outlines the ways in which current Whitehall processes lead to an ever-growing 

statute book. This accordingly requires increasing amounts of regulatory oversight. Yet 

despite a great number of existing regulators, policymakers often opt to create new regulators 

to fulfil this growing demand. 

There are many reasons for this: 

• creating a new regulator is more visible than expanding the remit of an existing one; 

• adding new responsibilities to existing regulators may dilute their focus or introduce 

conflicting objectives; 

• an independent review recommended creating a new regulator; 

• existing regulators have lost public trust; or  

• pay flexibility is required to employ required specialists. 

When departments are tasked with addressing pressing failures or scandals, any of these 

factors may push them to recommend and pursue creation of a new dedicated regulator. In 

isolation, the choice may well be the right one – yet each instance of this combines to create 

the larger problems of an overly fragmented system. This collective action problem requires a 

body with whole-system oversight to manage it. 

Periodically, governments react to the resulting complexity with efforts to reduce the number 

of bodies – through mergers, closures, or the transfer of functions back into departments.  

 
37 Joe Hill and Cory Berman, The Law of Rule: Fixing How Britain Regulates (2026). 
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Figure 1 illustrates the regulatory ratchet in action – despite regular institutional upheaval and 

drives to simplify the landscape, the total volume of statutory regulators has continued to tick 

steadily up. 

Figure 1: Quantity of UK regulators over time 

 
Source: Section 6 – Appendix, 6.3 Net additions 

 

Even the Coalition Government’s “bonfire of the quangos” – which led to the abolition or reform 

of nearly 300 public bodies between 2010 and 201538 – left the UK’s regulatory landscape 

more populated than when it started. The total number of regulators actually increased by 

seven during this period, with 21 new regulatory bodies established, and 14 ceasing to operate 

under their previous guises.  

Much of the institutional change took the form of merging or rebadging existing regulators. To 

give a few examples: the FSA was split into the Financial Conduct Authority and the Bank of 

England's Prudential Regulation Authority in 2013; the Office of Fair Trading and Competition 

Commission were merged into the Competition and Markets Authority in 2014; and the 

Nuclear Installations Inspectorate was folded into a new Office for Nuclear Regulation in 2014. 

New regulators created during this time included Ofqual, the Health Research Authority, and 

the Payment Systems Regulator. 

The pattern looks set to repeat. In early 2025 the Government announced that the Chancellor 

of the Duchy of Lancaster had written to all government departments requiring them to justify 

the existence of every quango – quasi-autonomous non-governmental organisation – within 

their remit. This was done “with a view to close, merge or bring functions back into departments 

if [the quango’s] continued existence cannot be justified.”39 Since then the Government has 

announced the abolition or merger a number of regulators, including the Water Services 

Regulation Authority (Ofwat), the British Hallmarking Council, and the Payment Systems 

Regulator. 

 
38 Matthew Gill and Grant Dalton, When Should Public Bodies Exist?: Rewriting the ‘three Tests’ for 
When Government Does Things at Arm’s Length (2023). 
39 Cabinet Office and The Rt Hon Pat McFadden MP, ‘Hundreds of Quangos to Be Examined for 
Potential Closure as Government Takes Back Control’, GOV.UK, 2025. 
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It might be argued that the regulatory landscape must constantly evolve, adapting to the needs 

and trends of the time. This may well be true, yet the kind of institutional change with the 

frequency described above can be hugely costly, disruptive, and damaging to regulatory 

cultures.40  

This iterative process is hugely inefficient and represents poor value for money for the 

taxpayer. The solution lies in a far more rigorous process for the creation of new regulators, 

ensuring that both policy makers and the public are clear eyed about the system-wide costs 

of steady accumulation and additional complexity, and ensuring that new regulators are only 

created in the rare circumstances where they genuinely represent the most appropriate way 

to deliver new regulatory functions.  

3.1.1 What is a regulator? 

Even at the most basic level, the UK lacks a clear and consistent understanding of what 

constitutes a “regulator”. Historically, no definitive list has been maintained by government, 

with regulatory bodies instead treated as part of the wider category of public bodies and 

managed accordingly by the Cabinet Office’s Public Bodies Team. 

Recent attempts to bring clarity illustrate the scale of the problem. In 2024, the Institute for 

Government identified 116 statutory regulators, defining them as bodies with legal powers to 

set standards, monitor compliance, or enforce rules.41 In March 2026, the Department for 

Business and Trade published an official register based on a broadly similar definition, 

identifying 109 regulators.42 Only 85 bodies appear on both lists. 

The differences are instructive. The earlier list includes HM Inspectorates, devolved regulators 

in Northern Ireland, and parliamentary or constitutional bodies such as the Office for Budget 

Responsibility. The Government’s register, by contrast, includes a wider set of professional 

membership bodies exercising statutory Anti-Money Laundering supervisory functions, as well 

as organisations such as the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence and the Rural 

Payments Agency. It also reflects recent institutional change, including the creation of the 

Building Safety Regulator as a standalone body and the Independent Football Regulator. 

These discrepancies do not arise from radically different definitions, but from ambiguity at the 

margins – what to do with hybrid bodies, devolved institutions, or organisations with partial 

regulatory functions.  

This lack of consistency has practical consequences. Without a stable definition or a 

comprehensive, agreed view of the system, it is not possible to track the number of regulators, 

assess how responsibilities are distributed, or manage the system as a whole. Decisions about 

creating, merging, or abolishing regulators are therefore made in isolation, without a clear 

understanding of their cumulative impact. 

Publishing an official register is a positive step. But as it stands, it is insufficient. A meaningful 

framework for managing the regulatory system requires a clear, cross-government definition 

and a comprehensive, continuously maintained register that captures all relevant bodies.  

Regulatory systems also extend beyond statutory regulators alone. In many sectors, 

regulatory burdens are also imposed through government departments, local authorities, 

 
40 Grant Dalton et al., How to Abolish a Public Body: Ten Lessons from Previous Restructures (2023). 
41 Gill et al., Parliament and Regulators: How Select Committees Can Better Hold Regulators to 
Account. 
42 Department for Business and Trade, ‘List of UK Regulators’. 
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professional membership bodies, and private or charitable organisations exercising delegated 

or quasi-regulatory functions. These actors fall outside the primary scope of this paper, yet 

government should recognise that they form part of the wider regulatory landscape, and 

should ensure that future mapping and simplification work considers the cumulative burdens 

created across the system as a whole. 

Whilst currently limited to public bodies, the list of regulators should aim to capture the broader 

set of institutions imposing regulatory burdens in the UK. The expanded regulator list should 

include additional information such as relevant establishing legislation, statutory objectives, 

and links to each regulator’s website. The register should be filterable so that users can see 

regulators by sector, jurisdiction, institutional form, and regulatory function.  

 

Recommendation 1: Government should adopt a formal, cross-government definition of 

regulatory bodies and maintain a comprehensive, live public register of all bodies meeting that 

definition. The register should be filterable by sector, institutional form, jurisdiction, degree of 

ministerial independence, and regulatory function. 

 

3.1.2 Managing regulatory architecture 

Responsibility for regulatory policy in the UK is primarily divided between the Department for 

Business and Trade, Department for Science Innovation & Technology, and HM Treasury, 

while individual departments sponsor regulators within their sectors. The Cabinet Office, 

through its Public Bodies Team, oversees the process for creating new bodies. 

The problem is a lack of accountability for the regulatory system as a whole. Decisions about 

creating or reshaping regulators are taken case by case, with limited consideration of their 

cumulative impact on complexity, duplication, or overall burden. 

Existing controls provide only limited discipline. The public bodies approval process requires 

departments to justify new bodies, but does not require them to demonstrate that a new 

regulator is the most appropriate option in the context of the wider system. Nor does it provide 

a mechanism for managing trade-offs across sectors. The following section will argue that 

existing public body tests are not sufficient for the creation of new regulators, and that a new 

set of tests should be adopted for this distinct group. Clearly defining the group is a 

foundational step, allocating responsibility for applying these tests robustly and consistently is 

the next. 

Previous Re:State work argued that regulatory oversight and reform functions within Whitehall 

should be consolidated into a single centre within the Cabinet Office.43 This should be 

extended to include responsibility for managing the creation, consolidation and abolition of 

regulators. This Regulation Unit would bring together existing regulatory oversight, reform, 

and approval functions into a single point of institutional responsibility. 

