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Foreword 

This report provides countries with a Framework for Regulatory 
Policy Evaluation, an overview of evaluation practices in OECD 
countries and concrete examples. It also reports key findings of three 
expert papers on the evaluation of regulatory policy that informed the 
development of the Framework. 

OECD members have consistently made the case that countries 
require better information about where investments in programmes to 
improve regulations should be focused to pay growth and welfare 
dividends. This is necessary to target scarce resources for reform efforts, 
and also to communicate progress and generate the political support 
needed for implementing regulatory policy reforms. To address the need 
of member countries for methodological guidance on how to assess the 
functioning of their regulatory management tools, the OECD Secretariat 
has been working in close co-operation with OECD members to develop 
a Framework for Regulatory Policy Evaluation (hereafter Framework).  

Experts from over 24 countries discussed and refined a straw man 
framework at the 3rd expert workshop on Measuring Regulatory 
Performance, hosted by the Government of Spain, in Madrid in 2011 
(see www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/madridworkshop.htm for 
background documents and presentations). The Framework was 
subsequently revised together with the Steering Group of the OECD 
Measuring Regulatory Performance Programme and approved by the 
OECD’s Regulatory Policy Committee (RPC) in 2012. Three expert 
papers informed the development and application of the Framework, 
which was piloted by Canada and the Netherlands in 2012 and 2013. A 
survey of member countries on regulatory policy evaluation was carried 
out between 2012 and 2013 to enrich the Framework with practical 
examples and to provide an overview of regulatory policy evaluation 
practices in OECD countries. All 34 OECD countries and the European 
Union participated. The information provided by the countries was fact-
checked by the OECD Secretariat and adjusted where appropriate (see 
Annex D for more information on the methodology of the survey). 
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Executive summary 

OECD countries share a common need for better information about 
where future investments in efforts to improve regulatory management 
systems should be focused to pay growth and welfare dividends. This is 
necessary to communicate progress and generate the political support 
needed for implementing regulatory policy reforms.  

The OECD Framework for Regulatory Policy Evaluation assists 
countries in systematically evaluating the design and implementation of 
regulatory policy, against the achievement of strategic regulatory 
objectives. It helps countries identify priority areas for improvements in 
regulatory policy and communicate progress. The Framework is the 
result of joint work with OECD delegates and experts. It is a diagnostic 
tool that countries can apply in their own country and does not aim to 
compare performance across countries. 

The full application of the Framework requires data and information 
on the design, implementation and results of regulatory policy. This 
includes input (resources committed to regulatory policy), process 
(formal requirements for good regulatory policy), output (actual 
implementation of good practices), intermediate outcomes 
(improvements of regulations due to implementation of good practices) 
and outcomes (achievement of strategic objectives).  

If countries have information available on every step of regulatory 
policy evaluation, from design through implementation to the 
achievement of strategic outcomes, any specific performance problems 
can be identified and addressed in subsequent programme design. 

The application of the Framework is within reach for all OECD 
countries. While not all countries will be in a position to collect 
information at all stages, there is already great value in collecting data on 
the actual implementation of regulatory policy (outputs) and its impact 
on regulations (intermediate outcomes). This information helps to 
demonstrate progress in implementing regulatory policy and to identify 
areas for improvement.  
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Delegates to the Regulatory Policy Committee asked the OECD to 
undertake a survey to collect more practical examples on indicators and 
qualitative evaluations of outputs and intermediate outcomes to apply the 
Framework in practice. Results show the existence of many examples in 
OECD countries of quantitative indicators and qualitative reports to 
assess how well regulatory policy has been implemented. The examples 
vary in methodology and depth of detail but the importance of 
high-quality evaluation is being increasingly recognised.  

Twenty OECD countries publish evaluation reports of their 
Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) programmes and 21 of their 
administrative burden reduction programmes, but only eight countries do 
so with respect to consultation procedures and only four publish reports 
on the performance of their ex post evaluation systems. Twenty OECD 
countries publish indicators on the performance of administrative 
simplification and burden reduction programmes, 14 do so for RIA and 
only six countries publish an indicator for the performance of their 
consultation systems. Only Australia and Germany publish indicators on 
the performance of their ex post evaluation systems.  

Thirteen countries explicitly mentioned that they use quantitative 
indicators to adjust the design of tools or programmes. Twelve countries 
describe using the results for communication with internal or external 
stakeholders and eight countries indicate using the results for the 
purposes of monitoring the quality of their regulatory management 
systems.  

Information on the implementation of regulatory policy is a 
precondition to assess its impact on outcomes. The more information 
countries have on each step from design over implementation to 
outcomes, the easier it is to establish causal connections and to identify 
the causes for achieving desired outcomes. Of course, as highlighted in 
the Framework, outcomes of regulatory policy are also affected by other 
factors that need to be taken into account on a case-by-case basis.  

The Framework advocates that OECD countries should define clear 
strategic outcomes for regulatory policy at the beginning of the process 
and evaluate whether these have been achieved. If applied to regulatory 
policy in sectors, objectives should not only be sector specific, but also 
include broader regulatory policy objectives. The Framework only 
provides examples for objectives: the exact objectives will need to be 
determined by countries and are likely to vary across countries.  
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The Framework has not yet been fully tested. While two pilot studies 
of the Framework have already been conducted in Canada and the 
Netherlands, it is evident from the differences in how it has been applied 
that we need a larger number of case studies. This is necessary to provide 
countries with a practical understanding of the application of the 
Framework.  
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Introduction 

In the last decades, OECD countries have reformed their regulatory 
management systems to improve the quality of regulations. Reforms 
included putting in place systems to review the efficiency and 
effectiveness of new regulations and the stock of regulations based on 
evidence, and the involvement of stakeholders at every step of the 
regulatory policy cycle. For example, while in 1998 only half of OECD 
member countries had put in place a system of regulatory impact 
analysis (hereafter RIA) (OECD, 2008), in 2014 almost all OECD 
member countries report conducting RIAs on draft regulations. The 
scope and actual implementation of RIA vary widely across and even 
within countries. OECD Members have committed to improving their 
systems and have expressed their ambitions in the 2012 
Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory Policy and Governance 
(see www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/49990817.pdf).  

To generate the political support needed for implementing regulatory 
policy reforms, OECD Members have consistently made the case that 
better information about progress in improving regulatory policy and 
how this has helped to achieve policy goals is necessary. Furthermore, in 
order to successfully target scarce resources on reform efforts, countries 
require better information about where investments in programs to 
improve regulations should be focused to pay the highest dividends in 
terms of improvements in welfare and growth.  

There are a number of methodological and practical difficulties 
associated with generating the necessary information to measure the 
performance of regulation and of better regulation practices. Simply put, 
there are three broad challenges to the ambition of evaluating regulatory 
policy: 

• First, it is not entirely clear to countries what they should aim to 
measure. All evaluation systems require an assessment of how 
inputs have influenced outputs. In the case of regulatory policy, 
the inputs can focus on: i) overall programs intended to promote 
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a systemic improvement to regulatory quality; ii) the application 
of specific practices intended to improve regulation, or, iii) 
changes in the design of specific regulations. Leaving aside for a 
moment the complexity of identifying the right outputs, the 
logical starting point always depends on understanding what we 
intend to measure.  

• Second, there is the problem of confounding factors. There is a 
myriad of contingent issues which have an impact on the 
outcomes in society that regulation is intended to affect. It is 
difficult to assess the level of responsibility regulatory policy has 
in achieving (or failing to achieve) a desired societal outcome as 
there will always be additional factors influencing the same 
outcome. This can be as simple as a change in the weather, or as 
complicated as the last financial crisis. The relationship between 
the adoption of better regulation practices on the one hand, and 
specific improvements to the welfare outcomes that are sought in 
the economy on the other is therefore not easily demonstrated 
just because there has, or has not been, a change in the real 
world. This significantly complicates the task of demonstrating a 
causal link between improvements to the processes by which 
regulations are made and the outcomes that are manifest.  

• Third, there is a dearth of information that is relevant to the task 
at hand. Typically, countries have not adopted the necessary 
evaluation practices to identify whether regulatory practices are 
being undertaken correctly and well, let alone implemented the 
steps necessary to identify what impact these practices may be 
having in the real economy.  

Cognisant of these challenges, the project has focused on breaking 
down the problem of the evaluation of the performance of regulatory 
policy into the following components: i) evaluating the actual 
implementation and quality of regulatory management tools and 
programmes, ii) assessing the impact of sound regulatory management 
tools and programmes on the design and implementation of regulations 
and iii) assessing the impact of sound regulatory management tools and 
programmes on the real economy. All of these components were brought 
together in the final Framework.  

  



INTRODUCTION – 19 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

The development of a Framework was approached through different 
working modes, including views of experts and expert papers, a 
workshop and meetings with OECD delegates, testing of the Framework 
in Canada and the Netherlands and by data collection across the OECD 
in terms of empirical practices for regulatory policy evaluation (see 
Table 0.1) 

Table 0.1. Timeline of the project “Developing a Framework  
for Regulatory Policy Evaluation’’ 

 
  

Fifth RPC meeting: Briefing of delegates on the development of the 
Framework 

Steering group meeting Paris: Decided to inform further revision of Framework 
by practical considerations of its application 

Pilot countries (Canada and the Netherlands) reworked the Framework in light 
of its practical application

Steering group meeting Madrid: Decided concrete actions based on the 
workshop discussions for revising the Framework

Expert papers drafted in co-operation with the steering group: Cary Coglianese 
on “Evaluating the Impact of Regulation and Regulatory Policy”, Claudio 
Radaelli and Oliver Fritsch on “Evaluating Regulatory Management Tools” 

Workshop in Madrid “Developing a framework for measuring regulatory 
performance in OECD countries”: 24 countries discussed and provided input 
for revising the strawman Framework

OECD strawman Framework developed, building on expert papers and 
exchanges with steering group 

Piloting of the Framework 

Expert paper drafted by David Parker/Colin Kirkpatrick: “The economic impact 
of regulatory policy: A literature review of quantitative evidence”

Steering group meeting and sixth RPC meeting: Approval of revised 
Framework and discussion of pilots

Survey of all OECD countries and the EU on their regulatory policy evaluation 
practices 

Draft publication for discussion at the 10th RPC meeting

Launch of the publication at the 6th expert workshop on Measuring Regulatory 
Performance in The Hague, Netherlands

Project plan  

December 2011 –
March 2012

November 2011 

April –  
September 2011

September 2011

November 2011 –
March 2012

April 2012 –
March 2014 

April 2012 

2012-13  

June 2014 

April 2014

April 2011
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Chapter 1 highlights key insights from three expert reviewers, 
mandated to: 

• examine country practices for evaluating regulatory management 
tools and programmes and the collection of underlying data 
including advice to OECD countries for the evaluation of 
regulatory policy;  

• develop methodological practices that can be applied and 
replicated within OECD countries to assess the impact of sound 
regulatory management tools and programmes on the quality of 
regulation and on the real economy, and;  

• survey the literature on existing attempts at measuring the 
contribution of regulatory policy to improved performance in the 
real economy.  

