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BIT.EAST Framework: four simple ways to apply behavioural insights. 2024 3
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Nudge and Sludge

- Reduce friction Increase friction

Nudge 1: Make good Nudge 2: Make bad

Good behaviour easy behaviour difficult

Dark Nudge: Make Sludge: Make good
Bad Dbad behaviour easy behaviour difficult

Sunstein, C. R. (2022). Sludge audit®&ehavioural Public Policy 6(4), 654673.
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Sludge

What Stops Us
from Getting Things Done
= and What to Do about It

Administrative burdens -/5¢ UWIRUT R2 R 2 ¢ { ®ludhe - excessive behavioural frictions that make it
J+GUI RUJUHIDWYNWGY O RH! WR G G IBardédrdan geapke 16 ddlwhat thies Orldgihalyesét asilto do
(Burden et al., 2012. (Sunstein, 2027).
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https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2012.02600.x
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=de&lr=&id=3TYNEAAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=Sludge:+What+stops+us+from+getting+things+done+and+what+to+do+about+it&ots=hv7HnvT-16&sig=XxelOKv3xsqXs2sgqevP6Ng3_Sg&redir_esc=y

Increasing attention around the globe

D Pl Gowarmancs Pokcy Mapers

) Fixing Frictions: July 2023
// ‘Sludge audits’ around the world

BEHAVIOURAL SCIENCE

The NSW Government
N, &, % .
eu s
s oS vyt SEWCE T Sludge Audit Method Guide
Ll w o Y . Tins 4 KSaNaTs
A behavioural approach to improving customer experience
and supporting inclusive government service delivery

| Tackling the
Time Tax

How the Federal Government Is Reducing Burdens
to Accessing Critical Benefits and Services

OECDled global expert panel is working on a sludge audit guide.



Examples of sludge

AOutdated websites with broken links.

AUnfriendly employees who are annoyed by questions.
ADocuments written in complex language full of jargon.
AWebsites that are hard to navigate.

AlLong waiting times for responses without updates.
Alnflexible timings of inperson meetings.

AMult-step processes without information of these steps.

Re



Behavioural Public Policy (2025), 1-30

Seltassessed

ARTICLE

Vu I n e rabi I ity to SI u d g e Vulnerability to and acceptability of different

types of sludge

- CAMBRIDGE

€Y UNIVERSITY PRESS

Leonhard K. Lades"? ([©), Margaret Samahita®, Lucie Martin* (%), Cass R. Sunstein® and
(Page 3 of 10) Martin Baekgaard®

To carry out a task, ...

... you rely on information from a government website. The website is full of
information and hard to navigate.

*Do you disagree or agree with the following statements?

Somewhat
Strongly disagree disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Strongly agree
1 2 3 4 5

It would be difficult for me
to carry out this task.

This task would be a
hassle to me.

| would get frustrated
when carrying out this
task.

o O O

O
O
O

o O O

O @)
O @)
O O

There is a high chance that
| would not complete this
task.

O
O
O
O
O



Seltassessed
vulnerability to sludge

Website with outdated and broken links

Unfriendly contacts

Documents written in complex language and jargon
Website with too much information

Waiting weeks without progress updates

Attend a meeting at specific time

Uncertain process

Provide all previous addresses -

Print and send a form in the post -

State religion and sexual orientation

Predicted Vulnerability
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types of sludge

Vulnerability to and acceptability of different

Leonhard K. Lades"? ([©), Margaret Samahita®, Lucie Martin* (%), Cass R. Sunstein® and

Martin Baekgaard®

Behavioural Public Policy (2025), 1-30 [ CAMBRIDGE
doi:10.1017/bpp.2025.10020 ‘*?ﬂg UNIVERSITY PRESS
ARTICLE

Administrative literacyq __ o = i

Tendency to procrastinate i_'_ —
I

Time scarcity i o —a
|

Mental energy scarcity i —r -
1

Financial scarcity - 'i_'_ .
3 -2 -1 0 4 2 3

¢ All behavioural variables in one model
= |[ndividual models for each behavioural parameter

10
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AThe future is worth only ¥ (present bias). Naive people
believe that they will not be presembiased tomorrow.

AEffort/Admin costs = 50. Net benefits = 1000. Go through
paperworktoday?

U TT g(p TTTITIT U TT
AGo through paperworktomorrow:

g(unpnﬁnrp
A Better do it tomorrow.