The aim is to ensure that departmental decisions are made within a framework that reflects 

system-wide objectives. Regulators are distinct from public bodies with primarily advisory or 

delivery functions and should be managed holistically in a system that recognises this. 

Departments would retain responsibility for policy but would be required to demonstrate that 

their proposals contribute to a coherent and efficient regulatory landscape. 

 
43 Hill and Berman, The Law of Rule: Fixing How Britain Regulates. 
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Recommendation 2: The Cabinet Office should establish a Regulation Unit, consolidating 

existing regulatory oversight and approval functions. This unit should be accountable for the 

design and stewardship of the UK’s regulatory system, including approving departmental 

proposals for the creation, consolidation, and abolition of regulators. 

 

3.2 Barriers to entry 

The creation of new statutory regulators in the UK is typically a lengthy and structured process, 

often triggered by high-profile crises and supported by extensive consultation. Yet crucial 

elements of the process remain invisible to the public, enabling fragmentation to proceed 

unchecked. The establishment of the Independent Football Regulator (IFR) provides a recent 

and instructive case study. 

In this case, three crises in quick succession focused the attention of the public and 

Westminster alike on football’s governance: the first was the expulsion of Bury FC from the 

EFL after financial collapse;44 soon after this, the COVID-19 pandemic piled financial pressure 

onto football clubs with significant revenue losses;45 the final straw was the failed attempt by 

six premier league teams to join the breakaway European Super League.46 

Before committing to a new regulator, government will often commission an independent 

review to build the evidence base and gather stakeholder input. Following the collapse of Bury 

FC, the 2019 Conservative Party manifesto pledged to set up a fan-led review of football 

governance.47 The review was then announced in April 2021, immediately following the 

revelations about the attempted the European Super League.48 The independent review was 

published in November 2021, recommending the establishment of an Independent Regulator 

of English Football in order to “ensure the long-term sustainability of football.”49 

Government issued its response in April 2022, accepting or supporting all of the 

recommendations.50 The response indicated that government would produce a white paper 

setting out its plans, including whether the regulatory functions “would be best placed within 

an existing body or established as a new body.”51 This was published in February 2023, and 

contained a short section on institutional location which stated that government was still 

considering the options for this.52 This was followed by a targeted consultation, including a 

series of panel discussions, written comments and follow up meetings with stakeholders.53 

 
44 ‘Bury Expelled by English Football League after Takeover Collapses’, BBC, 28 August 2019. 
45 Independent Fan Led Review of Football Governance, Fan Led Review of Football Governance 
(2021). 
46 ‘European Super League: Premier League’s “big Six” Agree to Join New League’, BBC News 
Online, 19 April 2021. 
47 The Conservative Party, The Conservative and Unionist Party Manifesto 2019 (2019). 
48 Department for Culture Media and Sport et al., Policy Paper: Fan-Led Review of Football 
Governance (2021). 
49 Independent Fan Led Review of Football Governance, Fan Led Review of Football Governance. 
50 Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport, Government Response to the Fan Led 
Review of Football Governance (2022). 
51 Ibid. 
52 Department for Culture Media & Sport, A Sustainable Future – Reforming Club Football 
Governance (2023). 
53 Department for Culture Media & Sport, Policy Paper: A Sustainable Future - Reforming Club 
Football Governance: Consultation Response (2023). 
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The consultation response, published in September 2023, did not yet make a determination 

on the institutional location, stating only that government was “minded to set up a new body 

to house the Regulator.”54 

The process was delayed by the change of government in 2024, but was picked up by the 

incoming Labour Government, which laid the Football Governance Bill before Parliament in 

October, submitting an Impact Assessment and other supporting documents for the 

legislation.55 The Impact Assessment was reviewed and green-rated by the Regulatory Policy 

Committee (RPC) – the regulation watchdog – which gave the overall assessment the green 

light, whilst noting that there were areas for improvement in the consideration of options.56 The 

RPC  review notes that during consultation the expressed preferred option was to set up 

regulator within an existing organisation, and that “the IA would benefit from discussing further 

the basis for now preferring a regulator in a new organisation.”57 

The Football Governance Bill received royal assent, becoming an act in July 2025.58 The 

Independent Football Regulator was established in shadow form in January 2025, and began 

work in earnest upon the passing of the Act. The creation of the new regulatory body was 

years in the making, and the publicly available documentation sets out much of the process 

and the rationale for decisions made. Yet a fundamental question – why the regulator was 

established as a new stand-alone body rather than within existing architecture – is not clearly 

set out for public scrutiny. 

It could be concluded that this is a feature of the system rather than a bug – it allows 

government to implement the headline recommendation of a high profile review without a 

requirement to publicly demonstrate that this decision meets its own guidance.59 The creation 

of new independent regulators is currently governed by the broader framework for establishing 

public bodies. Departments proposing a new arms-length body must follow guidance set by 

the Cabinet Office, working with the Public Bodies Team and HM Treasury to develop a 

business case, supported by the Treasury’s Green Book.60 

At the centre of this framework are three high-level tests – established in 2010 – which require 

departments to demonstrate that a function:  

• requires technical expertise;  

• needs to be delivered with political impartiality; or  

• must operate independently to establish facts or enforce rules.61  

Alongside this sits the principle that new bodies should be created only as a last resort.62 

In theory, this framework is intended to constrain unnecessary proliferation. As discussed in 

Quangocracy, in practice, it is poorly calibrated, requiring departments to demonstrate that 

 
54 Ibid. 
55 Department for Culture, Media and Sport, Regulation of English Men’s Professional Football: 
Impact Assessment (2024). 
56 Regulatory Policy Committee, Regulation of English Men’s Professional Football, Impact 
Assessment review (2023). 
57 Ibid. 
58 Football Governance Act 2025. 
59 Cabinet Office, The Approvals Process for the Creation of  New Arm’s-Length Bodies:  Guidance 
for Departments, Public Bodies Handbook - Part 2 (n.d.). 
60 Ibid. 
61 Ibid. 
62 Ibid. 
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alternatives have been considered or exhausted, rather than establishing whether a new 

regulator is the best available option.63 

There is also evidence that the framework does not operate as intended in practice. Business 

cases, which should provide a structured comparison of options, are often developed after key 

decisions have already been taken, limiting their ability to shape outcomes.64 The result is a 

process that appears rigorous, but does not reliably ensure optimal institutional design, or 

force consideration of system coherence. The current system is not preventing the steady 

proliferation of regulatory bodies – this is clear from Figure 1.  

What is needed is a more robust set of creation tests, bespoke for statutory regulators and 

embedding the ethos of the ‘last resort’ within the formal tests. Where it is decided that these 

tests are met, and a new regulatory body is required, this case should be made available for 

public scrutiny to ensure processes must be followed correctly and a higher bar for creation is 

maintained. 

The goal is not to constrain the ability of democratically elected governments to deliver their 

agenda, but rather to force articulation of the trade-offs involved and to encourage greater 

consideration of wider system impacts.  

Figure 2 sets out principles for when a new statutory regulator should be created. It does so 

in the form of new creation tests that should be applied by the Regulation Unit to departmental 

proposals for new institutions. Unlike current requirements, all criteria must be met for 

approval, and the bias towards simplicity is embedded in the tests. These criteria are largely 

captured in the Impact Assessment process, yet as noted in previous work, this step often 

comes too late in the process to force meaningful consideration at a stage it can impact plans, 

and the RPC lacks the powers to prevent proposals with inadequate options appraisal from 

proceeding. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
63 Gill and Dalton, When Should Public Bodies Exist?: Rewriting the ‘three Tests’ for When 
Government Does Things at Arm’s Length. 
64 Ibid. 
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Figure 2: Proposed tests for creating new regulatory bodies 

 

 

The first test ensures there is a clear and persistent market or system failure requiring public 

intervention. 

The second requires policymakers to demonstrate that ongoing regulation is the appropriate 

response, rather than a one-off legislative or policy solution. 

The third tests whether the function could be delivered more effectively or proportionately 

through self- or co-regulation, ensuring that a statutory regulator is not treated as the default 

option. 

The fourth forces an assessment of whether the function needs to be delivered independent 

of a government department, whilst the fifth requires departments to demonstrate that creating 

a new regulator is demonstrably preferable to utilising or adapting existing institutions, taking 

into account system-wide costs and coherence. 

Applied consistently, these tests would set a significantly higher bar for institutional creation. 