The OECD Framework for Regulatory Policy Evaluation was 
developed building on the findings of the expert papers and discussions 
with delegates from the OECD’s Regulatory Policy Committee. It aims 
to assist countries in evaluating their regulatory policy at every step in 
the process; from design to implementation and subsequently to the 
achievement of broader objectives. Chapter 2 presents the Framework 
and describes how different types of indicators can be used to create an 
overarching method of evaluating regulatory policy performance. The 
full application of the Framework requires data and information on the 
design, implementation and results of regulatory policy. This includes 
input (resources committed to regulatory policy), process (formal 
requirements for good regulatory policy), output (actual implementation 
of good practices), intermediate outcomes (improvements of regulations 
due to implementation of good practices) and outcomes (achievement of 
strategic objectives).  

Currently, most countries do not systematically collect information 
on all of these stages. A key priority identified in the project was the 
collection of information on the actual implementation of regulatory 
policy (outputs) and its impact on regulations (intermediate outcomes). 
This information helps to demonstrate progress in implementing 
regulatory policy and to identify areas for improvement. And it is a 
precondition to assess the impact of regulatory policy on broader policy 
objectives. Countries have therefore asked the OECD to run a survey to 
provide them with concrete examples of country practices to inform the 
design of their own evaluation system. Chapter 3 provides countries with 
an overview of publicly available indicators and reports in OECD 



INTRODUCTION – 21 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

countries to evaluate regulatory policy in four areas: the evaluation of the 
functioning of systems for RIA, of ex post evaluation systems, of 
administrative simplification programmes and of consultation practices.  

The over-arching aim of developing a Framework for evaluation is to 
assess the success of regulatory policy in achieving policy objectives in 
the most efficient manner and bringing about improvements in growth 
and societal welfare. Although it is difficult to measure the exact causal 
link between regulatory policy and objectives, measuring the success of 
regulations in achieving its objectives is an example of a final outcome 
indicator. Identifying the impact of existing regulations not only can help 
suggest ways that regulatory policy can be improved; it is also a 
precondition for judging how successful were the mechanisms 
supporting its original design. Chapter 3 provides examples of 
evaluations of the impact of regulations on the real economy. Finally, it 
presents findings on the role of audit offices in regulatory policy 
evaluation.  

Chapter 4 highlights the key findings of two pilot studies conducted 
in Canada and in the Netherlands, including some concrete suggestions 
for facilitating the application of the Framework. A larger number of 
case studies will be necessary to provide countries with a practical 
understanding of the application of the Framework. 
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Chapter 1 
 

Evaluating the impact of regulatory policy:  
Insights from expert papers 

This chapter highlights key insights from three expert reviewers 
mandated to: i) examine country practices for evaluating regulatory 
management tools and programmes and the collection of underlying 
data including advice to OECD countries for the evaluation of 
regulatory policy; ii) develop methodological practices that can be 
applied and replicated within OECD countries to assess the impact of 
sound regulatory management tools and programmes on the quality of 
regulation and on the real economy, and; iii) survey the literature on 
existing attempts at measuring the contribution of regulatory policy to 
improved performance in the real economy.   
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A first expert paper was prepared by Cary Coglianese, Edward B. 
Shils Professor of Law, Professor of Political Science, and Director of 
the Penn Program on Regulation at the University of Pennsylvania Law 
School. It discusses the complexity of attributing changes in economic or 
welfare outcomes to changes in regulation and regulatory policy. It 
shows the categories of measures for evaluating regulatory policies and 
reports a number of indicators that can be used to measure outcomes, 
which can inform the practical application of an evaluative framework.  

A second paper was commissioned from Professor Claudio Radaelli, 
Director of the Centre for European Governance at the University of 
Exeter and Oliver Fritsch, Associate Research Fellow at the University 
of Exeter, to examine country practices for measuring the performance 
of regulatory policy, and develop options for a set of indicators that 
OECD countries can use for their regulatory policy evaluation.  

A third expert paper by Professor David Parker, member of the UK 
regulatory policy committee and emeritus professor at Cranfield 
University and Professor Colin Kirkpatrick from the University of 
Manchester, surveys the literature on existing attempts at measuring the 
contribution of regulatory policy to improved performance. 

While this chapter highlights some key insights that influenced the 
development of the framework, readers can access the expert papers 
online to benefit from the rich analysis and full findings 
(www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/Publications-MRP.htm). 

Evaluating the Impact of Regulation and Regulatory Policy 

The OECD commissioned a first paper from Professor Cary 
Coglianese, Director of the Program on Regulation at the University of 
Pennsylvania Law School, to develop an analytical methodology that 
OECD countries can use to measure the link between sound regulatory 
policy and broader public policy outcomes and economic benefits.  

The paper finds that “to assess the regulatory policy directed at how 
regulations are developed, evaluations will actually need to follow a 
framework identical to that for evaluating regulations themselves”: 
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Regulatory policy is, after all, itself a type of regulation – a way 
of regulating the regulators (Viscusi, 1996) or of what can be 
called regulation inside government (OECD, 2010, p. 91).  

The aim of regulatory policy, as with any regulation, is to change 
behaviour to improve outcomes, with the only difference being 
that the behaviour sought to be changed by regulatory policy is 
that of the regulatory institution or its members. Given the 
similarity in the causal logic of both regulation and regulatory 
policy, anything that can be said about evaluating regulation will 
apply to evaluating regulatory policy. Regulation and regulatory 
policy are both ―treatments, to use the parlance of program 
evaluation. (Coglianese, 2012, p. 13) 

The paper discusses the complexity of attributing changes in 
economic or welfare outcomes to changes in regulation and regulatory 
policy: 

A jurisdiction that puts in place a strict environmental law might 
well have other distinctive characteristics, such as a more 
environmentally focused citizenry, which might affect actual 
environmental outcomes. Due to the existence of these other 
factors, evaluators need to control statistically for relevant 
differences that might correlate with the outcomes of concern. 
(…) Not all of these confounders will be known, and even if 
known they will not all necessarily be observable or measurable. 
(Coglianese, 2012, p. 39) 

Accordingly, to identify with precision the effects of regulatory 
interventions on real world outcomes, the paper concludes that countries 
would ideally need to conduct experiments: 

The fields of program evaluation and statistical analysis have 
developed a variety of research designs upon which to base 
causal inferences about the impact of regulation (Shadish, Cook 
& Campbell, 2002).  

At bottom, these research designs seek to do what a medical 
study does, namely compare the observable outcomes with the 
regulatory treatment to what would have happened had the 
treatment never been adopted or applied. In other words, “[i]n 
order to estimate the impact of regulations on society and the 
economy, one has to determine the counterfactual – that is, how 
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things would have been if the regulation had not been issued”. 
(U.S. OMB 1997: Ch. II, emphasis added)  

The counterfactual cannot be directly observed, since by 
definition it calls for considering what would have been rather 
than what is. However, well-established research designs and 
statistical methods can be used to estimate the counterfactual and 
compare it with the existing state of the world. In essence, the 
way to do this is to exploit variation in regulatory activities or 
treatment, comparing outcomes at times or places where the 
treatment was adopted with outcomes at other times or places 
where the treatment was not adopted. Three main research 
designs exist to study such variation in treatment: controlled 
experiments, randomized experiments, and observational studies. 
(Coglianese, 2012, p. 39)  

Conducting regulatory experiments may have applications in specific 
circumstances, but it is not a widespread option for OECD governments. 
Therefore alternative approaches are required.  

Despite the challenge of establishing causality, Professor Coglianese 
provides concrete and instructive ideas for the design of an evaluation 
framework. The paper develops a framework that shows the categories 
of measures for evaluating regulatory policies following an input-output-
outcome logic (p. 21). The paper discusses different strategies for 
controlling confounders and attributing broad economic effects to 
regulation.  

The paper also explains the need for indicators to measure relevant 
outcomes of concerns. It makes concrete suggestions for indicators that 
can be used to measure outcomes, which can inform the practical 
application of an evaluative framework. For example, the paper suggests 
that countries measure net benefits, effectiveness of a regulation in 
solving the problem it was designed to address, compliance rates and the 
costs of implementation of regulations (p. 34).  
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Evaluating Regulatory Management Tools and Programmes  

A second paper was commissioned by the OECD from Professor 
Claudio Radaelli, Director of the Centre for European Governance at the 
University of Exeter and Oliver Fritsch, Associate Research Fellow at 
the University of Exeter, to examine country practices for measuring the 
performance of regulatory policy, and develop options for a set of 
indicators that OECD countries can use for their regulatory policy 
evaluation. The paper analyses how a selected number of OECD 
countries collect and utilise regulatory indicators. The authors conclude 
that  

The experience is still limited and skewed. Limited because there 
is a lot of information in the regulatory management systems that 
is not collected systematically as indicators (and) skewed 
because measurement has focused on some instruments and 
domains of regulatory reform, especially the cost of complying 
with administrative obligations, and has ignored other 
instruments and areas. (Radaelli and Fritsch, 2012, p. 7)  

In line with its ambitions, the paper then proceeds to provide 
concrete suggestions for indicators to measure the performance of 
regulatory policy. The paper distinguishes between various types of 
indicators situated at different points of regulatory policy, corresponding 
to the input-output-outcome logic of the first expert paper. In particular, 
it specifies the following steps: the Input to regulatory action such as the 
budget of regulatory oversight bodies, the Process of guiding regulators 
through requirements, the Output generated during a given period of 
time such as how many impact assessments took place in a year or how 
many individual consultations match the quality standards set in the 
system, the Intermediate outcomes such as behavioural and cognitive 
changes, and the Final outcomes.  