(Augenbliclet al., 2015DellaVigna2017; Frederick et al., 2002aibson19970 6 D 0 n o&Rahing1999) 11



The same logic, but with more maths
(
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A cost related to administrative burden
A daily discount factor

Al daily savings

A present bias over effort

12



Energy Research & Social Science
Volume 78, August 2021, 102154

Maybe tomorrow: How burdens and
biases impede energy-efficiency
investments

Leonhard K. Lades P & &, . Peter Clinch * b, €, ). Andrew Kelly * ©
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\"  Energy Research & Social Science
Volume 78, August 2021, 102154

Maybe tomorrow: How burdens and
biases impede energy-efficiency
investments

Leonhard K. Lades P & &, . Peter Clinch * b, €, ). Andrew Kelly * ©
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Administrative Burdens, Incentives, and Grant-GkeH
Leonhard K. Lades, Glenn McNamara, and Margaret Samahita

AOne of the first papers to experimentally manipulate
sludge / administrative burden.

AMaybe the first paper to evaluate the causal effects of
admin burden and incentives with a real effort task.

15



Research qguestion / hypotheses summary

1. Does sludge reduce administrative performance? (H1)
2. Do higher incentives improve performance? (H2)
3. Which individual characteristics predict performance? (H3)

4. Who iIs most affected by changes in sludge? (H4)

16



Sample & Data collection

APre-registered online experiment.

AN = 1,002 UK residents, nationally representative by age,
race, and gender.

AData source: Prolific.
AData collection period: July 911, 2025.
ACompensation: £2.25 for ~15minute survey + Bonus.

17



Important information

In this study, we will show you three descriptions of grants people apply for. We
will ask you to read these descriptions and then answer five questions about each
of the three grants.

For each correct answer, you will get a lottery ticket for a £ bonus. Four
participants from this study (of 1000 participants) will get the bonus (we are
following a no deception policy, so this information and everything else we tell
you is true). Only those that successfully complete the attention checks will be
eligible for this bonus.

When answering the questions, you can look at the grant descriptions on the
same page. You can also skip the questions or answer randomly if you wish.
However, the more correct answers you give, the higher the chances are that you
will get the bonus.

The descriptions of the grants replicate the type of information typically provided
by real-world grant programs. As in the real world, some descriptions are more
complex than others.

18



Three levels of sludge/admin burden

Understanding
the Community
Foundation
Grant
Application
Process

About the Community Foundation

Key Information / Ay ~ X Who We Are: Funding Use: Green Future Community Development Grants (GFCG) — Notice
] Afunding organization SUPPOTting  Granes cover project funding, of Funding Opportunity
community groups, charities, and staffing, equipment
[ Oversight: A Fund Committee, I Provide a Detailed Plan: Include A T100=protie; Please note: capital expenses over
including community volunteers, clear objectives, a step-by-step £300 require 3 quotes.
" " . . 3 - What We Do: Table of Contents
the developer, and an implementation timeline, and a able of Contents
D A .
administrator, decides on funding comprehensive budget \ mvnd(ivg,mnls‘for_pru]«t‘s "
) addressing social issues, improving &
allocations. breakdown with supporting v . community environments and well- I. Introduction
 Highlight Long-Term Impact: documents. L being), and supporting disadvantaged 1.1 Programme Objectives
’ 3 groups .
Explain how your project will I Sustainable Development . 1.2 Funding Overview
continue to benefit the Projects: Minimum 40% .4 : ! 1.3 Commitment to Environmental Equity

community or environment allocated to UN SDGs.

%)

Funding Opportunity Description

2.1 Background

2.2 Available Funding and Grant Structure
2.3 Grant Duration and Timeline

2.4 Programme Priorities

w

Federal Award Information

Grant Application Requirements
3.1 Total Funding Available

3.2 Funding Tracks and Award Structure

Structure & language varied to manipulate search, compliance,
and psychological costs. 19



Randomised order of admin burden

Grant 1 (Community  Grant 2 (Community Grant 3 (Green Fture

_ _ Community
Benefit Fund) Foundation Grant) Development Grant)
L M A

I I < < |
< r I r I
< I

20



Examples of incentivised questions

Which of the following best describes what should be included in a fund application?

(O A general description of the project and its benefits
(O Adetailed plan with objectives, timelines, and a cost breakdown
(O Alist of past projects completed by the applicant

(O Aletter of support from local government officials

Which Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) is NOT explicitly prioritised by the CBF?