Departments would be required to demonstrate that each criterion is met, with assessment 

overseen by the proposed Regulation Unit. This would introduce the discipline and system-

wide perspective currently lacking, helping to ensure that new regulators are created only 

where they are demonstrably necessary and represent the most coherent and effective option. 

Applied to the proposed Independent Football Regulator, these tests illustrate the distinction 

clearly. There is a credible case that failures in football governance represent a persistent 

problem requiring intervention, and that some form of ongoing oversight is justified. However, 

the remaining tests would have required government to demonstrate more explicitly why a 

new standalone regulator was necessary.  

In particular, greater weight would have been placed on whether alternative delivery models 

– such as strengthening existing regulatory or co-regulatory arrangements – could have 
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achieved similar outcomes with less additional complexity. The framework would have 

required a clearer, more transparent justification for the choice of institutional ‘solution’. 

 

Recommendation 3: Government should adopt a strengthened set of tests, bespoke to 

statutory regulators, all of which must be met before the Regulation Unit can approve a 

departmental proposal to create a new regulatory body. The tests should require departments 

to demonstrate that: 

1. there is a clear and persistent failure requiring State intervention; and 

2. it requires ongoing rule-setting, monitoring, or enforcement; and 

3. the function cannot be delivered credibly through self-regulation or co-regulation; and 

4. the function requires independence from ministers to ensure trust, fairness, or credible 

commitment over time; and 

5. creating a new regulator is clearly superior to using or adapting existing institutions, 

considering system-wide costs, coherence, and duplication.  

The evidence submitted against these tests should be published alongside the introduction of 

primary legislation establishing the new body. 

 

These reforms would tackle the drivers of proliferation at source: clarifying what counts as a 

regulator, introducing dedicated oversight, and raising the bar for creating new bodies. Applied 

consistently, they would replace today’s permissive approach with a more disciplined and 

deliberate system, slowing the steady expansion of the regulatory state. 
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4. Turning the tide 

Installing guardrails to halt the steady proliferation of regulatory bodies is an essential first 

step. The next is to address the problems caused by proliferation to date and the resulting 

complexity. Government has recognised that consolidation is required,65 yet lacks the clarity 

and policy levers to achieve reform that will last. To tackle these issues for the long term, a 

radical shift in approach is needed – from periodic and piecemeal, to systematic and 

comprehensive.  

Section 2 set out the need for a programme of regulatory consolidation across the landscape. 

Regulatory systems should be easier to understand, simpler to navigate, and minimise overlap 

and duplication. This means fewer regulatory bodies, broader sectoral remits, and more active 

landscape management. Fragmentation should be the exception rather than the rule, and 

require strong justification and regular review. 

Consolidation should not be pursued simply for its own sake, but where it can be expected to 

improve regulatory outcomes and offer better value for money. Successful changes to the 

machinery of government are well-justified, well-planned, and secure the buy-in of the 

individuals responsible for delivering institutional change.  

4.1 Audit 

The problems set out in Section 2 are not new. In 2011, the Coalition Government’s response 

to a consultation on Transforming Regulatory Enforcement reported finding that “the whole 

regulatory landscape is overly complex,” and that the proliferation of regulators was leading to 

“overlap, significant additional cost and lack of transparency.”66 

More than a decade later, a different Conservative government found that little had changed, 

branding the landscape “complex, disjointed and burdensome.”67 The current Labour 

Government found much the same, with the Business Secretary stating simply that “there are 

too many regulators.”68 

Yet despite ministers from different parties and different administrations identifying the same 

issue, it persists. The failure to tackle the problem is partly explained by the failure to grasp 

and quantify it. As set out in Section 3.1.1, government has historically lacked a definitive list 

of statutory regulators. The register that has now been published is not comprehensive, 

meaning that the problem they are trying to solve remains poorly defined and poorly 

understood.69  

The ambiguity extends beyond identifying the set of regulators, to assessing their 

performance. While individual regulators publish annual reports and performance data, this 

information is rarely used to assess the health of systems in aggregate. This can allow 

 
65 HM Treasury, New Approach to Ensure Regulators and Regulation Support Growth. 
66 Department for Business Innovation & Skills, Government Response to the Consultation on 
Transforming Regulatory Enforcement (2011). 
67 Department for Business and Trade, Smarter Regulation: Delivering a Regulatory Environment for 
Innovation, Investment and Growth (2024). 
68 Department for Business and Trade and The Rt Hon Peter Kyle MP, Business Secretary Calls for 
Investment, Innovation, and Regional Prosperity (GOV.UK, 2025). 
69 Department for Business and Trade, ‘List of UK Regulators’. 
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preventable issues to go unnoticed, compound, and escalate, in extreme cases contributing 

to catastrophic failures such as the 2008 financial crash.  

Recent reforms have begun to address this gap. The regulator dashboard, introduced in 2025, 

brings together key performance indicators from a subset of 16 ‘key regulators’ into a single 

quarterly publication, with the aim of improving transparency and enabling business 

feedback.70 Despite plans for expansion, the current dashboard is limited in scope, ambition 

and utility, covering only a fraction of regulators.  

Government must now go further. It is essential to clarify what regulatory bodies are operating 

in the country, and important to be clear about how well they are performing their duties in 

isolation. But regulators do not operate in isolation; even if they all perform their duties 

perfectly, there are potential problems with how they perform as collectives that will not show 

up in a regulator dashboard. Duplication of burdens, gaps in oversight, navigational confusion 

– these are material problems that must be understood to be mitigated. In many cases, these 

problems arise not only between regulators themselves, but between regulators, sponsoring 

departments, local authorities, and other bodies exercising regulatory or quasi-regulatory 

functions. 

The House of Lords’ Financial Services Regulation Committee published a report last year 

finding that the sector’s regulatory environment is “overly complex,” and recommending that 

“Government undertake a focused assessment of the financial services landscape to identify 

where regulatory overlap can be eliminated.”71 These issues are not unique to the financial 

services sector. They are found across sectors: environmental regulation,72 nuclear 

regulation,73 health,74 water,75 and beyond. 

The Regulation Unit should therefore conduct a comprehensive, sector-by-sector mapping 

exercise to identify overlapping remits, duplicated requirements, and gaps in oversight. This 

is a sizeable endeavour, and the boundaries between sectors are blurry and contested. Yet 

difficulty should not be an excuse for inaction, and imperfect mapping is vastly more useful 

than none. The Regulation Unit should adopt a pragmatic approach, defining sectors broadly 

in the first instance and refining boundaries as the exercise progresses. 

Government does not need to begin from scratch: there is already a substantial body of sector-

specific reviews, consultations and inquiries identifying fragmentation, overlap and duplication 

across different parts of the regulatory state, many of which are discussed throughout this 

paper.  

To produce an accurate and comprehensive assessment, the Regulation Unit should draw on 

evidence from government departments, statutory regulators, and regulated entities, each of 

which will hold only a partial view of the system. Combining these perspectives will help 

identify where burdens accumulate across institutional boundaries, where responsibilities are 

unclear, and where gaps or duplications persist unnoticed. 

 
70 HM Treasury, Regulation Action Plan - Progress Update and Next Steps; Department for Business 
and Trade, ‘Research and Analysis: Regulator Dashboard’, GOV.UK. 
71 Financial Services Regulation Committee, Growing Pains: Clarity and Culture Change Required 
(House of Lords, 2025). 
72 Corry, Delivering Economic Growth and Nature Recovery. 
73 Fingleton, Nuclear Regulatory Review 2025. 
74 Department of Health & Social Care, Review of Patient Safety across the Health and Care 
Landscape (2025). 
75 Cunliffe, Independent Water Commission Final Report. 
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The findings should then be published. A public mapping of the regulatory landscape would 

help firms navigate complex systems more effectively, make the Government’s simplification 

programme more transparent and comprehensible, and allow progress to be tracked over 

time. 

Following the initial exercise, the findings should be updated annually. While the first 

assessment will require significant effort, subsequent iterations should be substantially lighter-

touch, focused on incorporating new information, tracking changes to the regulatory 

landscape, and monitoring progress towards simplification. Over time, this would provide 

government with a living map of the regulatory state, rather than periodic snapshots produced 

only after failures. 

 

Recommendation 4: The Regulation Unit should undertake a comprehensive, sector-by-

sector mapping exercise to identify overlapping remits, duplicated requirements, and gaps in 

oversight across the regulatory landscape, drawing on existing reviews and input from 

departments, regulators, and regulated entities. Findings should be published and updated in 

annual progress reports. 