After having examined the usage of indicators in various OECD 
Member States, the paper appraises a large number of regulatory 
indicators by using a set of criteria, suggesting how and when they 
should be adopted, and for which purpose. It finds that information is 
available in most OECD countries to construct indicators that cover the 
categories of input, process, intermediate outcomes and final outcomes. 
Less information is available to construct output indicators, but Claudio 
Radaelli argues that:  
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There are many valuable prototypes of output indicators (UK, 
USA, Canada, Sweden etc.). Besides, the scientific community 
has provided several indicators of consultation, RIA, quality of 
ex post review. (Radaelli, 2012) 

The key finding of this expert paper is that there is enormous 
potential in governments taking steps to evaluate regulatory policy 
performance, independent of the challenges to establishing direct 
causality. Furthermore countries have access to valuable information on 
the performance of regulatory policy and programmes that is not being 
used as effectively as it could be to identify and improve the success of 
regulatory policy measures. 

The Economic Impact of Regulatory Policy: A Literature Review of 
Quantitative Evidence 

A third expert paper was commissioned by the OECD from Professor 
David Parker, member of the UK regulatory policy committee and 
emeritus professor at Cranfield University and Professor Colin 
Kirkpatrick from the University of Manchester, to survey the literature 
on existing attempts at measuring the contribution of regulatory policy to 
improved performance. The paper aims to provide policy makers who 
wish to demonstrate and communicate the impact of regulatory policy 
with an assessment of existing evidence in the literature.  

The review analyses and summarises the findings of a representative 
sample of studies of the impact of i) regulatory policy and governance in 
general, ii) administrative simplification and reducing regulatory 
burdens, iii) ex ante and ex post analyses of regulations, iv) regulatory 
consultation, transparency and accountability and regulatory institutions.  

The paper finds evidence for a positive impact of sound regulatory 
policy and governance:  

The literature on regulatory policy and governance in general 
seems to confirm that poorly  designed regulation can stifle 
economic activities and ultimately reduce economic growth. 
However, it also appears that regulatory governance and the 
institutional framework in a country may mitigate the damaging 
effects. (Parker and Kirkpatrick, 2012, p. 7) 

In line with the findings of the second expert paper, the paper 
identifies that a narrow focus on the impact of regulatory costs tends to 
have dominated the study of the effects of regulatory policy:  
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Most quantitative studies deal with the costs of regulation and 
give little or no attention to quantifying the benefits of 
regulation. For the policymaker, it is important to compare the 
estimated costs of regulation alongside the benefits of regulation, 
even if the latter are often not monetised. (Parker and 
Kirkpatrick, 2012, p. 8) 

Professor David Parker and Professor Colin Kirkpatrick further 
caution about the limitations of a reliance on the quantitative methods 
that have been used to generate empirical evidence in the literature, and 
in particular the missed opportunities for research that can reveal context 
specific findings about the success of regulatory policy:  

It is difficult, and sometimes impossible, to provide robust 
quantitative evidence of a causal relationship between a 
regulatory policy change and the impact on economic outcomes 
such as economic growth. (…) In terms of method, regression 
analysis is frequently used to identify the statistical significance 
of the regulatory variable and the economic outcomes under 
investigation, Policymakers need to be aware of the limitations of 
regression analysis in interpreting the results. The reliance on 
regression analysis to investigate the relationship across 
countries between regulatory variables and economic outcomes 
has shifted attention away from the use of country specific case 
study evidence in the policy process. While this type of evidence 
may not be readily applicable to other countries, and may not 
always be expressed in economic values, it is particularly useful 
in developing regulatory policy measures that are context 
specific. (…) (Parker and Kirkpatrick, 2012, p. 42) 

The findings of the econometric studies reviewed in the papers by 
Parker and Kirkpatrick is particularly valuable to communicate the range 
and type of general quantitative evidence that is available about the 
positive impacts of regulatory policy on economic growth and other 
welfare outcomes. However, it also demonstrates a limitation: Studies of 
this type do not help to identify specific areas for reform that are 
applicable to particular countries; as such these studies tend not to 
provide any concrete information on how to design and implement 
regulatory policy to achieve the strategic regulatory objectives set by the 
government. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Characteristics of the OECD Framework for Regulatory 
Policy Evaluation 

This chapter presents the OECD Framework for Regulatory Policy 
Evaluation. It builds on the findings of the expert papers and discussions 
with delegates from the OECD Regulatory Policy Committee. The 
Framework aims to assist countries in evaluating their regulatory policy 
at every step in the process; from design to implementation and 
subsequently to the achievement of broader objectives. It also describes 
how different types of indicators can be used to create an overarching 
method of evaluating regulatory policy performance. The full application 
of the Framework requires data and information on the design, 
implementation and results of regulatory policy. This includes input 
(resources committed to regulatory policy), process (formal 
requirements for good regulatory policy), output (actual implementation 
of good practices), intermediate outcomes (improvements of regulations 
due to implementation of good practices) and outcomes (achievement of 
strategic objectives).  
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The value of systematic regulatory policy evaluation: Opening the 
black box 

There is no simple way to demonstrate a causal link between the 
design and implementation of regulatory policy measures on the one 
hand and the achievement of strategic outcomes in the economy on the 
other hand. This would be the “holy grail” of performance evaluation if 
such a causal link could be easily established statistically. However, too 
little information is kept about measures taken to improve the regulatory 
system and too many complex factors influence the outcomes.  

At the same time, the work on developing a framework has found 
that there is great value in systematically evaluating the design and 
implementation of regulatory policy, against the achievement of strategic 
regulatory objectives. It has identified steps that can be taken within 
countries to build the necessary information to support improvements to 
regulatory policy. The process has developed a framework that OECD 
countries can take and apply in their own country as a diagnostic tool for 
regulatory policy evaluation.  

The Framework is based on the conclusion that countries require a 
process of evaluation that reveals the results of the investments that they 
have committed for the purposes of improving regulatory outcomes. It 
illustrates the embedded “input-process-output-outcome” logic that takes 
a sequenced evaluation of the effects of regulatory policy measures. It is 
structured to assist countries in evaluating each step, from the design and 
implementation of regulatory policy, to the achievement of strategic 
regulatory objectives. The application of the Framework will aid in the 
identification of the practical contribution of regulatory policy to the 
achievement of strategic outcomes, and to diagnose any systemic issues 
in the processes for the design and implementation of regulation.  

The Framework advocates that OECD countries should define clear 
strategic outcomes for regulatory policy and evaluate whether these have 
been achieved. Participants at the workshop in Madrid highlighted the 
importance of setting objectives at the beginning of the process. This is 
illustrated in the amended Framework which commences with the setting 
of strategic objectives and establishes a process by which the 
achievement of these objectives can be evaluated.  
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The input-output-outcome logic of the Framework is robust and 
flexible and can be applied both to evaluate practices to improve 
regulatory policy in general, and also to evaluate regulatory policy in 
specific sectors, based on the identification of relevant strategic 
objectives. The strategic objectives for regulatory policy in general aim 
to strengthen regulatory quality broadly and are therefore potentially 
applicable to all regulations. These can include, for example, the goal of 
reducing compliance costs, maximising net benefits and producing 
regulations that are transparent and easy to understand. For the 
Framework to be applied to a specific sector, the additional strategic 
objectives for regulatory policy in this sector are to be added. For 
example, governments may aim to reduce pollution with environmental 
regulations and reduce the number of car accidents with safety 
regulations. Strategic objectives vary for different policy areas, and may 
also differ within policy sectors across countries.  

If countries have information available on every step of regulatory 
policy evaluation, from design through implementation to the 
achievement of strategic outcomes, any specific performance problems 
can be identified and addressed in subsequent program design. Similarly 
successes can be measured and communicated. A feedback loop at the 
base of the columns illustrates that the achievement of strategic 
outcomes can be traced back either to the design and implementation of 
regulatory policy, which can be reformed accordingly or to other factors 
outside the regulatory system that influence outcomes.  
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Box 2.1. Describing the main elements in the Framework for 
Regulatory Policy Evaluation  

The five columns in the Framework (Figure 2.1) illustrate the stages in the 
“input-process output-outcome” logic sequence.  

Stage I. Input: This column contains information on the resources committed 
to regulatory policy. Input indicators include for example the budget and staff of 
the regulatory oversight body (see Radaelli and Fritsch, 2012, for more 
indicators). If the framework were to be applied to a specific sector, information 
on the budget and staff of sector-regulators would be useful.  

Stage II. Process: Indicators in this column assess whether formal 
requirements for good regulatory practices are in place. This includes 
requirements for objective-setting, consultation, evidence-based analysis, 
administrative simplification, risk assessments and aligning regulatory changes 
internationally.  

Stage III. Output: Indicators in the output column provide information on 
whether the good regulatory practices as assessed in the previous box have 
actually been implemented. An example of an indicator may be the percentage of 
Regulatory Impact Assessments (RIAs) that comply with a government’s formal 
requirements for the use of RIA (additional indicators and examples are outlined 
in the next chapter and in the paper by Radaelli and Fritsch).  

Stage IV. Intermediate outcome: This column assesses whether good 
regulatory practices contributed to an improvement in the quality of regulations. 
It therefore attempts to make a causal link between the design of regulatory 
policy and outcomes. Possible indicators include the percentage of those involved 
in the regulatory process that think RIA has improved the quality of regulation as 
opposed to being a tick-the box exercise, and a comparison of costs/benefits of 
initial regulatory proposal to those of the actual regulation that was passed (see 
Radaelli, and Fritsch, 2012, for more examples). 