(O Goal 4 - Quality Education
(O Goal 5 - Gender Equality
(O Goal 7 - Affordable and Clean Energy

(O Goal 11 - Sustainable Cities and Communities

21



General survey measures

Construct Number of items  Example item(s) Response scale
Administrative 3 “I usually understand the content of administrative letters, 1= Strongly disagree to
literacy documents, and emails I receive.” 5 = Strongly agree
Computer literacy 3 I can CQnﬁdently navigate oplme portals, trrflck o 1 i Strongly disagree to
application progress, and retrieve necessary information.” 5 = Strongly agree
Procrastination 4 [ often put th]fgs off for so long that it has negative 1 = Strongly disagree to
consequences. 5 = Strongly agree
Conscientiousness ) [ see myself ai, someone who (ioes a thorough job.” (plus 1 = Strongly disagree to
reverse-coded “tends to be lazy™) 5 = Strongly agree
Mental health 1 “How is your mental health in general?” ! i Very bad to
5=Very good
: 1 =Not at all busy to
119 l?”
Busyness 1 How busy are you right now? 5 = Extremely busy
: : : 1 = Not at all tired to
(11 ‘?95
Tiredness 1 How tired are you right now? 5= Completely tired
1 = Not at all concerned
Climate concern 1 “How concerned are you about climate change?” to 5 = Extremely

concerned

23



Does administrative burden reduce
performance? (H1)

® | 1Y 16 6 - (p)

Aw = # of correct answers for individualbout grant™Q
A’Y = Level of administrative burden (low, medium, high).

A = Control variables (age, gender, income, marital
status, education, and number of children in household).

AMuIti-IeveJ linear models with individuatlevel random
effects 0 hwithin-individual error- |, clustered standard
errors. (Poisson multtlevel models do not converge). 25



Does sludge reduce performance? (H1)

A

4

Correct answers

Low Medium High
Administrative burden

26



Does sludge reduce performance? (H1)

A

4 -
3.6

H

Correct answers

Low Medium  High
Administrative burden

27



Does sludge reduce

VARIABLES Correct answers
Administrative burden (base = Low)
Medium -0.289***
(0.0302)
High -0.841***
(0.0401)
High Lottery 0.0832*
(0.0426)
Constant 3.644***
(0.219)
Observations 3,006
Number of id 1,002

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.Controlled for demographics

performance? (H1)

A

3.6

H

Correct answers

Low Medium High
Administrative burden

28



Do higher incentives improve
performance? (H2)

A B Incentives
[ 1£5 [ £200
4 4
3.6
= 3.31
4 e &4
g 3 2.76 % 3
wn = 2 w
c o c
© ©
© °
O 2- @ 24
o o
®) @)
1 i b
0 0
1 1 1 I | 1
Low Medium High Low Medium High
Administrative burden Administrative burden
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Do higher incentives improve

performance? (H2)

A B Incentives
[ 1£5 [ £200
4 3.6 49 356364
=+ 3.31 = 3.3 3.32
& T 9 o
[¢b} 1))
= 3 2.76 2 3 2.7 2'15.32
wn = 2 w T =4
c o~ - g 3
© ©
© °
O 2- O 2-
o o
®) @)
1 i b
0 0-
1 1 1 I | 1
Low Medium High Low Medium High
Administrative burden Administrative burden
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Do higher incentives improve

performance? (H2)

VARIABLES All Low AB Medium AB High AB

High Lottery 0.083* 0.081* 0.041 0.128*
(0.043) (0.049) (0.059) (0.075)
Administrative burden (base = Low)

Medium -0.289%**
(0.030)
High -0.841 %+
(0.040)
Constant 3.644*%%* 3.432%% 3402+ 2 QGG

(0.219) (0.266)  (0.248)  (0.429)

Observations 3,006 1,002 1,002 1,002
R-squared 0.045 0.035 0.064
Number of id 1,002

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p&adtrolled for demographics

Correct answers

Incentives
[ 1£5 [ £200
44 ;g 364
I [ 3.3 3.32
B W
3- 27 282
T 5 &
o
2_
1 =3
O_
Low Medium High

Administrative burden
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Which individual characteristics predict

performance? (H3)

Administrative literacy
Computer literacy
Tendency to procrastinate -
Conscientiousness

Mental health -

Being busy now

Being tired now -

Climate concern -

Predicting correct answers

| |

-2 -1 0 N

Standardised coefficients

® Individual models for each parameter

—y
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Which individual characteristics predict

performance? (H3)