 

4.2 Remediate 

Once the landscape has been clearly defined and understood, government can begin to 

address the complexity that characterises it. Previous attempts to do this have been 

haphazard, piecemeal, and ultimately ineffective. A new programme to simplify the regulatory 

landscape must be systematic and bold in its ambition.  

The current mechanism for reviewing regulators is the Public Bodies Review Programme, 

introduced by the Conservative Government in 2022,76 and renewed by the Labour 

Government in 2025.77 Under this model, departments select which of their sponsored bodies 

to put forward for review, prioritising bodies deemed by the Principal Accounting Officer to be 

highest risk.78 This marks a deliberate move away from previous regimes, where every public 

body was expected to be reviewed at least once within a given period, characterised by the 

then Government as “reviews for reviews’ sake”.79 

Prior to 2002, public bodies were expected to be reviewed at least every five years to assess 

whether a body should continue to exist in its current form.80 These reviews were criticised for 

becoming overly procedural and resource-intensive,81 but they ensured that no public body 

could continue indefinitely without substantive challenge. Subsequent review regimes became 

progressively lighter-touch and more flexible. While this reduced administrative burden, it also 

weakened consistency and contributed to long periods in which some bodies were not 

 
76 Cabinet Office, Public Bodies Review Programme: Guidance (2022). 
77 Cabinet Office and McFadden MP, ‘Hundreds of Quangos to Be Examined for Potential Closure as 
Government Takes Back Control’. 
78 Cabinet Office, Public Bodies Review Programme: Guidance. 
79 Ibid. 
80 Jonathan Pearson et al., Out of the Ashes: Priorities for Reforming Arm’s-Length Government in the 
UK (Institute for Government, 2015). 
81 HM Treasury and The Prime Minister’s Office of Public Services Reform, Better Government 
Services Executive Agencies in the 21st Century (2002). 
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meaningfully reassessed at all. By the time the coalition Government came into office in 2010, 

many public bodies had gone 10 years or more without review.82 

Regulators should not be treated in the same way as other public bodies. Unlike many arm’s-

length bodies, regulators operate as part of dense institutional systems in which fragmentation, 

overlap, and unclear boundaries can impose significant costs on the State, regulated entities, 

and the public. Assessing whether an individual regulator is functioning effectively in isolation 

is therefore insufficient. The central question is whether the regulatory landscape as a whole 

is producing the desired outcomes. 

The Regulation Unit should therefore establish a programme of Sectoral Simplification 

Reviews, prioritised according to the scale of sectoral issues identified through the mapping 

exercise, and evidence of persistent poor performance amongst the constituent regulators. 

The unit should also consider the economic importance of sectors, as well as fast-growing 

areas like Artificial Intelligence, autonomous vehicles, and drones.  

These reviews should replace Public Body Reviews for regulators – they should therefore 

seek to accomplish two goals: 

1. scrutinise the coherence of the regulatory regime of the sector as a whole; and 

2. replicate the scrutiny applied by the public bodies programme for certain individual 

regulators within the sector.  

Some regulators will – at least initially – fall within the scope of multiple sectoral reviews. 

Bodies such as the Competition and Markets Authority, Health and Safety Executive, and the 

Information Commissioner’s Office would therefore appear regularly in sectoral reviews, and 

there would be no need to reexamine the performance of the regulator each time. There is 

also no need to scrutinise regulators that are recommended for abolition. Scrutiny of individual 

regulators should therefore be allocated at the discretion of the reviewers, ensuring that all 

are reviewed periodically.  

The Regulation Unit could run a sectoral review programme and individual body review 

programme in parallel, but it is more efficient to combine them, given that there will be 

significant overlap in stakeholder and consultees.  

The explicit objective of Sectoral Simplification Reviews should be to identify where the 

landscape can be simplified and to require sponsoring departments to develop credible plans 

for achieving it. In some cases, reviews may conclude that the institutional architecture for the 

sector remains appropriate for the moment – whilst identifying areas for improvement within 

individual regulators. In others, they may recommend partial consolidation, such as 

transferring specific functions between regulators to reduce duplication, improve coherence, 

or bring related enforcement areas within a single institution.  

These reviews must be approached pragmatically rather than ideologically. The aim is not to 

reduce the number of regulators by an arbitrary number, but to ensure that regulatory 

structures are intelligible, and capable of operating effectively as systems rather than 

disconnected collections of bodies. Reviews should be independently led and supported by 

dedicated resource.  

There are different ways of dividing the UK’s economy into sectors, which produce markedly 

different totals. The Regulation Unit would need to establish a definition and volume during its 

initial mapping exercise, calibrated to achieve three things: 

 
82 Pearson et al., Out of the Ashes: Priorities for Reforming Arm’s-Length Government in the UK. 
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1. Reflect genuine intersection points of regulators and how markets operate. 

2. Divide sectors such that sectoral reviews are not unmanageably large in scope. 

3. Divide sectors such that each can be realistically reviewed periodically. 

Given their scale and significance, these reviews should be substantial exercises. 

Government should therefore conduct only a few each year, averaging perhaps five per year, 

ensuring that departments are not overwhelmed by simultaneous reform programmes and that 

institutional change can be implemented gradually and effectively. To prevent complexity re-

emerging over time, every sector should be reviewed at least once every ten years, with more 

frequent reviews in rapidly evolving areas such as emerging technologies and digital markets. 

 

Recommendation 5: The Regulation Unit should establish a rolling programme of Sectoral 

Simplification Reviews with two functions. Reviews should be explicitly tasked with identifying 

where regulatory consolidation is appropriate and producing implementation plans to achieve 

it. They should replace Public Body Reviews for regulators, and scrutinise the efficiency, 

efficacy, accountability, and governance of selected regulators within scope. 

 

4.3 Implement and monitor 

Interviewees for this paper generally agreed that complexity in the system is leading to poorer 

outcomes. Yet there was also a common concern: that efforts to simplify the system may end 

up being counterproductive – costing millions of pounds, disrupting regulatory regimes, and 

producing dubious or difficult to measure benefits. Rationalisation of the regulatory landscape 

may be theoretically beneficial, but how this is executed is pivotal, and any plan to do so must 

reckon with the costs of change. 

4.3.1 The costs of change 

The clearest of these costs is the financial cost to the Treasury incurred by institutional 

restructuring. This figure can vary widely, and whilst it may be ultimately offset by efficiency 

savings later on, the up-front cost must be accounted for. The National Audit Office (NAO) has 

documented repeated examples of costs being significantly underestimated and poorly 

measured.83  

At the lower end of the spectrum, the ongoing integration of the Payment Systems Regulator 

into the Financial Conduct Authority is expected to incur upfront costs of around £835,000 

across the two bodies, with estimated first-year savings of approximately £380,000 and longer-

term benefits still uncertain.84 This figure is low by historical standards – the two bodies already 

shared offices, worked closely together, and operated in adjacent areas, making integration 

relatively straightforward in organisational terms.  

The 2003 consolidation of five communications regulators into Ofcom was a significantly larger 

in scale, and was estimated by the NAO to cost at least £80 million.85 Later NAO analysis 

found that between 2004 and 2010, Ofcom’s efficiency initiatives had saved around £23 

 
83 National Audit Office, Reorganising Central Government Bodies (2012). 
84 Justin Cash, FCA Makes Just Two Staff Redundant after Scrapping Payments Systems Regulator, 
13 February 2026. 
85 National Audit Office, The Creation of Ofcom: Wider Lessons for Public Sector Mergers of 
Regulatory Agencies (2006). 
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million, and that the merged regulator had reduced annual expenditure by 27 per cent 

compared with its predecessor bodies.86 Supporting research conducted for the NAO found 

that the consolidated regulator performed well compared to international equivalents, also 

noting several areas for improvement.87 

The costs and benefits associated with regulatory consolidations must be captured and made 

publicly available in the annual progress report. Making verified savings and improvements in 

regulatory coherence visible – to ministers, to Parliament, and to the institutions asked to 

undertake future reform – builds the confidence on which a sustained consolidation 

programme depends. Each well-evidenced success strengthens the case for the next, and 

helps secure the buy-in of the civil servants and regulators responsible for delivery. 

 

Recommendation 6: The Regulation Unit should record and publish data on the costs and 

benefits of regulatory consolidation in its annual progress report. This monitoring should be 

used to improve cost-benefit analyses and measure the success of the programme. 