Stage V. Strategic outcome: The column on strategic outcomes assesses 
whether the desired outcomes of regulatory policy have been achieved. It is 
divided into two boxes based on the strategic objectives that have guided the 
choice of inputs and processes. The first box assesses whether strategic objectives 
of regulatory policy in general have been achieved (regulatory quality) and the 
second box assesses whether strategic objectives of regulatory policy in specific 
sectors have been achieved (regulatory outcomes):  

• Va) Regulatory Quality: This box assesses whether the strategic 
objectives for regulatory policy in general have been achieved, i.e. whether 
the quality of regulations has been improved. This can include evaluations 
of whether regulations are efficient and streamlined, minimise compliance 
costs and burdens, and are transparent and easy to access. It can also 
include measurements of net benefits, increases in compliance rates and 
reductions in enforcement costs (see also Radaelli and Fritsch, 2012; 
Coglianese, 2012). 
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Box 2.1. Describing the main elements in the Framework for 
Regulatory Policy Evaluation (cont.) 

• Vb) Regulatory Outcomes: This box assesses whether the strategic 
regulatory objectives for regulatory policy in a specific sector were 
achieved. For instance, environmental regulation might aim to reduce 
pollution. Indicators of reductions in SOx and NOx emissions or the 
concentration of air pollutants in urban areas could contribute to evaluating 
whether strategic objectives have been achieved (see also Coglianese, 
2012). 

Implementation of the Framework  
The Framework is adaptable. It can be applied in different ways in OECD 

member countries; both to evaluation of regulatory policy programmes and 
also to the success of measures taken in a particular regulated sector.  

A key finding of the project was that it is possible for all countries to 
collect information on outputs and intermediate outcomes to evaluate the 
actual implementation of their regulatory policy tools and programmes. 
There is value in both collecting facts (e.g. the percentage of draft laws 
for which RIAs in line with national guidelines were conducted) and 
information on perceptions (e.g. the percentage of those involved in the 
regulatory process that view RIA as having improved the quality of 
regulation). Each set of indicators has its respective advantages and 
limitations. For example, fact-based indicators are replicable, 
comparable over time and “actionable”, i.e. it is usually easy for policy-
makers to know what to do to improve on the indicator. The advantage 
of perceptions-based indicators is that they provide more information on 
actual quality, use and impact of regulatory policies. At the same time, 
policy-makers need to take into account the many factors that influence 
perceptions in the design and use of survey data, as the recent OECD 
work on perception surveys has demonstrated (see also OECD, 2012).  

Ideally, factual information is combined with assessments from 
experts, business and citizens to provide information on the “full 
picture”. Drawing on different methods or different groups of 
respondents to check results is also referred to as “triangulation”. 
Assessing the elements in the Framework is not limited to indicators. It 
is useful to complement indicators with qualitative research methods 
such as case studies, interviews and focus groups. They can help to 
provide positive examples of “what works”, and identify concrete 
suggestions for improvements. For example, RIA successes in stopping 
or amending poor regulatory proposals exist but are rarely highlighted.  
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Chapter 3 provides an overview of regulatory policy evaluation 
practices in OECD countries, including concrete examples of output and 
intermediate outcome indicators and publicly available evaluation 
reports.  

Furthermore, the expert papers by Professor Claudio Radaelli and 
Oliver Fritsch and by Professor Cary Coglianese are a valuable resource 
for applying the Framework in practice. For example, Professor Claudio 
Radaelli and Oliver Fritsch provide in their expert paper a range of 
concrete suggestions for indicators and evaluation methods that can be 
overlaid on the Framework to facilitate its implementation. Tables 1, 2 
and 3 (pp. 23-24) provide an overview of indicators suggested in the 
paper to countries for applying the Framework. For each of the indicators 
in Tables 1, 2 and 3, the authors provide guidance and a detailed 
assessment. Table A.1 in the paper by Professor Claudio Radaelli and 
Oliver Fritsch (p. 38ff) provides information on the underlying concept, 
the methodology, data collection and recommended usage. Table A.2 in 
the paper (p. 44ff) provides information on costs of data collection and 
measurement, assumptions underlying the indicators, an assessment of 
the quality of the indicator, its limitations and comparability. Table A.2 
also categories the indicators in order of priority to give countries that 
have not yet built a system of regulatory policy evaluation and may have 
limited resources at their disposal to do so, a sense of “where to start”. 
Table A.3 in the paper (p. 61ff) provides examples of countries that have 
already used each indicators and references to relevant literature and 
country website.  

Finally, Chapter 4 highlights key findings from two pilot studies of 
the Framework in Canada and in the Netherlands.  
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Table 2.1. Recommended indicators for regulatory policy evaluation  
from Radaelli and Fritsch (2012) 

Input indicators  

Budget • Budget for regulatory policy and oversight at departments and agencies 

Staff • Staff for regulatory policy and oversight at departments and agencies 

Training • Number of public officials in departments and agencies participating in 
training on regulatory policy and oversight 

Output indicators  

Forward planning 
• Proportion of departments and agencies publishing a forward plan for the 

introduction and review of primary laws and subordinate regulations to be 
prepared, modified, reformed or repealed  

RIA scope • Percentage of policy proposals for primary laws and subordinate regulations 
that are subject to RIA 

RIA extent   
• Composite indicator measuring the degree to which RIA documents, for 

both primary laws and subordinate regulations, include key items required 
by RIA guidelines 

RIA quality  
• Composite indicator measuring the degree to which RIA documents, for 

both primary laws and subordinate regulations, provide satisfactory analysis 
of key items required by RIA guidelines 

RIA perception survey  
• Composite indicator exploring the belief in the evidence-based nature of 

RIA, the tool's ability to predict, participatory quality, pluralistic nature of the 
assessment process, ritualistic nature, biased nature 

Consultation scope  • Percentage of policy proposals for primary laws and subordinate regulations 
subject to consultation 

Consultation extent 
• Composite indicator measuring the degree to which consultations, for both 

primary laws and subordinate regulations, comply with consultation 
guidelines 

Consultation perception 
survey  

• Composite indicator based on survey questions exploring consultee and 
regulators' satisfaction with consultation and their belief in the learning 
quality of consultation, i.e. participation patterns, value of consultation for 
regulatees, impact of consultation on policy options considered 

PIR scope   • Percentage of primary laws and subordinate regulations for which a post-
implementation review was carried out and can be related to the initial RIA 

PIR extent  
• Percentage of post-implementation reviews for primary laws and 

subordinate regulations that pass a quality standard and therefore are not 
perfunctory, standards reflect standards of analysis developed for RIAs
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Table 2.1. Recommended indicators for regulatory policy evaluation 
 from Radaelli and Fritsch (2012) (cont.) 

Intermediate outcomes  

Number of laws • Number of primary laws and subordinate regulations and regulations 
introduced in the current year 

Perception survey 
citizens/firms  

• Composite indicator based on a number of survey questions exploring the 
degree of unnecessary information obligations, costs related to compliance 
with regulations, constantly changing legislation and rules, awareness of 
burden reduction initiatives, and the user-friendliness of procedures 

Perception survey 
regulators 

• Composite indicator based on a number of survey questions exploring the 
level of litigation, responsiveness of regulators, and access to justice to 
regulatees 

Final outcomes  

Total number of lives 
saved 

• Total number of lives saved as a result of new primary laws or subordinate 
regulations introduced in the current year 

Total cost reduction • Total net cost reduction in the current year resulting from various types of 
simplification activities divided by the value of the previous year 

 
Source: Radaelli, Claudio and Oliver Fritsch (2012), “Measuring Regulatory Performance – Evaluating 
Regulatory Management Tools and Programmes”, Expert Paper, No. 2, OECD, Paris. 
www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/2_Radaelli%20web.pdf, accessed 13 March 2014. 
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Chapter 3 
 

Practices in regulatory policy evaluation across the OECD1 

This chapter presents an overview of publicly available indicators and 
reports in OECD countries to evaluate regulatory policy in four areas: 
the evaluation of the functioning of systems for RIA, of ex post evaluation 
systems, of administrative simplification programmes and of 
consultation practices. The information is based on an OECD survey 
that was carried out between 2012 and 2013 to provide countries with 
concrete examples of country practices to inform the design of their own 
evaluation system. The chapter also provides examples of evaluations of 
the impact of regulations on the real economy. Finally, it presents 
findings on the role of audit offices in regulatory policy evaluation.  

 

1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the 
responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data 
by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, 
East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the 
terms of international law. 
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As described in the previous chapter a necessary part of applying the 
Framework for Regulatory Policy Evaluation, is the collection and 
analysis of information and indicators on the quality of regulatory 
policies. Information on the performance of regulatory policy is 
necessary to identify and evaluate if regulatory policy is being 
implemented effectively and if reforms are having the desired impact. 
Regulatory performance measures can also provide a benchmark for 
improving compliance by agencies with the requirements of regulatory 
policy, such as, for example, reporting on the effective use of impact 
assessment, consultation, simplification measures and other practices 
(OECD, 2012a). 

Transparency is an important feature for ensuring the effectiveness 
of the information. This depends on the public release of reviews and of 
performance data to allow external stakeholders to consider and 
comment on performance information, and to provide incentives to 
agencies to improve their practices. Building a strong connection with 
wider society will help to shape the expectations of regulators of the 
need to improve regulatory quality (OECD, 2012a).  

The OECD Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory Policy 
and Governance therefore emphasises the importance of assessing the 
functioning of regulatory management tools in Principle 6: 

Members should regularly publish reports on the performance of 
regulatory policy and reform programmes and the public 
authorities applying the regulations. Such reports should also 
include information on how regulatory tools such as Regulatory 
Impact Assessment (RIA), public consultation practices and 
reviews of existing regulations are functioning in practice. 
(OECD, 2012a) 

This chapter draws on the results collected from a survey carried out 
over the period 2012-13 of OECD countries on their regulatory policy 
practices, to provide an overview of evaluation practices currently taking 
place in OECD countries. The chapter first provides an overview of the 
use of performance reports and indicators and then zooms into evaluation 
practices of four key regulatory policy programmes and tools, providing 
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concrete examples of evaluations of systems for RIA and ex post 
evaluation, of administrative simplification programmes and of 
consultation practices. It also provides examples of assessing the impact 
of regulations on the economy and broad policy objectives in OECD 
countries to measure the achievement of outcomes. Finally, it discusses 
the role of audit offices in regulatory policy evaluation in OECD 
countries.  

A copy of the original questionnaire of the 2012-13 OECD survey on 
Regulatory Policy Evaluation is available in Annex C. More information 
on the methodology of the survey can be found in Annex D. 