Administrative literacy

Predicting correct answers

Computer literacy

Tendency to procrastinate

Conscientiousness -

Mental health

Being busy now -

S S——

Being tired now

—

Climate concern -

_.,_

| |

-2 -1 0 N

Standardised coefficients

® Individual models for each parameter

—y
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Who Is most affected by sludge? (H4)

Predicting correct answers

Administrative literacy
Computer literacy -

Tendency to procrastinate - . ,
Administrative

Conscientiousness - Burden
o Low
Being busy now - o Medium

L < High
Being tired now

Mental health

Climate concern -

| |
-3 -2 -1 0 A 2 .3
Standardised coefficients
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Who Is most affected by sludge? (H4)

Predicting correct answers

+——

Administrative literacy - T —o—

Computer literacy -
Tendency to procrastinate -
Conscientiousness

Being busy now

Being tired now

Mental health -

Climate concern -

| |
-3 -2 -1 0 A 2 .3
Standardised coefficients

Administrative
Burden

o Low
o Medium
< High

36



Who Is most affected by sludge? (H4)

Predicting correct answers

Administrative literacy T8
. —_——
Computer literacy - —a—
Tendency to procrastinate ==
yoPp _e_:e_ Administrative
Conscientiousness —E— Burden
o Low
Being busy now —&— o Medium
Being ti - ¢ High
g tired now —a—
—e—
Mental health - —TE—
: +o—
Climate concern T8
| | |

| | |
-3 -2 -1 0 A 2 .3
Standardised coefficients

37



Mediation analysis

What might explain the link
between sludge and performance?

ADifficulty to find info.
AlLanguage hard to understand
A(Time it will take)

AFeeling frustrated

Correct answers Correct answers Correct answers

Correct answers

o3}
o

Information
easy to find
w

34

224

T T T T T

1 2 3 4 5
Ease of locating information

T T T
Low Medium High
Administrative Burden

Frustration

D &,
% L 3.87
O m 4+
g‘é‘ 3.5
3] )
on °
© o
e | -8 2
o
1 .
T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 Low Medium High
Language understandable Administrative Burden
F 8
7 6.50
P_i_a——————_—-—_—:d c X
n 64
Qo
3 i” 387
oE | 2.82
€€ 31 =
l_ ) 2 -
1 -
0_
T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Low Medium High
Time taken in minutes Administrative Burden
H 5
x\,_\{ S0 4
2 3.25
% 3 23
~ 1.94 :
w 2‘ I_hl
1 -
T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 Low Medium High

Administrative Burden
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ASludge significantly reduces task performance.

Alncentives only marginally help.

A Reducing sludge might be more effective than
Increasing incentives.

43
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Alndividual traits shape who is most affected by sludge.

AComplex procedures disproportionately disadvantage
some (and schemes disproportionately benefit others).

A Sludge can lead to inequality.

Sludge can be problematicA How to identify sludge?

44



Sludge Audits

A systematic review of frictions in
a Process, service, or
organization.

Can be detailed or highlevel.

Behavioural Public Policy (2022), 6: 4, 654-673
© Cambridge University Press  doi:10.1017/bpp.2019.32  First published online & January 2020

Sludge Audits

CASS R.SUNSTEIN*®
Robert Walmsley University Professor, Harvard Law Sdhool, Cambridge, MA, USA

Abstract: Consumers, employees, students and others are often subjected to
‘sludge’: excessive or unjustified frictions, such as paperwork burdens, that
cost time or money; that may make life difficult to navigate; that may be
frustrating, stigmatizing or humiliating; and that might end up depriving
people of access to important goods, opportunities and services. Because of
behavioral biases and cognitive scarcity, sludge can have much more harmful
effects than private and public institutions anticipate. To protect consumers,
investors, employees and others, firms and private and public institutions
should regularly conduct Sludge Audits to catalogue the costs of sludge and
to decide when and how to reduce it. Sludge often has costs far in excess of
benefits, and it can hurt the most vulnerable members of society.

Submitted 30 August 2019; accepted 30 August 2019

Sludge. Noun. Thick, soft, wet mud or a similar viscous mixture or liquid or
solid components, especially the product of an industrial or refining process.

— Oxford Dictionary Online (2019)
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Behavioural Public Policy (2024), 8, 327-348 CAMBRIDGE
W doi:10.1017/bpp.2021.12 UNIVERSITY PRESS

ARTICLE

SI u d g e a-u d It? Sludge and transaction costs

Sina Shahab! () and Leonhard K. Lades?