 

4.3.2 Building the playbook 

In addition to quantitative evidence, each instance of institutional transformation provides a 

host of qualitative lessons which should also be captured. This evidence should feed into a 

living consolidation playbook: practical guidance for regulators and departments undertaking 

institutional change.  

Again, the latest wave of Local Government Reorganisation provides a contemporary case 

study. Government was presented with a similar challenge: how to manage multiple 

institutional upheavals without each area starting from scratch. MHCLG's response was to 

develop a Local Government Reorganisation Digital and Cyber Playbook.88 The playbook 

provides practical guidance, reusable templates, and case studies from councils that have 

already undergone reorganisation, and is designed to evolve as further learning accumulates.  

The Regulation Unit should adopt the same approach for regulators: establishing the playbook 

as a shared resource. Where consolidation is recommended, teams should be expected to 

draw on it – and to contribute their findings once implementation is complete.  

 

Recommendation 7: The Regulation Unit should create a consolidation playbook of practical 

guidance, model frameworks, and case studies for departments and regulators undertaking 

institutional change.  

 

4.3.3 Managing transition 

The potential drawbacks of reorganisation go beyond financial costs. Large scale institutional 

change can be incredibly disruptive and can hamper the ability of institutions to carry out their 

 
86 National Audit Office, Ofcom: The Effectiveness of Converged Regulation (2010). 
87 Emily Scraggs et al., Technical Report - Ofcom: The Effectiveness of Converged Regulation (RAND 
EUROPE, 2012). 
88 Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government, A New Digital and Cyber Playbook to 
Support Local Government during Reorganisation, 24 February 2026. 
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functions effectively. Academic analysis of the 2009 local government reorganisations found 

evidence that impending structural change disrupted council performance even before 

implementation.89 This is reflected in fears expressed about the current wave of Local 

Government Reorganisation.90  

Evidence from previous public body reforms shows that structural change is frequently 

undertaken in ways that undermine its own objectives. Leadership attention is diverted, staff 

morale can deteriorate, and complex operational issues – including IT systems, contracts, and 

workforce integration – can take years to resolve. 

The abolition of the Audit Commission, for example was intended to save money, yet the 

relevant Impact Assessment indicated that the abolition would actually result in a net long-

term cost to the Treasury.91 The abolition of Public Health England took place during the Covid-

19 pandemic, and required senior leaders to spend around 20 per cent of their time managing 

the transition, at a time when a major health crisis was unfolding.92  

Just last year, the abolition of NHS England was announced with seemingly insufficient 

planning and preparation. The Public Accounts Committee found that the announcement had 

“created high levels of uncertainty for patients and for staff,” given a failure to set out a clear 

plan for how reductions in headcount would be achieved, or articulate expected costs.93 

Redundancies necessary to implement the abolition were delayed because funding had not 

been agreed with the Treasury.94 

Recent regulatory reviews have therefore been reticent to recommend institutional change. 

The 2025 review of regulation in the environmental sector found considerable inadequacies, 

yet held back from recommending institutional reform, stating that “changing the boundaries 

of organisations rarely transforms things, creates new boundaries, is always costly, and 

cannot be delivered quickly.”95 The review instead recommended that the Department for 

Environment, Food & Rural Affairs “support better cooperation between regulators and appoint 

a lead regulator for all major projects in which multiple regulators have an interest.”96  

Similarly, the 2025 review of regulation in the nuclear sector recommended one piece of 

institutional consolidation – merging the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) and the Defence 

Nuclear Safety Regulator – yet generally refrained from suggesting institutional upheaval, 

instead recommending the establishment of a new collective decision-making body for nuclear 

regulation, with the ONR taking the role of lead regulator in the interim.97 

In the lead regulator model, a single regulator becomes the single front door for either 

individual projects or an entire sector, coordinating regulatory decisions and greatly simplifying 

compliance for firms. Such a model is considerably less disruptive and costly than institutional 

reform. Yet the lead regulator model is not a long-term substitute for structural reform.  

 
89 Rhys Andrews and George A. Boyne, LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION AND PUBLIC 
SERVICE PERFORMANCE: DOES THE PROCESS AFFECT THE PRODUCT?, 2011. 
90 Council Reorganisation Will Be Costly and Threatens Services, Says UNISON, 16 June 2025; 
Patrick Butler, ‘Town Hall Leaders Condemn “Ill-Thought-out” Plan to Merge English Councils’, The 
Guardian, 6 March 2025. 
91 Dalton et al., How to Abolish a Public Body: Ten Lessons from Previous Restructures. 
92 Ibid. 
93 Committee of Public Accounts, DHSC Annual Report and Accounts 2023-24 (2025). 
94 Matt Mathers, ‘First ICB “Pauses” Redundancy Plans over Funding Concerns’, Health Service 
Journal, 10 August 2025. 
95 Corry, Delivering Economic Growth and Nature Recovery. 
96 Ibid. 
97 Fingleton, Nuclear Regulatory Review 2025. 
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While it simplifies navigation for firms, the dysfunction behind the single front door remains the 

same. This is why the Independent Water Commission pushed for consolidation into a single 

water regulator, and why the review of environmental regulation suggested that institutional 

reform might be revisited based on the experience of the water sector. In the health sector, 

the Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care (PSA) – which oversees ten 

professional regulators – has noted that “however committed organisations may be to joint 

working, the boundaries between them are necessarily obstacles to the free transfer of 

confidential information.”98  

There is however clearly a role for closer coordination and integration as an interim solution. 

Regulators that already work closely together are cheaper to consolidate and less disruptive 

to merge – the Payment Systems Regulator’s absorption into the Financial Conduct Authority  

being the clearest recent example. Shared functions, joint working, and gradual integration 

should therefore be pursued not only for the immediate improvements they deliver, but as 

deliberate preparation for structural reform.  

 

Recommendation 8: Where a Sectoral Simplification Review recommends institutional 

change, the sponsoring department(s) should be required to produce a detailed 

implementation plan, including a short-term programme of closer working between the 

affected bodies to reduce duplication and enable a smoother transition. 

4.4 The model at work 

The proposals in this paper are designed to change not just what government does, but when 

and how it acts. It is instructive to examine how a particular sector might fare under the 

proposed model compared with the current system. Health regulation offers a useful 

illustration: the landscape is unusually complex, its problems are well-documented, and 

government's lethargic response to a host of reviews provide a clear example of the limits of 

the existing approach. 

4.4.1 The landscape 

Health and social care in England are regulated by a large number of bodies. The Care Quality 

Commission regulates the quality and safety of health and social care services. The Medicines 

and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency regulates medicines and medical devices. The 

Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority and the Human Tissue Authority oversee 

specialist clinical areas. The Health Services Safety Investigations Body investigates serious 

patient safety incidents. Beside these sit nine statutory professional regulators each governing 

a distinct professional group, and all overseen in turn by an oversight regulator, the PSA.  

As is the case in many sectors, the proliferation of regulatory bodies has created a complex 

and “cluttered” landscape.99 In evidence submitted to the Industry and Regulators Committee, 

the PSA made this case – noting that “the multitude of regulators in the sector has been found 

to be an obstacle to effective harm prevention by a number of public inquiries and reviews,” 

and that “people both within and outside the system are unsure about where to direct 

 
98 Professional Standards Authority, Written Evidence from Professional Standards Authority (PSA) 
(UKR0066) (2023). 
99 Department of Health & Social Care, Review of Patient Safety across the Health and Care 
Landscape. 
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complaints or information.”100 Indeed, the PSA has explicitly called for consolidation within the 

sector, recommending that the ten professional bodies it oversees be merged into a single 

regulator, noting that this should be one part of a broader plan to simplify health regulation.101 

4.4.2 The status quo 

Despite clear and persistent issues arising as a direct result of an overly complex regulatory 

landscape, action to address it has been slow and insufficient. Industry responses to recent 

regulatory reviews noted that insiders have been raising the alarm for years with no tangible 

response.102 

Under the current system reviews are often carried out too late – and only when pressure has 

built to a sufficient level – leaving dysfunctional systems producing bad outcomes for citizens 

far longer than they should. When they are eventually commissioned, they are narrowly 

focused, sporadic, and prone to avoiding recommending institutional change.  

Even where consolidation is recommended, delivery faces further obstacles – implementation 

is liable to be slow, poorly planned, and vulnerable to delay. The net result would be marginal 

improvement at best, while the underlying fragmentation persists. This is typified by recent 

announcements in the 2026 King’s Speech, setting out the Government’s legislative agenda. 