The use of performance reports and indicators for regulatory policy 
evaluation  

The survey uncovered a wealth of examples of different types of 
regulatory evaluation, and it is encouraging that the usefulness of 
monitoring and evaluation is widely accepted and the majority of OECD 
countries already conduct evaluation reports on at least one kind of 
regulatory practice. Results indicate that 20 OECD countries have 
published evaluation reports of their RIA programmes and 21 of their 
administrative burden reduction programmes, but only eight countries 
have done so with respect to consultation procedures, and only four 
publish reports on the performance of their ex post evaluation systems 
(see Table 3.1). A full list of the publically available reports and 
indicators presented in the survey results is available in Annex A.  

Indicators on the implementation of regulatory policy programmes 
and tools give us an overview of the progress made towards full 
implementation of a coherent, effective regulatory framework. They can 
help demonstrate measurable improvements that can be attributed against 
particular activities, and help highlight areas for improvement.  

As discussed in the preceding chapters, it is possible for all OECD 
countries to develop output indicators that are qualitative and 
quantitative descriptions of whether the good regulatory practices 
described in policies have actually been implemented, for example the 
number of impact assessments that can be deemed fit for purpose.  
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Table 3.1. Countries publishing performance reports by policy tool/programme 

 

Reports published online on the performance of the following regulatory management tools 
and programmes (i.e. how they function in practice): 

Regulatory Impact 
Analysis on draft 

regulations 

Consultation 
practices on draft 

regulations 
Ex post analysis of 
existing regulations 

Administrative 
simplification and 
burden reduction 

programmes 
Australia     
Austria     
Belgium     
Canada     
Chile 1    
Czech Republic     
Denmark     
Estonia     
EU     
Finland     
France     
Germany     
Greece     
Hungary     
Iceland     
Ireland     
Israel     
Italy     
Japan     
Korea     
Luxembourg     
Mexico     
Netherlands     
New Zealand     
Norway     
Poland     
Portugal     
Slovak Republic     
Slovenia     
Spain     
Sweden     
Switzerland     
Turkey     
United Kingdom     
United States     

OECD34+EU 20 8 4 21 

 Yes  No.  

1. Although Chile does not have a performance report on their RIA system, the status of RIAs can be 
tracked on www.e-seia.cl/busqueda/buscarProyectoAction.php?modo=ficha&nombre=&sector=& 
regiones=14&presentacion=EIA&buscar=true&popup=1. 

Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 
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It is also possible to measure whether good regulatory practices have 
contributed to the improvement in the quality of regulations for example 
through intermediate outcome indicator. These could include perception 
surveys which assess the perceived success of regulatory management 
systems to change the quality of regulations or comparisons initial 
proposals with those of the final regulatory proposal and identify 
differences in their impact.  

While more than half of OECD members publish performance 
indicators on administrative simplification and burden reduction 
programmes (20) and more than one third on the performance of RIA 
(14), only six countries have indicators for consultation and only 
Australia and Germany have specific indicators for ex post analysis (see 
Table 3.2). 

A great number of countries indicated that they have performance 
indicators for several regulatory tools/programmes available internally 
only. Most of these internally available indicators refer to the functioning 
of RIA (9) and consultation (9), some to administrative burden 
reduction/simplification programmes (8), and only very few to ex post 
analysis (3). The focus of this chapter lies on publicly available 
indicators, as we do not have detailed information on all internally 
available indicators.  

Seven of the OECD countries (Belgium, Estonia, Italy, France, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand and Switzerland), as well as the EU, publish 
results of perception surveys on the usefulness or quality of regulatory 
management tools (see Table B.1 in Annex B). Perception surveys are 
used to obtain information on citizen and business levels of satisfaction 
regarding government attempts to improve the regulatory environment 
(e.g. in Belgium, see Box 3.10). They are also used to assess the 
perceived success of regulatory management systems in changing the 
quality of regulations (e.g. in Switzerland, see Box 3.3). Advice on using 
perception surveys for evaluating regulatory policy and further country 
examples can be found in the OECD publication A Practitioner’s Guide 
to Perception Surveys, available at www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-
policy/48933826.pdf (OECD, 2012c).  
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Table 3.2. Publicly available indicators on the functioning of  
regulatory management tools/programmes 

 

Publicly available indicators on the functioning of: 

Regulatory Impact 
Analysis (RIA) 

Consultation 
practices on draft 

regulations 

Ex post 
analysis/reviews of 
existing regulation 

Administrative 
simplification and 
burden reduction 

programmes 
Australia     
Austria     
Belgium     
Canada     
Chile     
Czech Republic     
Denmark     
Estonia     
EU     
Finland     
France     
Germany     
Greece     
Hungary     
Iceland     
Ireland     
Israel     
Italy     
Japan     
Korea     
Luxembourg     
Mexico     
Netherlands     
New Zealand     
Norway     
Poland     
Portugal     
Slovak Republic     
Slovenia     
Spain     
Sweden     
Switzerland     
Turkey     
United Kingdom     
United States     

OECD34 + EU 14 6 2 20 
 

 Yes  No.  

Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 
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In most countries, performance reports and indicators are published 
by an independent or central government agency/department. There were 
some examples, however, where reports are not produced in-house but 
instead by academics, civil society and consultancy firms. For example 
New Zealand engaged Castalia Strategic Advisors to review the quality 
of regulatory impact statements (Castalia Strategic Advisors, 2013) and 
Switzerland commissioned Dr Lorenzo Allio, an independent policy 
analyst, to provide evaluation of detailed RIAs and Standard Cost Model 
(SCM) studies (Allio, 2011). In Germany the Research Institute for 
Public Administration Speyer assessed how RIA and evaluation 
contribute to a better management of regulatory risk factors (Sicko, 
2010). Also several audit offices had a role in evaluating regulatory 
policy tools and programmes. For example Austria, Denmark and 
Sweden reported that their audit offices have reviewed simplification and 
burden reduction programmes (see Chapter 3, section on the role of audit 
offices). 

Evaluation of the system for Regulatory Impact Assessments (RIA) 
More than half the countries surveyed (20) were able to provide 

information on published performance reports on RIA, of which 14 also 
provided a type of publically available performance indicator. An 
overview of the countries that publish performance reports and indicators 
is shown in Table B.2. A full list of reports and indicators provided by 
delegates can be found in Table A.1 in Annex A.  

Most performance indicators on RIA are output indicators that 
provide information on the actual implementation of RIA. They are often 
based on the assessments of individual impact assessments against 
defined criteria (see Figure 3.1). For example, the Impact Assessment 
Board of the European Commission analyses the quality of all draft 
impact assessments against multiple criteria and uses the results to make 
concrete recommendations for improvement. It lists the type of impacts 
evaluated and/or quantified, the numbers of RIAs performed in a given 
year and the reasons why RIAs have been rejected in its annual report 
(see Box 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1. Type of publicly available indicators on RIA 

 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 

 

Box 3.1. The annual report of the European Commission Impact 
Assessment Board  

The Impact Assessment Board was established by European Commission 
President Barroso in 2006 to provide independent quality control and support for 
Commission Impact Assessments. The Board examines all draft Impact 
Assessments (IA) against the quality standards set out in the IA guidelines, and 
issues opinions with recommendations on how the individual IAs should be 
improved. The opinions and final IA reports accompany the corresponding policy 
proposal throughout the Commission’s decision-making process, and are made 
publicly available once the proposal is adopted. 

The Impact Assessment Board produces an annual report which describes the 
trends in the Board’s opinions and recommendations, regarding: 

• Structural issues, such as improving the quality of problem definition and 
establishing baseline objectives, stakeholder consultation and monitoring 
and evaluation, 

• Analytical issues raised, e.g. economic impacts, social impacts, impacts on 
SME; and  
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Box 3.1. The annual report of the European Commission Impact 
Assessment Board (cont.) 

• Horizontal issues such the IA’s descriptions of intervention logic, risk 
assessment and proportionality of analysis. 

The Impact Assessment Board is then able to use the evidence of these trends 
to give concrete recommendations to improve the quality of Impact Assessments. 
For example in the 2011 annual report it was found that over 30% of IAs had 
received comments on intervention logic and the need to have a clear link 
between all the elements of the analysis. The report suggests as solution to 
increase the use of problem trees. Problem trees can help to illustrate the 
interactions among problems, identify their underlying drivers, and link the 
initiative’s objectives to the identified problems.  

Source: European Commission (2012a), “Impact Assessment Board Report for 2011”, 
ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/key_docs/docs/sec_2012_0101_en.pdf, accessed 
19 March 2014. 

 

The Swedish Better Regulation Council evaluates impact 
assessments based on the requirements specified in the Ordinance on 
Regulatory Impact Assessments and issues an opinion on whether it is 
“acceptable” or “deficient”. This information is published in its annual 
report (Swedish Better Regulation Council, 2011). In the United 
Kingdom impact assessments are allocated to the following categories: 
Green (“fit for purpose”), Amber (“fit for purpose on the condition that 
changes are made to the RIA to respond to the concerns raised in the 
opinion”), and Red (“not fit for purpose”) (UK Regulatory Policy 
Committee, 2014). The UK 2012 RPC Report (UK Regulatory Policy 
Committee, 2012) contains time series data on the quality of RIAs and 
lists RIA performance by ministry, comparing the percentage of RIAs 
that received a “fit for purpose” rating across different years in every 
department (UK Regulatory Policy Committee, 2012) (see Box 3.2).  

Box 3.2. UK indicators of RIA quality at consultation  
and final stage 

In the UK RIAs are assessed both at consultation stage, where the RIA is 
provided to stakeholders to inform them of the proposal and likely impacts, as 
well as at later stage where a final RIA is produced using the evidence gained 
from the consultation.  
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Box 3.2. UK indicators of RIA quality at consultation  

and final stage (cont.) 
The RIAs are assessed against seven recommendations, which represent the 

integral steps in the process of producing a high quality RIA and can be seen as a 
distillation of the regulatory appraisal process: 

• Don’t presume regulation is the answer 

• Take time and effort to consider all the options 

• Make sure you have substantive evidence 

• Produce reliable estimates of costs and benefits 

• Assess non-monetary impacts thoroughly 

• Explain and present results clearly 

• Understand the real cost to business of regulation 

At the consultation stage a RIA can receive a “Red, Amber, Green” rating. If a 
consultation stage RIA receives a Red rating, this means there are significant 
concerns with the analysis and evidence, and these must be corrected before the 
RIA can be published as part of the consultation process.  