ASludge = Aspects of the choice architecture that lead to
the experience of costs.
ATypes of costs:
ASearchcosts
AEvaluation costs
Almplementation costs
APsychological costs
ATime & Money

46



Behavioural Public Policy (2024), 8, 327-348 CAMBRID GE
OW O C O I l u C a dek10.1017/bpp2021.12 UNIVERSITY PRESS

sludge audit?

AComplicated forms
AExcessive paperwork
AComplex processes
AUncertain processes
ALong waitingtimes
AUnfriendly staff

Aetc.

ARTICLE

Sludge and transaction costs

Sina Shahab!* (" and Leonhard K. Lades?

Frictions —)  COS(S  — ——l Outcomes
A Search costs ALower uptake
A Implementation costs AWasted time
A Evaluation costs AWasted money
A Psychological costs ALess growth
A Time costs Alnequality
A Financial costs AWorse user

experience
Aetc.

47



Behavioural Public Policy (2024), 8, 327-348 CAMBRID GE
Oow 10 CONAucCt a
| | 7 ARTICLE
sludge audit”

Sludge and transaction costs

Sina Shahab! () and Leonhard K. Lades?

AStep 1: Identify requiredactions to break up complicated
processes (behavioural journey mapping)

AStep 2: For each required action, identify choice
architecture that leads to search, evaluation,
iImplementation and psychological costs.

48



How to conduct a sludge audit?

Select a relevant policy or process

List stages and steps of the behavioural journey

Uncover level of friction (quantifying)
Diagnose types of friction (qualifying)

Generate recommendations and ideas for sludge reduction

Evaluate these interventions

Lades (in prep)

49



How to conduct a sludge audit?

Energy Policy 214 (2026) 115268

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Energy Policy

G5

EI.SEVIER journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/enpol

L))

Check for

Does sludge slow down the solar schools scheme? An assessment of wiies
administrative burdens preventing climate action in Ireland

Leonhard K. Lades ™™ @, Patricia Lentz °, Lucie Martin “®, Cara Augustenborg ©

Journal of Rural Studies 123 (2026) 104078

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Journal of Rural Studies

e AR Pl e
ELSEVIER journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jrurstud

L)
Administrative burdens as barriers to afforestation: A sludge audit of G

Ireland's afforestation scheme

Patricia Lentz”, Cara Augustenborg®, Leonhard K. Lades "



How to conduct a sludge audit?

Select a relevant policy or process

List stages and steps of the behavioural journey

Uncover level of friction (quantifying)
Diagnose types of friction (qualifying)

Generate recommendations and ideas for sludge reduction

Evaluate these interventions

Lades (in prep)

51



Select a relevant policy or process: Exam|

AConsider political support.

ATalk with stakeholders, media, consider
topical processes, services, institutions,

and policies.

ASpecify criteria for selection, such as
likely level of burden, political will,
potential impact, feasibility of change,
etc.

52



How to conduct a sludge audit?

List stages and steps of the behavioural journey

53



List stages and steps of the behavioural
journey _ } [ StageS:}

. . 1.1 Learn about scheme 2.1 Site notice 3.1 Ecological surveys
M ] A d t | d f 1.2 Contact preliminary 2.2 Submit technical 3.2 Consult ecologist
I m . e a,l e m ap O advisor (if wanted) approval application 3.3 Appropriate
. , A . 1.3 Decide to plant 2.3 Public consultation 1 assessment
1.4 Contact a registered 2.4 Environmental impact 3.4 Natura impact
C LlJ 8 II. I\] | K II. LlJ H I\, forester statement assessment (if needed)
. 1.5 Preliminary virtual 2.5 DAFM screening 3.5 Public consultation 2
assessment 2.6 Further Information 3.6 License decision
J O u rn ey- 1.6 Site visit with Required letter (if needed) published
registered forester 3.7 Appeall (if refused)
Stage 4: Stage 5: Stage 6:

Financial

vV \pproprlate Ievel Of approval Planting Payment
granularity. o S e g

4.2 DAFM completes commencement (1b) 6.2 Inspection

financial approval (if 5.2 Planting 6.3 Remedial action (if

grant-aided) 5.3 Submit notice of needed)
completion (1c) 6.4 Verify tax compliance
5.4 Detailed field & forest 6.5 Payment of grant
plot assessment 6.6 Apply for second

instalment (Form 3) (4 years)
6.7 Inspection

6.8 Receive second payment
6.9 Apply for subsequent

premiums (Form 4) 54



Methodological overview

Cognitive walk

throughs | Quantifying
Sludge

Behavioural Recommendations

Journey Map

Semistructured
Interviews




List stages and steps of the behavioural
journey

1. Create an initial journey map by walking through the process
yourself.

2. Show this journey map to stakeholders and ask them for
feedback.

3. Update and start again with other stakeholders.

Notes:
A GGl YGI RecqUlWaW230WYnwWwnN! ¢cUztc¢cl Ra
AConsider different journeys for different situations and different
populations.
(Interview guide: Lades and Martin, 2024) -



How to conduct a sludge audit?

Uncover level of friction (quantifying)

57



Uncover level of friction (quantifying)

Assess level of sludge
for each step (e.qg.,

nl YO WMWI WU
PLWIl Wwz21Jl ! WH

Stage

Step

Type/Detalils

1

1.1 Learn about
scheme

Low SearchCosts Despitethe large advertisingexpenditureof the Departme
( 829715in 2023, interview stakeholderstatedthatlandownersaremostlikel
to hearaboutthe Afforestation Schemethroughword of mouth and informatio
sharingby otherfarmersor registeredoresters

1.2 Contact

LIS G
\I/anteli‘)

Low Evaluation Costs The benefits of preliminary advice are not clear tg
dowgers epart recgm dsh tglandowners contact &
[éhml ary m V[Jg ITE mgﬁﬁlltu y services or forestr
Q nts)ikispotldely gh thelanmtwlll seekthlsout
II chol Host eof interacting with agriculture
adwsoryserwcescanfeel disingenuousnda belief aboutdepartmenbiasando

distrustmight play a role, assuggestedby oneinterview The landownermay be
hesitanto seekexternaladviceoutsideof theirimmediatecommunity

1.3 Decide to
plant

Medium Evaluation Costs Prior to speakingwith a registeredforester, &
landownermmay be hesitantto startthe applicationprocessin the caseof farm ta
forest transitions,farmers may be concernedabout the long-term loss of far
incomeandthe permanencef the processDue to the word-of-mouth natureo
sharinginformation regardingthe scheme farmersare morelikely to be at eas
whendecidingto plantandweighingthe costswhengettingthe informationfro
peers

High Psychological Costs Connectionto the land is heavily ingrained i
| r e | @mmuoh@c®mmunity and identity. This may causestressor worry fo
farmers when consideringthe transition to forestry, with the biggest concer
surroundingheinability to passthe farm ontothe nextgeneration




Uncover level of friction (quantifying)

Stage 1: Preparation

1.1 Learn about scheme

1.2 Contact preliminary advisor

1.3 Decide to plant

1.4 Contact a registered forester
1.5 Preliminary desktop screening
1.6 Site visit with registered forester

Stage 2: Technical approval

2.1 Site notice

2.2 Submit technical approval application

2.3 First public consultation

2.4 Environmental impact statement

2.5 DAFM screening

2.6 Further Information Required letter (if needed)

Stage 3: Ecological assessments

3.1 Ecological surveys

3.2 Consult ecologist

3.3 Appropriate assessment

3.4 Natura impact assessment (if needed)
3.5 Second public consultation

3.6 Licence decision published

3.7 Appeal (if refused)

Stage 4: Financial approval
4.1 Apply for financial approval
4.2 DAFM completes financial approval (if grant-aided)

Stage 5: Planting

5.1 Submit notice of substantial commencement
5.2 Planting

5.3 Submit notice of completion

5.4 Detailed field & forest plot assessment

Stage 6: Payment

6.1 Apply for first instalment & first premium
6.2 Inspection

6.3 Remedial action (if needed)

6.4 Verify tax compliance

6.5 Payment of grant

6.6 Apply for second instalment (4 years)

6.7 Inspection

6.8 Receive second payment

6.9 Apply for second & subsequent premiums

2 3

Sludge Score

Quantification tells us
where the sludge is highest.
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Methodological overview NSW Sludge

/ Scales
Cognitive walk

throughs | Quantifying
Sludge

Behavioural Recommendations
Journey Map

Semistructured
Interviews
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Uncover level of friction (quantifying):
NSW Sludge Scales!