The background briefing describes a “cluttered patient safety landscape,” yet proposes only 

modest simplification – transferring the Health Services Safety Investigations Body functions 

to the Care Quality Commission.103 

4.4.3 The proposed model 

Under the proposed model, the health sector would likely be identified as a priority for reform 

through the Regulation Unit’s sector review programme. A Sectoral Simplification Review 

would assess the health regulatory landscape as a system, examining where responsibilities 

overlap, where gaps in oversight exist, and where fragmentation creates unnecessary 

complexity for providers and professionals. 

The review would assess whether existing institutional boundaries remain justified or whether 

functions could be delivered more coherently through consolidation, transfer, or stronger 

coordination arrangements. In practice, this could initially involve greater operational 

integration between regulators – such as shared investigations, common data systems, and 

lead regulator models – before more substantial consolidation where appropriate. 

A more coherent system would enable clearer accountability, better information sharing, and 

more consistent decision-making, improving the system’s ability to identify risks, respond to 

failures, and maintain standards of care. At the same time, providers and professionals would 

face a less duplicative and easier-to-navigate regulatory landscape. Over time, this would 

replace today’s reactive and irregular approach to reform with a more continuous process of 

simplification and system improvement. 

 
100 Professional Standards Authority, Written Evidence from Professional Standards Authority (PSA) 
(UKR0066). 
101 Ibid. 
102 Homecare Association, Homecare Association Responds to Penny Dash’s Final Report on the 
Care Quality Commission, 15 October 2024. 
103 Prime Minister’s Office, 10 Downing Street, The King’s Speech 2026: Background Briefing Notes 
(2026). 
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5. Conclusion 

The UK’s regulatory landscape is fragmented, opaque, and drifting out of control. There is no 

definitive account of the system – no clear sense of its boundaries, its scale, or how its parts 

fit together. As a result, meaningful oversight is impossible and reform has been sporadic, 

unfocused, and short-lived. The number of regulators continues to grow and complexity 

compounds. 

This complexity is a problem. It shapes how businesses invest, how markets function, and 

how effectively the state delivers on its regulatory objectives. Each year, the system becomes 

harder to navigate, duplication becomes more entrenched, and the cost of incoherence rises. 

Left unchecked, the landscape will continue to grow – slowing growth, deterring investment, 

and weakening accountability. 

But this trajectory is not inevitable. The problem is known. It is time to act – to grip the system 

and simplify it for the long term. 

That way forward is straightforward but demanding. The system must first be made visible: 

clearly defined, comprehensively mapped, and owned. Responsibility for its shape and 

performance must be clear. From there, discipline must follow. New regulators should be 

created rarely and deliberately, with the full costs of proliferation accounted for. Existing bodies 

should be subject to continuous scrutiny, with consolidation pursued steadily over time, 

starting with the areas where the issues are most acute.  

What is required is a permanent shift in how the system is managed: away from reactive 

expansion, and towards active stewardship. Simplification must become an ongoing function 

of government – measured, prioritised, and embedded in the processes and incentives that 

govern Whitehall. 

No single reform will fix the system overnight. But a government that establishes this approach 

can change its direction – replacing drift with control, and complexity with coherence. 

A regulatory system that is clear, predictable, and proportionate is not just easier to navigate 

and comply with – it is a foundation for growth. It gives businesses the confidence to invest, 

enables markets to function effectively, and strengthens public trust. The UK’s regulatory 

system was once seen as a competitive advantage. With sustained discipline, it can be again. 
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6. Appendix 

6.1 List of statutory regulators 

The list of regulators used for this paper is intended to capture every body that a business, 

professional, or individual in the UK may be legally required to engage with as a consequence 

of operating in a regulated domain – where that body derives its authority from UK statute and 

is answerable to the UK Government or Parliament. 

A body is included if it meets all five of the following criteria: 

1. Statutory basis: The body's regulatory functions are created or recognised in 

primary or secondary legislation passed by or made under authority of the UK 

Parliament. 

2. Legally-mandated engagement: Private actors – businesses, professionals or 

individuals – operating in a defined domain are required by statute to comply with, 

respond to, or engage with the body's decisions, determinations, standards, or 

requirements. This includes bodies whose determinations are binding on regulated 

parties even where those determinations arise from dispute resolution rather than 

proactive rule-setting. 

3. Distinct compliance obligation: The body creates a compliance burden that is 

separate from and additional to that created by any other body on the list. A body is 

excluded only where its compliance demands are fully subsumed within those of 

another listed body. 

4. Accountable to the UK Parliament or UK Government: The body reports to the 

UK Parliament, a UK minister, or an oversight regulator that is itself accountable to the 

UK Parliament or UK Government. Bodies whose accountability runs solely through a 

devolved legislature or devolved minister are excluded. 

5. National remit: The body operates at the national (either England-wide or UK-wide) 

rather than local level. Local authorities and other bodies whose regulatory remits are 

defined by a specific geographic locality – including licensing authorities, local planning 

authorities, and trading standards departments – are excluded even where they 

exercise statutory regulatory functions. 

A body is excluded if any of the following apply: 

• it has no statutory basis and operates solely through voluntary industry agreement; 

• its sole function is advisory or analytical, with no powers to compel, sanction, authorise 

or adjudicate; 

• Its compliance obligations fall solely on other public bodies, public institutions or public 

office-holders rather than on private actors; 

• It is accountable solely through a devolved institution; or 

• Its regulatory remit is purely local. 

This list includes 115 statutory regulators. 
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Regulator Primary legislation 

Animal and Plant Health 
Agency 

Animal Health Act 1981; Plant Health Act 1967; Aquatic 
Animal Health (England and Wales) Regulations 2009 

Animals in Science 
Regulation Unit 

Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 

Architects Registration 
Board 

Architects Act 1997 

Association of 
Accounting Technicians 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Association of Chartered 
Certified Accountants 

Companies Act 2006 (audit delegation); Money Laundering 
Regulations 2017 

Association of 
International 
Accountants 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Association of Taxation 
Technicians 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Bank of England Bank of England Act 1998; Financial Services Act 2012 

Bar Standards Board Legal Services Act 2007 

British Board of Film 
Classification 

Video Recordings Act 1984 (as amended by Criminal Justice 
and Immigration Act 2008) 

British Hallmarking 
Council 

Hallmarking Act 1973 

Building Safety 
Regulator 

Building Safety Act 2022 

Care Quality 
Commission 

Health and Social Care Act 2008 

Certification Officer Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992; 
Employment Relations Act 1999 

Charity Commission for 
England and Wales 

Charities Act 2011 

Chartered Institute of 
Management 
Accountants 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Chartered Institute of 
Taxation 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Chartered Institute of 
Legal Executives 
Regulation 

Legal Services Act 2007 

Civil Aviation Authority Civil Aviation Act 1982; Transport Act 2000; Civil Aviation Act 
2012 

Companies House Companies Act 2006; Economic Crime and Corporate 
Transparency Act 2023 

Competition and Markets 
Authority 

Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2013; Competition Act 
1998; Enterprise Act 2002 

Costs Lawyer Standards 
Board 

Legal Services Act 2007 

Council for Licensed 
Conveyancers 

Administration of Justice Act 1985 

Disclosure and Barring 
Service 

Police Act 1997 (Part V); Protection of Freedoms Act 2012; 
Safeguarding Vulnerable Groups Act 2006 

Drinking Water 
Inspectorate 

Water Industry Act 1991; Water Supply (Water Quality) 
Regulations 2016 



31 
 

Driver and Vehicle 
Licensing Agency 

Road Traffic Act 1988; Vehicle Excise and Registration Act 
1994 

Driver and Vehicle 
Standards Agency 

Road Traffic Act 1988; Goods Vehicles (Licensing of 
Operators) Act 1995 

Electoral Commission Political Parties, Elections and Referendums Act 2000 

Environment Agency Environment Act 1995; Environmental Permitting (England 
and Wales) Regulations 2016; Water Resources Act 1991 

Equality and Human 
Rights Commission 

Equality Act 2006; Equality Act 2010 

Fair Work Agency Employment Rights Act 2025 

Farriers Registration 
Council 

Farriers (Registration) Act 1975 

Financial Conduct 
Authority 

Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (as amended by 
Financial Services Act 2012) 

Financial Ombudsman 
Service 

Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (Part XVI and 
Schedule 17) 