If a RIA received an Amber rating there are areas of concern with the quality 
of analysis and evidence presented but, on the understanding that changes will be 
made, the RIA to be ‘fit for purpose’. If a RIA received a Green rating, there were 
no significant concerns with the quality of analysis and evidence presented. At 
final stage a RIA can only receive a Red or Green rating. 

At final stage a RIA can only receive a Red or Green rating. This system 
provided departments with the incentive for developing evidence-based policy 
options, which had to stand up to scrutiny from a politically independent-body. 
However, the guidelines have recently been altered and now a ‘Red’ rating can 
only be given if there are concerns regarding the estimates of the costs to 
business, regardless of the quality of analysis in other areas. While the RPC may 
still provide comments regarding how well the RIA performs against the 7 criteria 
it is no long essential that departments demonstrate compliance with them in 
order for a proposal to be presented at the next stage of the decision-making 
process.  

The number of RIAs examined and the percentage found to be “fit for 
purpose” can be found in the Regulatory Policy Committee’s annual report.  

Source: UK Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (2013a), “Better 
Regulation Framework Manual - Practical Guidance for UK Government Officials”, 
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/211981/bis-
13-1038-better-regulation-framework-manual-guidance-for-officials.pdf, accessed 18 
March 2014; UK Regulatory Policy Committee (2012), “Assessing Regulation - An 
independent report on the evidence and analysis supporting regulatory proposals, 
January-August 2012”, www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment 
_data/file/252697/assessingregulationrpcnov2012report.pdf, accessed 18 March 2014. 
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Only the EU and Switzerland provided links to publically available 
perception surveys aimed at evaluating the performance of RIAs, 
including its impact on regulations (intermediate outcome indicators) 
(see Box 3.3).  

Box 3.3. Switzerland’s evaluation of in-depth RIAs and Standard 
Cost Model studies  

The purpose of the 2011 report (Allio, 2011) was to review Switzerland’s use 
of “in-depth RIAs” and the Standard Cost Model (SCM). “In-depth RIAs” differ 
from normal RIAs through a more selective process, a partnership between 
different parts of government, and the systematic publication of results. The 
assessment of the report is based on a variety of sources, namely: 

• a detailed examination of nine RIAs and three SCM studies; 

• an analysis of the RIA systems in Germany, Canada and on EU level, 

• an examination the OECD Indicators of Regulatory Management Systems 
and Switzerland’s results in the area of RIA; and 

• interviews with 42 persons (representatives from federal offices, 
stakeholders involved in the RIA process, main users of the RIA e.g. 
members of parliament or parliamentary committees, external experts from 
academia or consultancy firms). 

All interviewees responded to a questionnaire which contained questions on 
the process, impact and quality of RIAs (e.g. had this RIA a significant influence 
on the formulation and adoption of the proposal? Had this RIA a positive 
influence on the final product of the decision-making process, e.g. the adopted 
law?). Based on the responses and additional information obtained through desk 
research each RIA was evaluated and received a score for its different aspects.  

The study concluded that in-depth RIAs have proven to be a valuable tool to 
structure and present information in a more coherent manner. To further improve 
in-depth RIAs the report makes, among others, the following suggestions: 

• Further institutionalisation of in-depth RIAs, for example through 
transferring the co-ordination and quality control tasks to a horizontal point 
in the public administration; and 

• Better integration with consultation, for example the methodology of RIAs 
and their preliminary results should be elaborated in consultation 
documents. 

The report was written Dr. Lorenzo Allio who was mandated by the State 
Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO). 
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Box 3.3. Switzerland’s evaluation of in-depth RIAs and Standard 
Cost Model studies (cont.) 

Source: Allio, Lorenzo (2011), Lorenzo Allio, “Évaluation des analyses d‟impact 
approfondies et des études Standard Cost Model effectuées par la Confédération entre 
2007 et 2009”, Rapport final, Étude mandatée par le Secrétariat d'État à l’économie, 
Berne, 24.08.2011 [Evaluation of in-depth Impact Analyses and Standard Cost Model 
studies conducted by the Confederation between 2007 and 2009], 
www.news.admin.ch/NSBSubscriber/message/attachments/23926.pdf, accessed 18 
March 2014; Allio, Lorenzo (2012), “Les résultats de l'évaluation des analyses 
d'impact approfondies” [The results of the evaluation of in-depth RIAs], presentation, 
www.seco.admin.ch/themen/00374/00459/00465/00467/index.html?lang=de&downlo
ad=NHzLpZeg7t,lnp6I0NTU042l2Z6ln1acy4Zn4Z2qZpnO2Yuq2Z6gpJCFfXt9gGym
162epYbg2c_JjKbNoKSn6A, accessed 20 March 2014. 

 

Indicators on the performance of RIA are created for a variety of 
uses. Thirteen countries explicitly mentioned that they used quantitative 
indicators to adjust the design of tools or programmes. Twelve countries 
describe using the results for communication with internal or external 
stakeholders and eight countries explicitly mention using the results for 
the purposes of monitoring quality.  

An example of a comprehensive assessment of a RIA system 
including the sub-national level is the report by the Australian 
Productivity Commission (see Box 3.4).  

Box 3.4. RIA benchmarking study by the Australian Productivity 
Commission  

The aim of the 2012 benchmarking study was to assess the performance of 
Australia’s ten jurisdictions’ RIA processes and to identify leading practices 
(Australian Productivity Commission, 2012). The report provides policy makers 
with concrete guidance and examples on ways of improving their systems.  

The study assessed to which extent appropriate practices (e.g. public annual 
compliance monitoring and reporting on RIA) were implemented. The 
Commission found that RIA processes in Australia’s ten jurisdictions are broadly 
consistent with OECD and Australian best practice principles. However, it was 
also noted that the manner and depth in which RIAs are carried out differ widely.  
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Box 3.4. RIA benchmarking study by the Australian Productivity 
Commission (cont.) 

Significant concerns are i) the number of proposals with highly significant 
impacts that are either exempted from RIA or are not rigorously analysed, ii) too 
late public consultation in the policy-making process, and iii) a widespread lack 
of transparency in the use of RIA, including belated or inadequate stakeholder 
engagement.  

Through a survey of agencies engaged in RIA activities the Productivity 
Commission identified a lack of commitment to RIA processes and unnecessary 
administrative burden created through interactions between the regulatory 
oversight body and agencies as possible underlying causes of the above-
mentioned problems. Based on these findings the report elaborates ways to 
improve RIA processes: 

• Implement transparency measures, such as a draft regulation impact 
statement (RIS) for early consultation, and publishing all RISs and RIS 
adequacy assessments; 

• Implement accountability measures, such as the auditing of agency 
decisions on the need for a RIS and the auditing of regulatory oversight 
body adequacy assessments; 

• Require ministers to provide reasons to parliament for non-compliance 
with the RIA process and for the granting of exemptions; and 

• Target RIA resources more effectively. 

Source: Australian Productivity Commission (2012), “Regulatory Impact Analysis: 
Benchmarking”, www.pc.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/120675/ria-
benchmarking.pdf, accessed 19 March 2014. 

Evaluation of consultation practices 
It is very complicated to review the effectiveness of the efforts to 

engage stakeholders, in particular because it is difficult to know what a 
legislative draft would have looked like if there had been no 
consultations. Nevertheless, establishing a monitoring and review system 
for engagement policies including a set of evaluation indicators is an 
important element of ensuring that consultation practices are effective.  

Seven countries (Switzerland, Czech Republic, Japan, Mexico, the 
Netherlands, Slovenia, Turkey) and the EU publish information on their 
consultation practices in a performance report and only five countries 
(Estonia, Japan, Mexico, Slovenia, Turkey) and the EU have a publicly 
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available performance indicator on their consultation practices. A full list 
of reports and indicators provided by OECD delegates can be found in 
Table A.2 in Annex A.  

While Mexico does not publish an indicator on compliance with 
formal requirements for consultation, it reports that compliance is always 
100%. The regulatory oversight body COFEMER checks compliance 
with consultation requirements for all draft regulations and in case of 
non-compliance regulations cannot be published in the official gazette 
and are therefore not legally binding.  

Box 3.5. Case study: EU’s evaluation of its consultation  
practices (2012) 

The 2012 review of the EU Commission’s consultation policy (European 
Commission, 2012b) is a comprehensive report describing and reviewing current 
consultation practices. It addresses issues such as the openness and reach of 
consultation and the use of input received during consultation. The review draws 
upon different sources. First, it contains an analysis of international standards, 
among them the 2012 OECD Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory 
Policy and Governance. Second, an open consultation of external stakeholders 
was used to gather a wide range of opinions. Third, input from different 
Commission services was sought, including data on consultations and impact 
assessments carried out between January 2010 and August 2012. The report 
provides indicators concerning the Commission’s consultation practices, for 
example on the type of consultation, consultation tools, languages and length, as 
well as the availability of consultation outputs, and percentage of consultations 
with external parties in which the minimum consultation period was respected. 
The report also identifies measures that could be taken to enhance the quality of 
consultation, for example: 

• Adjusting the minimum standards; 

• Improving planning, for example by publishing a rolling calendar of 
planned consultations online; 

• Improving follow-up and feedback, for example through developing alert 
systems to notify respondents at key stages throughout the policy-making 
cycle. 

Source: European Commission (2012b), “Review of the Commission Consultation 
Policy”, http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/better_regulation/documents/document_ 
travail_service_part1_en.pdf, accessed 19 March 2014. 
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The performance reports usually contain quantitative information on 
the number of consultation procedures, the nature and number of 
comments received and the length of consultation periods. The EU 
provides a good example of judging consultation practices through 
multiple criteria including indicators of accessibility and transparency 
(see Box 3.5). It is also a good example of a comprehensive review of 
consultation practices. 