A
“L\‘_!; q YA Language V @ MyServiceNSW

GOVERNMENT

Living in NSW v Working and business v What's happening v Have your say Easy Read

Home > Departments and agencies > Behavioural Insights Unit » Sludge Toolkit

Sludge Toolkit

Sludge is the barriers that make it difficult for people to
find and use government services. The Sludge Toolkit has
resources to help you remove sludge and do sludge audits.




Uncover level of friction (quantifying):

NSW Sludge Scales!
" Read letr BB Tntoduction and cal o action

Very difficult Difficult

Personalisation

Where possible, is the customer
addressed by name?

Source

Is the sender recognisable and
trustworthy?

Purpose

Is the purpose of the letter clearly
visible and straightforward?

Call to action

Is there a clear call to action?

It is incorrectly personalised

i The letter is personalised to a
cohort that many customers
are not a part of (e.g.
customers who are renting are
addressed as homeowners).

It is not recognisable

T The letter does not obviously
appear to be from a
recognisable sender. The
customer would probably think
it was junk mail. The letter
looks suspicious.

It is very unclear

1 No purpose for the letter is
provided, nor is it clear what
the customer is supposed to d
with the information in the
letter.

There is no call to action

il Either no call to action is
provided, or it is likely to
backfire.

It is not personalised

i The letter is not personalised t
the customer.

It is not always recognisable

T The sender could be recognise |
by customer, but the customer
would probably think it was

It is somewhat personalised

It is recognisable

It is personalised It is clearly personalised

The letter addresses the
customer by name, and it is
immediately visible.

The letter is personalised to a |
cohort that the customer is a
part of (e.g. homeowners,
parents).

The letter addresses the 1
customer by name, but it is no
immediately visible.

It is clearly recognisable It is very clearly recognisable

The letter is from a T
recognisable sender, but it
could easily be confused for

The letter is from a clearly T
recognisable sender. It is
unlikely to be confused for junl

The letter is from a clearly
recognisable sender. It is very
unlikely to be confused for junl

junk mail. The letter may look junk mail. mail. mail.
suspicious.
It is unclear It can be unclear Itis clear It is very clear
| The letter includes a purpose, 1 The first paragraph indicates The first paragraph clearly 1 The letter has a clear purpose

but it is not clearly visible or
understandable. It is not clear
what the customer is supposet
to do with the information in

the purpose of the letter, but it
isn't clear what the customer is
supposed to do with the
information in the letter.

explains the purpose of the
letter and identifies how the
information can be used.

at the top of the letter. The firs
paragraph clearly explains the
purpose of the letter and how
the information can be used.

the letter.
It is unclear It is clear, but may be difficult to It is clear Itis very clear
9 The call to action is unclear an find 9 The call to action is clear and The call to action is very clear

difficult to find (e.g. in the body §
of the letter).

prominent in the letter.
However, some customers ma
find it difficult to understand.

The call to action is clear, but and prominent in the letter.
difficult to find. Or it is
prominent in the letter, but

difficult to understand.
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How to conduct a sludge audit?

Diagnose types of friction (qualifying)
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Diagnose types of friction (qualifying)

Stage

Step

Type/Details

1.1 Learn about
scheme

Low SearchCosts Despitethe large advertisingexpenditureof the Departme
( 829715in 2023, interview stakeholderstatedthatlandownersaremostlikel
to hearaboutthe Afforestation Schemethroughword of mouth and informatio
sharingby otherfarmersor registeredoresters

1.2 Contact
preliminary
advisor (if
wanted)

Low Evaluation Costs The benefits of preliminary advice are not clear t¢
landowners While the Departmentrecommendsthat landowners contact «
preliminary advisor (e.g. Teagascagricultural advisory services or forestr,
consultants)it is notlikely thatthelandownemwill seekthis out

Low Psychological Costs The experienceof interacting with agricultura
advisoryservicescanfeel disingenuousinda belief aboutdepartmenbiasando
distrustmight play a role, assuggestedby oneinterview The landownermayb
hesitanto seekexternaladviceoutsideof theirimmediatecommunity

1.3 Decide to
plant

Medium Evaluation Costs Prior to speakingwith a registeredforester, «
landownermay be hesitantto startthe applicationprocessin the caseof farm tq
forest transitions,farmersmay be concernedabout the long-term loss of far
incomeandthe permanencef the processDue to the word-of-mouth natureo
sharinginformation regardingthe scheme farmersare morelikely to be at eag
whendecidingto plantandweighingthe costswhengettingthe informationfro
peers

High Psychological Costs Connectionto the land is heavily ingrained i
| r e | @muoh@c®mmunity and identity. This may causestressor worry fo
farmers when consideringthe transition to forestry, with the biggest conce
surroundinghe inability to passthe farm ontothe nextgeneration
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Methodological overview NSW Sludge

/ Scales
Cognitive walk

throughs | Quantifying
Sludge

Behavioural Recommendations
Journey Map

Semi-structured
Interviews Frameworks
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Diagnose types of friction (qualifying)

ASludge = Elements of the choice architecture that lead to
the experience of different types of costs.