Financial Reporting 
Council 

Companies Act 2006; Statutory Auditors and Third Country 
Auditors Regulations 2016 

Food Standards Agency Food Standards Act 1999 

Forensic Science 
Regulator 

Forensic Science Regulator Act 2021 

Forestry Commission Forestry Act 1967; Environmental Impact Assessment 
(Forestry) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 

Gambling Commission Gambling Act 2005 

Games Rating Authority Video Recordings Act 1984 (as amended by Digital Economy 
Act 2010) 

General Chiropractic 
Council 

Chiropractors Act 1994 

General Dental Council Dentists Act 1984 

General Medical Council Medical Act 1983 

General Optical Council Opticians Act 1989 

General Osteopathic 
Council 

Osteopaths Act 1993 

General Pharmaceutical 
Council 

Pharmacy Order 2010 (SI 2010/231) 

Groceries Code 
Adjudicator 

Groceries Code Adjudicator Act 2013 

Health and Care 
Professions Council 

Health Professions Order 2001 (SI 2002/254) 

Health and Safety 
Executive 

Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 

Health Research 
Authority 

Care Act 2014 

Historic England National Heritage Act 1983; Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990; Ancient Monuments and 
Archaeological Areas Act 1979 

Housing Ombudsman Housing Act 1996 (as amended by Localism Act 2011 and 
Social Housing (Regulation) Act 2023) 

Human Fertilisation and 
Embryology Authority 

Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990 (as amended 
2008) 

Human Tissue Authority Human Tissue Act 2004 
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Immigration Advice 
Authority 

Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 (Part V) 

Independent Football 
Regulator 

Football Governance Act 2025 

Information 
Commissioner's Office 

UK General Data Protection Regulation; Data Protection Act 
2018; Privacy and Electronic Communications Regulations 
2003 

Insolvency Practitioners 
Association 

Insolvency Act 1986 (recognised professional body functions) 

Insolvency Service Insolvency Act 1986; Company Directors Disqualification Act 
1986 

Institute of Accountants 
and Bookkeepers 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Institute of Certified 
Bookkeepers 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Institute of Chartered 
Accountants in England 
and Wales 

Companies Act 2006 (audit delegation); Money Laundering 
Regulations 2017 

Institute of Financial 
Accountants 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Institute of the Motor 
Industry 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 
(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 

Intellectual Property 
Office 

Patents Act 1977; Trade Marks Act 1994; Copyright, Designs 
and Patents Act 1988 

Intellectual Property 
Regulation Board 

Legal Services Act 2007 

Legal Services Board Legal Services Act 2007 

Marine Management 
Organisation 

Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009; Marine Strategy 
Regulations 2010 

Maritime and Coastguard 
Agency 

Merchant Shipping Act 1995; Marine Safety Act 2003 

Master of the Faculties Courts and Legal Services Act 1990; Legal Services Act 2007 

Medicines and 
Healthcare Products 
Regulatory Agency 

Human Medicines Regulations 2012 (SI 2012/1916); Medical 
Devices Regulations 2002; Medicines Act 1968 

Mining Remediation 
Authority 

Coal Industry Act 1994 

Natural England Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006; 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; Environment Act 1995 

North Sea Transition 
Authority 

Energy Act 2016; Petroleum Act 1998 

Northern Lighthouse 
Board 

Merchant Shipping Act 1995; Merchant Shipping (Liability of 
Shipowners and Others) Act 1900 

Nursing and Midwifery 
Council 

Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001 (SI 2002/253) 

Ofcom Communications Act 2003; Office of Communications Act 
2002; Broadcasting Act 1990 

Office for Environmental 
Protection 

Environment Act 2021 

Office for Nuclear 
Regulation 

Energy Act 2013; Nuclear Installations Act 1965 
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Office for Product Safety 
and Standards 

Consumer Protection Act 1987; General Product Safety 
Regulations 2005; Product Safety and Metrology etc. 
(Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 

Office for Rail and Road Railways Act 1993; Infrastructure Act 2015; Transport Act 
2000 

Office for Standards in 
Education (Ofsted) 

Education and Inspections Act 2006; Education Act 2005; 
Care Standards Act 2000 

Office for Students Higher Education and Research Act 2017 

Office of Gas and 
Electricity Markets 
(Ofgem) 

Gas Act 1986; Electricity Act 1989; Utilities Act 2000 

Office of Qualifications 
and Examinations 
Regulation (Ofqual) 

Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Act 2009 

Office of the Immigration 
Services Commissioner 

Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 (Part V) 

Office of the Regulator of 
Community Interest 
Companies 

Companies (Audit, Investigations and Community Enterprise) 
Act 2004 

Office of the Schools 
Adjudicator 

School Standards and Framework Act 1998; Education Act 
2011 

Offshore Petroleum 
Regulator for 
Environment & 
Decommissioning 

Petroleum Act 1998; Offshore Petroleum Activities 
(Conservation of Habitats) Regulations 2001; Energy Act 2008 

  

Parades Commission for 
Northern Ireland 

Public Processions (Northern Ireland) Act 1998 

Payment Systems 
Regulator 

Financial Services (Banking Reform) Act 2013 

Pensions Ombudsman Pension Schemes Act 1993; Pensions Act 1995 

Phone-paid Services 
Authority 

Communications Act 2003 (co-regulatory framework under 
Ofcom) 

Planning Inspectorate Town and Country Planning Act 1990; Planning Act 2008; 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

Professional Standards 
Authority for Health and 
Social Care 

NHS Reform and Health Care Professions Act 2002; Health 
and Social Care Act 2012 

Prudential Regulation 
Authority 

Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (as amended by 
Financial Services Act 2012) 

Pubs Code Adjudicator Small Business, Enterprise and Employment Act 2015 

Registrar of Consultant 
Lobbyists 

Transparency of Lobbying, Non-party Campaigning and Trade 
Union Administration Act 2014 

Regulator of Social 
Housing 

Housing and Regeneration Act 2008; Localism Act 2011 

Royal College of 
Veterinary Surgeons 

Veterinary Surgeons Act 1966 

Security Industry 
Authority 

Private Security Industry Act 2001 

Single Source 
Regulations Office 

Defence Reform Act 2014 

Social Work England Children and Social Work Act 2017 
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Solicitors Regulation 
Authority 

Legal Services Act 2007; Solicitors Act 1974 

Sports Grounds Safety 
Authority 

Football Spectators Act 1989 

Teaching Regulation 
Agency 

Education Act 2002; Teachers' Disciplinary (England) 
Regulations 2012 

The Pensions Regulator Pensions Act 2004 

The Takeover Panel Companies Act 2006 (Part 28) 

Trade Remedies 
Authority 

Taxation (Cross-border Trade) Act 2018; Trade Act 2021 

Traffic Commissioners 
for Great Britain 

Public Passenger Vehicles Act 1981; Goods Vehicles 
(Licensing of Operators) Act 1995; Road Traffic Act 1988 

Trinity House Merchant Shipping Act 1995; Pilotage Act 1987 

Vehicle Certification 
Agency 

Road Traffic Act 1988; Motor Vehicles (Type Approval) 
Regulations 1980 

Veterinary Medicines 
Directorate 

Veterinary Medicines Regulations 2013 (SI 2013/2033) 

Water Services 
Regulation Authority 
(Ofwat) 

Water Industry Act 1991; Water Act 2014 

 

 



35 
 

6.2 List of abolished statutory regulators 

In order to chart the changes to the total number of statutory regulators operating in the UK, 

we also compiled a list of statutory regulators that have been abolished since 1990. 

The list was compiled manually by identifying regulators that are no longer operational, and 

checking them against the same definitional criteria set out above. 

Every effort has been made to ensure this list is comprehensive and accurate; any remaining 

errors are the author’s own. 