Another example of a detailed study on consultation practices is a 
report by Switzerland (Swiss Parliamentary Control Commission, 2011) 
which evaluates different aspects of the Swiss evaluation and hearing 
system, for example the time available to stakeholder to submit 
comments or the legal basis for consultation and hearings. As a main 
finding, the report lists the five key weaknesses of the current state of 
affairs (more details are provided in Box 3.6) 

Box 3.6. Case study: Switzerland’s evaluation of its consultation 
and hearing system (2011) 

In 2005 Switzerland enacted a law, the Consultation Procedure Act, which laid 
down for the first time requirements for consultations and hearings. The law also 
introduced a distinction between these two terms. Consultations can only be 
initiated by the Federal Council of Switzerland (the highest executive organ) or 
parliament for projects which are assumed to have a high impact. Hearings 
(French: “auditions”) can be organised by departments or other offices on their 
own initiative and should be used for projects that are assumed to have a minor 
impact. While a consultation has to comply with strict requirements laid out in the 
law, the rules applicable to hearings are more lenient and less clearly defined. 

The report is based on a review of existing documents, seven in-depth 
evaluations of single hearings, an online survey with organisers and participants 
of consultations and hearings, and interviews with government officials.  

The report identifies the five main weaknesses of the current consultation and 
hearing practices: 

• An unclear notion of “hearing”: The public administration often does not 
consider the potential impact of a project when deciding whether to 
organise a hearing or a consultation. There have been cases when a hearing 
was chosen, while the scope of the project clearly requested a full-fledged 
consultation. Moreover, participants to consultation or hearings are often 
unaware of the distinction between the two.  

• Too short time limits: Many participants stressed that the time limits for 
hearings, which are determined on the discretion of the public 
administration, often do not suffice to prepare well-founded and internally 
consolidated comments. Short time limits also tend to arouse participants’ 
suspicions that hearings are only held pro forma to satisfy formal 
requirements.  
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Box 3.6. Case study: Switzerland’s evaluation of its consultation 
and hearing system (2011) (cont.) 

• Short-comings in the communication of hearing results: While the results 
of consultations and how comments were taken into account have to be 
published, for hearings only a short summary must be made available. 
However, this summary is often not sent to participants of the hearing. 
Hence, participants frequently feel that they are inadequately informed 
about how their comments were taken into account. 

• Inability of the Federal Chancellery to correct violations: The public 
administration has significant discretion, especially concerning the 
organisation of hearings. However, when parts of the public administration 
were unlawfully organising a hearing for high-impact projects instead of a 
consultation, the Federal Chancellery lacks authority over these offices to 
effectively correct violations.  

• Insufficient legal basis: The evaluation has shown that the most problems 
arise with regard to the criteria for the decision of the public administration 
as to whether a hearing or a consultation should be conducted.  

Source: Swiss Parliamentary Control Commission (2011), “Evaluation de la pratique 
de la Confédération en matière de procédures d’audition et de consultation” 
[Evaluation of the practices of the Confederation with regard to hearing and 
consultation procedures], www.parlament.ch/f/dokumentation/berichte/berichte-
aufsichtskommissionen/geschaeftspruefungskommission-gpk/berichte-
2011/Documents/bericht-pvk-evaluation-anhoerungspraxis-2011-06-09-f.pdf, 
accessed 19 March 2014. 

 
Japan publishes a detailed report for subordinate legislation. The 

Japanese report on the status of its public comment procedure (Japanese 
government, 2010) contains the results of a survey of consultation 
practices as established under Chapter 6 of the Administrative Procedure 
Act of 1993 (Japanese Administrative Procedure Act, 1993). It reports 
the number of consultation procedures by ministry and type of 
legislation, as well as comments received, compliance with a 30-day 
consultation period, the number of comments incorporated into the draft 
and the number of consultation results published.  

COFEMER, Mexico’s Federal Regulatory Improvement 
Commission, publishes monthly reports on Mexico's better regulation 
programme, which also contain information on consultation, for example 
how many comments were received, which stakeholder groups 
participated in consultation, and which regulations and ministries 
received the most comments (COFEMER, 2014). This information is 
collected every month and therefore allows tracking the performance of 
Mexico's consultation system over time. 



3. PRACTICES IN REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION ACROSS THE OECD – 57 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

Estonia is the only country that has commissioned a survey on the 
quality of its public consultation system with people from organisations 
of the public sector (including local authorities, universities and research 
institutes), the private sector (including companies and state owned 
enterprises) and other non-state actors including non-profit organisations 
(see Box 3.7). 

Box 3.7. Estonian study on stakeholder involvement with 
government agencies  

The Estonian 2010 report Stakeholder involvement with government agencies 
provides a comprehensive review of the quality of stakeholder involvement in 
regulation and supportive policies across nine government ministries.  

The analysis combines quantitative and qualitative methods of data analysis. 
The quantitative part of the analysis included a survey of 428 stakeholder 
representatives from the public sector (including local authorities, universities and 
research institutes), the private sector (including companies and state owned 
enterprises) and other sectors (e.g. non-profit organisations). The questionnaire 
asked detailed questions regarding stakeholder involvement and participation, for 
example the extent to which stakeholders had provided and received feedback on 
proposals in the last two years, as well as challenges in participating in the 
development of legislative and policy documents. 

In addition the study also used the results of a survey of 224 officials from 
within the nine ministries as well as reviewing policy case studies. The study 
builds on a 2004 study on stakeholder involvement and aims to analyse the 
change in performance levels of the central government, and develop proposals to 
raise systemic stakeholder involvement. 

Stakeholder involvement was found to have become wider, stronger and more 
efficient; and that ‘Good Practice Engagement’ had become more prevalent. The 
report however, explained there still remains the problem of engagement 
occurring at too late a stage. This inhibits substantive discussion and mutually 
respectful partnership. The study also found that the information regarding the 
policy-making process is often opaque or difficult to find.  

The report recommends laying down specific requirements regarding the level 
of inclusion, and for ministries to provide a stronger role and demonstrate clear 
accountability.  

The study was commissioned by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and the State 
Chancellery and conducted by the Centre for Policy Studies in collaboration with 
Praxis MTÜga Institute of Baltic Studies. 
Source: Institute of Baltic Studies (2010), “Lõpparuanne - Valitsusasutuste 
kaasamispraktikate analüüs” [Final report – Stakeholder involvement with 
government agencies], www.siseministeerium.ee/public/SIMKA.pdf, accessed 19 
March 2014; Centre for Policy Studies in collaboration with Praxis MTÜga Institute 
of Baltic Studies (2010), “Citizen engagement: How to get to the actual holding in 
public decisions?”, www.praxis.ee/index.php?id=883, accessed 20 March 2014. 
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Evaluation of systems for ex post analysis/review 
While it is widely agreed that systematic evaluation of existing 

regulations through ex post impact analysis is necessary to ensure that 
regulations are effective and efficient, few countries are actually 
performing it on a systematic basis. In particular, few countries assess 
whether underlying policy goals of regulation have been achieved, 
whether any unintended consequences have occurred and whether there 
is a more efficient solution to achieve the same objective. A more 
frequent practice in OECD countries is partial ex post assessment 
focusing exclusively on regulatory burdens, which will be discussed in 
the next section.  

It is therefore not surprising that only four countries (Australia, EU, 
Germany, and the United Kingdom) publish reports on  the functioning 
of their ex post evaluation systems. The reports they differ widely in 
approach: The Australian and German reports are the only reports 
containing performance indicators (see Box 3.8 for more details on 
Australia’s indicator), the EU provides a report (European Commission, 
2013) on the current status of its ex post evaluation system drawing upon 
a consultation with stakeholders (European Commission, 2012c) and 
makes recommendations on how to improve it. The UK provides 
information on ex post evaluation as part of a report on the one-in one-
out rule (UK Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, 2013b). 
The report contains information on the reform of sun setting and on the 
red tape challenge (the latter is linked to administrative burden 
reduction). Despite Germany only having established a systematic 
approach to ex post evaluation very recently (in 2013), it has already 
published several reports on the topic. For example the National 
Regulatory Control Council commissioned the consultancy firm Prognos 
to identify good practices in ex post evaluation in other countries 
(Canada, the European Union, Sweden, Switzerland, the United 
Kingdom) and to provide recommendations for Germany on how to 
develop their own system in the future (Prognos, 2013). Moreover, 
Germany’s Supreme Audit Institution has assessed whether government 
agencies live up to the requirement to define in their legislative proposals 
the scope and timeframe for ex post evaluation (German Supreme Audit 
Institution, 2010). The report contains information on the percentage of 
legislative proposals that comply with this requirement. 

A detailed overview of all performance reports and indicators 
concerning the functioning of ex post reviews can be found in Table A.3 
in Annex A. 
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Box 3.8. Case Study Australia's post-implementation  
review indicators 

Australian Government agencies are required to undertake a post-
implementation review (PIR) of regulation introduced without a Regulation 
Impact Statement (RIS), unless the impact is of a minor or machinery nature and 
the regulation did not substantially alter previous arrangements. The Office of 
Best Practice Regulation (OBPR) publishes annual Best Practice Regulation 
Reports (Australian Office of Best Practice Regulation 2013a) on post 
implementation reviews (PIRs) that list the number of PIRs that are judged to be 
compliant or non-compliant with the formal requirements in the Post-
Implementation Review guidance note respectively (Australian Office of Best 
Practice Regulation 2012).  

PIRs are very similar in form and substance to a RIA. Like a RIA, a PIR will 
outline the problem and objectives, provide evidence and analysis, present 
findings from consultation, and make a conclusion. The main difference is that 
the impact analysis for a PIR should include information about the actual impacts 
of the regulation, rather than just estimates. Stakeholder consultation is essential 
and will form a key part of a PIR. The regulatory process, including PIRs and 
Annual Regulatory Plans is overseen by the OBPR, including PIRs and Annual 
Regulatory Plans. The OBPR assesses the adequacy of PIRs against the 
Government’s best practice regulation requirements laid out in the Post-
Implementation Review guidance note. 

This practice provides quantitative indicators on the number of PIRS that are 
performed and the number that are considered non-compliant with the formal 
requirements. According to the latest report at the time of writing (December 
2013) there were a total of 95 post-implementation reviews (PIR) required 
(Australian Office of Best Practice Regulation 2013b). Of the 95 PIRs, in 17 
cases the regulation has not yet been implemented, 44 PIRs have not been started, 
12 have started, 5 were completed and not yet published, and 17 were completed 
and published. Two PIRs were non-compliant for not having been completed in 
around six months from the due date of commencement. 