ASearch costs
AEvaluation costs
Almplementation costs
APsychological costs
ATime costs
AFinancial costs

(Shahab and Lades, 2024)



Quantifying and qualifying

Table 1

Summary of the sludge quantification for each stage distinguishing different types of costs of Ireland's Solar for Schools programme as of September 2024.
Stage Search Costs Evaluation Costs Implementation Costs Psychological Costs Time Costs Peak Score
1. Learn O 00 2
2. Contractor O 000 00 3
3. Apply 000 o) 3
4. Agreement O o 1
5. Pay (0]0) 00 2
6. Installation O 000 3
7. Proof 00 @) 2
8. Processing 00 0 (6]0) 2

Note: O = “very low”, OO = “low”, OO0 = “medium”, OO0O0 = “high”, OO000 = “very high”.
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How to conduct a sludge audit?

Generate recommendations and ideas for sludge reduction
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Generate recommendations

Afforestation

UCD Geary Institute
for Public Policy

<A
CPQResearch

Reducing administrative frictions in Ireland’s
afforestation scheme

Authors: Patricia Lentz, Dr. Cara Augustenborg, Dr. Leonhard Lades

Summary

Ireland’s Afforestation Scheme offers generous grants to landowners to plant trees. However, to date, uptake of the
scheme by landowners is well below national targets. One potential barrier to uptake is the administrative friction within
the scheme, which can make of policy i ion more onerous and result in lower
participation. The purpose of this policy brief is to the costs of frictions in Ireland's Afforestation
Scheme and provide recommendations to reduce those costs. Through an audit of Ireland's afforestation scheme, a

journey map was developed to illustrate the typical steps undertaken by a landowner engagmg with the scheme. The

level and type of administrative friction in each step in this journey was then via

analysis of interviews wnth relevant stakeholders. The audit reveals that dictable timeli in the

process serve as a i barrier to aff ion efforts. In addition, the high level of uncertainty surrounding grant
i the decisi king process | for landowners. To address mese challenges thss bne'

i clear timeli and

reduce friction and facilitate aﬂorestahon This is the first audit to identify inis ive barriers to cllmale

action, g the of this to assess other schemes within national climate action plans.

Context other delays (time costs)". Interest in administrative

fncnon is growing worldwide, as governments and

Since 2007, Ireland has |
schemes to reach a national target ol 18% tree cover
by 2050, iding annual premil to
who plant t forests'. As of 2024 11.6% of national land
cover consisted of forestry, and Ireland is far short of
its afforestation target of 8,000 ha per annum with just
1,651 ha of trees planted in 2023". While many
barriers have been identified which impede delivery of
such as about
proﬁlability‘: farming values and traditions;
ir ibili nd ion implicati , the
may face when
applying for a scheme known as “administrative
burdens”, have received limited attention despite the
likelihood that such burdens or frictions lead to lower
policy adoption rates and participation in
programmes".

Administrative frictions can make it harder to find the

relevant information (leading to search costs); make it

more difficult to assess the benefits and costs of a

decision (evaluation costs); create 'msuahon stress,
and other

(psychological costs); and create waiting times and

s strive to how friction
itiatives can improve p . “Sludge
Audits”, such as the one undertaken for this brief, can
help to catalogue the costs of administrative frictions,
or “sludge”, and determine how to reduce those
frictions**,

Methodology

We conducted a three phase sludge audit of
administrative frictions. In phase one, a behavioural
journey map was developed to illustrate the typical
steps a landowner undertakes as part of Ireland’s
Afforestation Scheme. In the second phase, an
evaluation of the extent of administrative frictions in
each step of the journey was conducted, obtaining a
fine-grained assessment of administrative frictions in
the process following the assessment criteria
developed by the New South Wales Behavioural
Insights Unit*. The third phase provided a holistic
assessment of the process obtained through
qualitative analysis. All three phases were informed by
semi-structured interviews with 12 stakeholders,
following a semi-systematic interview guide*.

Solar Panels

EV chargers
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