Regulator Year Established Year Abolished 

Architects Registration Council of the United 
Kingdom (ARCUK) 

1931 1997 

Audit Commission 1983 2015 

British Telecommunications Authority (Oftel) 1984 2003 

Broadcasting Complaints Commission 1981 1997 

Broadcasting Standards Commission 1997 2003 

Commission for Health Improvement 1999 2004 

Commission for Healthcare Audit and 
Inspection (Healthcare Commission) 

2004 2009 

Commission for Social Care Inspection 2004 2009 

Competition Commission 1999 2014 

Criminal Records Bureau 1997 2012 

Disability Rights Commission 2000 2007 

Employment Agency Standards Inspectorate 1973 2026 

Equal Opportunities Commission 1975 2007 

Financial Services Authority 2001 2013 

Gaming Board for Great Britain 1968 2007 

Gangmasters and Labour Abuse Authority 2004 2026 

General Teaching Council for England 2000 2012 

Health Protection Agency 2003 2013 

Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Pollution 1987 1996 

Independent Broadcasting Authority 1972 1991 

Independent Police Complaints Commission 2004 2018 

Independent Safeguarding Authority 2008 2012 

Independent Television Authority / 
Independent Television Commission 

1954 2003 

Mental Health Act Commission 1983 2009 

Monopolies and Mergers Commission 1949 1999 

National Rivers Authority 1989 1996 

Nuclear Installations Inspectorate 1960 2014 

Occupational Pensions Regulatory Authority 1997 2005 

Office of Electricity Regulation (OFFER) 1989 1999 
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Office of Fair Trading 1973 2014 

Office of Gas Supply (Ofgas) 1986 1999 

Office of Rail Regulation 2004 2015 

Passenger Rail Franchising Authority / 
Strategic Rail Authority 

2001 2006 

Police Complaints Authority 1985 2004 

Postal Services Commission (Postcomm) 2001 2011 

Public Health England 2013 2021 

Qualifications and Curriculum Authority 1997 2012 

Race Relations Board / Commission for Racial 
Equality 

1966 2007 

Radio Authority 1991 2003 

Radiocommunications Agency 1990 2003 

Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) 1970 2005 

Securities and Investments Board 1985 1997 

UK Coal Authority  1994 2023 

United Kingdom Central Council for Nursing, 
Midwifery and Health Visiting (UKCC) 

1983 2002 

Water Industry Commission  1989 1991 
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6.3 Net additions to the regulatory landscape per year 

Year No. Created Regulators Created No. 
Abolished 

Regulators Abolished Net 
Change 

Running Total 
(end of year) 

1990 6 Drinking Water Inspectorate; Driver 
and Vehicle Licensing Agency; 
Financial Reporting Council; 
Radiocommunications Agency; Sports 
Grounds Safety Authority; Vehicle 
Certification Agency 

0 — +6 65 

1991 3 Human Fertilisation and Embryology 
Authority; Pensions Ombudsman; 
Radio Authority 

2 Independent Broadcasting 
Authority; Water Industry 
Commission (precursor to 
Ofwat) 

+1 66 

1992 1 Office for Standards in Education 
(Ofsted) 

0 — +1 67 

1993 1 General Osteopathic Council 0   +1 68 

1994 2 General Chiropractic Council; UK Coal 
Authority  

0 — +2 70 

1996 3 Environment Agency; Housing 
Ombudsman; Institute of Certified 
Bookkeepers 

2 Her Majesty's Inspectorate of 
Pollution; National Rivers 
Authority 

+1 71 

1997 5 Architects Registration Board; 
Broadcasting Standards Commission; 
Criminal Records Bureau; 
Occupational Pensions Regulatory 
Authority; Qualifications and 
Curriculum Authority 

3 Architects Registration Council 
of the United Kingdom 
(ARCUK); Broadcasting 
Complaints Commission; 
Securities and Investments 
Board 

+2 73 

1998 2 Maritime and Coastguard Agency; 
Parades Commission for Northern 
Ireland 

0 — +2 75 

1999 3 Commission for Health Improvement; 
Competition Commission; Office of the 
Schools Adjudicator 

3 Monopolies and Mergers 
Commission; Office of 
Electricity Regulation (OFFER); 
Office of Gas Supply (Ofgas) 

0 75 

2000 4 Disability Rights Commission; Food 
Standards Agency; General Teaching 
Council for England; Office of Gas and 
Electricity Markets (Ofgem) 

0 — +4 79 

2001 7 Electoral Commission; Financial 
Ombudsman Service; Financial 
Services Authority; Immigration Advice 
Authority; Office of the Immigration 
Services Commissioner; Passenger 
Rail Franchising Authority / Strategic 
Rail Authority; Postal Services 
Commission (Postcomm) 

0 — +7 86 

2002 1 Nursing and Midwifery Council 1 United Kingdom Central 
Council for Nursing, Midwifery 
and Health Visiting (UKCC) 

0 86 

2003 5 Health Protection Agency; Health and 
Care Professions Council; Medicines 
and Healthcare Products Regulatory 
Agency; Ofcom; Security Industry 
Authority 

5 British Telecommunications 
Authority (Oftel); Broadcasting 
Standards Commission; 
Independent Television 
Authority / Independent 
Television Commission; Radio 
Authority; 
Radiocommunications Agency 

0 86 

2004 5 Commission for Healthcare Audit and 
Inspection (Healthcare Commission); 
Commission for Social Care 
Inspection; Gangmasters and Labour 
Abuse Authority; Independent Police 
Complaints Commission; Office of Rail 
Regulation 

2 Commission for Health 
Improvement; Police 
Complaints Authority 

+3 89 

2005 3 Human Tissue Authority; Office of the 
Regulator of Community Interest 
Companies; The Pensions Regulator 

2 Occupational Pensions 
Regulatory Authority; 
Radiological Protection Board 
(NRPB) 

+1 90 



38 
 

2006 3 Bar Standards Board; Intellectual 
Property Regulation Board; Natural 
England 

1 Passenger Rail Franchising 
Authority / Strategic Rail 
Authority 

+2 92 

2007 3 Equality and Human Rights 
Commission; Gambling Commission; 
Solicitors Regulation Authority 

4 Disability Rights Commission; 
Equal Opportunities 
Commission; Gaming Board for 
Great Britain; Race Relations 
Board / Commission for Racial 
Equality 

-1 91 

2008 2 Forensic Science Regulator; 
Independent Safeguarding Authority 

0 — +2 93 

2009 2 Care Quality Commission; Legal 
Services Board 

3 Commission for Healthcare 
Audit and Inspection 
(Healthcare Commission); 
Commission for Social Care 
Inspection; Mental Health Act 
Commission 

-1 92 

2010 3 General Pharmaceutical Council; 
Marine Management Organisation; 
Office of Qualifications and 
Examinations Regulation (Ofqual) 

0 — +3 95 

2011 3 Costs Lawyer Standards Board; Health 
Research Authority; Institute of 
Accountants and Bookkeepers 

1 Postal Services Commission 
(Postcomm) 

+2 97 

2012 5 Disclosure and Barring Service; 
Games Rating Authority; Professional 
Standards Authority for Health and 
Social Care; Regulator of Social 
Housing; Teaching Regulation Agency 

4 Criminal Records Bureau; 
General Teaching Council for 
England; Independent 
Safeguarding Authority; 
Qualifications and Curriculum 
Authority 

+1 98 

2013 5 Animals in Science Regulation Unit; 
Financial Conduct Authority; Groceries 
Code Adjudicator; Prudential 
Regulation Authority; Public Health 
England 

2 Financial Services Authority; 
Health Protection Agency 

+3 101 

2014 6 Animal and Plant Health Agency;  
Chartered Institute of Legal Executives 
Regulation; Competition and Markets 
Authority; Driver and Vehicle 
Standards Agency; Office for Nuclear 
Regulation; Single Source Regulations 
Office 

3 Competition Commission; 
Nuclear Installations 
Inspectorate; Office of Fair 
Trading 

+3 104 

2015 5 Historic England; Office for Rail and 
Road; Offshore Petroleum Regulator 
for Environment & Decommissioning; 
Payment Systems Regulator; Registrar 
of Consultant Lobbyists 

2 Audit Commission; Office of 
Rail Regulation 

+3 107 

2016 2 Phone-paid Services Authority; Pubs 
Code Adjudicator 

0 — +2 109 

2018 2 Office for Product Safety and 
Standards; Office for Students 

1 Independent Police Complaints 
Commission 

+1 110 

2019 1 Social Work England 0 — +1 111 

2021 2 Office for Environmental Protection; 
Trade Remedies Authority 

1 Public Health England +1 112 

2022 1 North Sea Transition Authority 0 — +1 113 

2023 1 Mining Remediation Authority 1 UK Coal Authority  0 113 

2025 1 Independent Football Regulator 0 — +1 114 

2026 2 Building Safety Regulator; Fair Work 
Agency 

2 Employment Agency Standards 
Inspectorate; Gangmasters and 
Labour Abuse Authority 

0 114 

TOTAL 100   45   +55 114 
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