In addition the Australian Government’s Productivity Commission has 
published a research report on Identifying and Evaluating Regulation Reforms 
which evaluates past attempts to review and reform the regulatory “stock”, as 
well as to consider methods for evaluating reforms. Key findings included (but 
are not limited to): red tape targets can provide a good starting point for burden 
reduction programmes but “one-in, one-out” rules have more disadvantages than 
advantages; sunsetting can help eliminate redundant regulation and ensure that 
re-made regulation is ‘fit for purpose’ and public stocktakes can help identify 
cumulative burden while in-depth reviews are best for identifying options for 
reform in more complex areas.  
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Box 3.8. Case Study Australia's post-implementation  
review indicators (cont.) 

Source: Australian Office of Best Practice Regulation (2013a), General website, 
www.dpmc.gov.au/deregulation/obpr/index.cfm, accessed 19 March 2014; Australian 
Office of Best Practice Regulation (2012), “Australian Office of Best Practice 
Regulation Guidance Note - Post-Implementation Reviews”, 
http://ris.finance.gov.au/files/2012/03/pir_guidance_note.pdf, accessed 19 March 
2014; Australian Office of Best Practice Regulation (2013b), “Post-implementation 
Review Status and Compliance”, http://ris.dpmc.gov.au/summary-compliance-
reporting/post-implementation-reviews/, accessed 19 March 2014; Australian 
Productivity Commission (2011), “Identifying and Evaluating Regulation Reforms”, 
www.pc.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/114165/regulation 
-reforms.pdf, accessed 19 March 2014. 

Evaluation of administrative simplification and burden reduction 
programmes 

A majority of OECD member countries have adopted administrative 
burden reduction programs in recent years. Many countries use some 
form of the Standard Cost Model approach and 21 OECD countries are 
members of the Standard Cost Model Network.2 As expected this was 
shown to be the area of regulatory policy where there was the greatest 
number of publically available reports and quantitative indicators. 
Twenty-one countries provide performance reports on administrative 
simplification and burden reduction programmes. Most of them are 
published on a regular basis, either annually (Austria, Belgium, 
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Slovenia, United States, Portugal, 
Turkey) or every two to three years (EU). Twenty countries also provide 
performance indicators, which are mostly integrated in the performance 
reports. Figure 3.2 shows which kinds of indicators are available in 
countries and Table 3.3 provides an overview of the countries that 
publish reports and indicators. A detailed overview of all performance 
reports and indicators concerning the performance administrative 
simplification and burden reduction programmes can be found in 
Table A.4 in Annex A. 

 
2. See: www.administrative-burdens.com. The 28 member countries of the SCM Network also 

include a number of non-OECD countries, as well as the Australian State of Victoria.  



3. PRACTICES IN REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION ACROSS THE OECD – 61 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

Figure 3.2. Jurisdictions with indicators on administrative simplification  
and burden reduction programmes  

 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 

The reports and indicators generally evaluate the reduction in 
administrative burdens achieved against an overall baseline, for example 
against the EU goal of 25% reduction (e. g. Austria, EU, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Slovak Republic, Germany), which is described in 
more detail in Box 3.9. 

Some performance reports (e.g. New Zealand, Germany, the 
Netherlands) also address compliance costs; a measurement that goes 
beyond reporting on administrative burdens which are only one part of 
regulatory costs. For example, as part of its annual report on Better 
Regulation, Germany provides comprehensive information and several 
indicators on the reduction of compliance costs (German Government, 
2014). In addition, the German National Regulatory Control Council, an 
independent body focusing on scrutinizing compliance costs calculations 
as well as advising the government in the area of better regulation and 
burden reduction, examines, among others, the comprehensibility and 
correct methodology of the description of the compliance costs of new 
regulations (National Regulatory Control Council, 2014). The result of 
this examination is either a critical or a positive opinion which is then 
transmitted to Parliament. 

17

7

2

0

5

10

15

20

25

Indicator(s) on the reduction of
administrative burdens

Indicator(s) stemming from
perception surveys

Other

Nu
m

be
r o

f j
ur

ist
ict

io
ns

Types of indicators available



62 – 3. PRACTICES IN REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION ACROSS THE OECD 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

Box 3.9. The EU's 25% administrative burden reduction target 

In March 2000, the European Council in Lisbon adopted an ambitious political 
objective - the Lisbon Agenda. EU leaders envisaged that the EU would become 
the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world.  

As part of the Lisbon Agenda the European Commission launched a Better 
Regulation Agenda to modernise and simplify the stock of existing EU 
legislation. This programme applied to all stages of the policy cycle and focused 
on:  

• improving and extending the use of impact assessment for new proposals, 
to ensure that all new initiatives are of high quality;  

• screening pending legislative proposals; and  

• introducing a new method of simplifying existing legislation, through 
legislative techniques such as recast, repeal, codification or revision.  

Importantly, conscious of the economic impact of disproportionate 
administrative costs and further to a request by the European Council, the 
Commission started to consider a common methodology for measuring 
administrative burdens imposed by existing legislation. The EU Standard Cost 
Model, which is based on the Standard Cost Model and at present in use by the 
vast majority of Member States, was proposed in October 2005.  

The Commission then presented an Action Programme to reduce 
administrative burdens on EU businesses by 25% by 2012, which was endorsed 
by the Spring European Council in March 2007. The programme targeted both 
EU legislation and national legislation implementing and transposing EU law. 
Measurements in 2012 showed that an overall burden reduction of 30.5% was 
achieved. However, some reduction potential (ca. EUR 3.2 billion) was foregone 
due to changes made to Commission proposals during the legislative process.  

The Action Programme is not about deregulation, nor does it aim to change 
policy objectives set out in existing Community legislation. Rather, it aimed to 
streamline and make less burdensome the way in which policy objectives are 
implemented. 

Source: Capgemini, Deloitte and Ramboll Management (2010), “EU Project on 
Baseline Measurement and Reduction of Administrative Costs: Final Report”, 
incorporating report on “Module 5.2 – Development of Reduction 
Recommendations”, final version, http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation 
/refit/admin_burden/docs/enterprise/documents/files/abs_development_reduction_rec
ommendations_en.pdf; European Commission (2012d), Action Programme for 
Reducing Administrative Burdens in the EU Final Report, 
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/secretariat_general/admin_burden/docs/com2012_746_swd_ap
_en.pdf. 
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Countries use a broad range of methodologies to measure 
administrative burdens. In Austria for example the Ministry of Finance 
used 2007 as the baseline year, and estimated the existing administrative 
burdens for the Austrian companies of approximately EUR 4.31 billion. 
The Ministry of Finance reports on the progress of burden reduction 
against this baseline. The estimated burden for Austrian companies was 
already reduced by more than EUR 1 billion (Austrian Ministry of 
Finance, 2012). 

Other reports list the reductions/savings achieved for a list of specific 
regulations (New Zealand, Germany). Often the achieved burden 
reduction is broken down at ministerial level (Germany, Austria, the 
Netherlands). The Netherlands also measure the burden reduction 
achieved in “top sectors”; sectors which are deemed as especially 
important for the Dutch economy.  

Reductions in administrative burdens are a policy where the effects 
should be felt by the beneficiaries (usually businesses and citizens). It is 
therefore an area where surveys on public perception can be especially 
useful. The OECD Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory 
Policy and Governance states that: 

Simplification and reform programmes should be evaluated for 
the public value they deliver based on the resources required. 
Evaluation should focus primarily on the outcomes and effects 
for society ahead of the quantification of administrative burdens 
reduced. (OECD, 2012a) 

The EU, Belgium, France, Italy, the Netherlands, New Zealand and 
Switzerland were the only countries that provided examples of 
perception surveys which evaluate the performance of administrative 
burden reduction programmes. They demonstrate interesting case studies 
of differing scopes and methodologies. For example, the Dutch 2010 
Burden Perception Monitor (Zijdenbos, 2010), which is based on a 
survey of 1 206 Dutch companies, contains indicators on the awareness 
and perceived effectiveness of simplification, and on the confidence of 
respondents in the success of government in realising administrative 
burden reduction. The series of Belgium perception surveys and their 
results are explained more in detail in Box 3.10. 
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Box 3.10. Perception surveys on administrative burdens among 
businesses and self-employed persons in Belgium 

Since 2000, the Belgian Agency for Administrative Simplification conducts 
every two years a survey among businesses and self-employed persons on how 
they perceive administrative burdens. The results of the surveys complement data 
on administrative burden reduction from other sources and are used to evaluate 
the process of administrative simplification and burden reduction in Belgium over 
time. The data also serves as an important point of reference to identify 
particularly burdensome regulations on federal as well as regional level.  

The surveys are usually divided in two parts: 1) A quantitative part where 
businesses and self-employed persons are asked to estimate the costs they incur 
due to administrative requirements and 2) a qualitative part concerning the quality 
of regulations and the quality of interaction with public agencies that implement 
regulations. Only burdens in the areas of employment (only applicable to 
businesses), environment and taxation are considered. For 2012 around 600 
businesses and 530 self-employed persons responded to the survey. 

Based on the quantitative information provided by respondents the total costs 
stemming from administrative requirements for businesses were calculated. 
According to the survey they lay between 1.0% and 1.8% of GDP. The survey 
results also show which type of businesses incur the highest costs. It shows that 
small and medium-sized enterprises bear the lion’s share of costs. For example 
while a small company had to spend almost 6000 euro per employee in 2012 due 
to administrative requirements, large businesses pay less than 1000 euro per 
employee per year. Moreover, the survey indicates in which domain 
administrative burdens are the highest. In Belgium this was in 2012 taxation 
(55.1% of total costs) and employment (36.8%). The survey results also enable 
policy makers to identify in which sectors which kind of administrative burdens 
are perceived as most burdensome.  

Businesses were also asked to indicate whether they think that administrative 
burdens have diminished, increased or stayed the same during the last two years. 
The majority of businesses think that administrative burdens increased 
independent of company size or sector.  

Much value also lies in the qualitative information obtained through 
perception surveys. Respondents were asked to judge the quality of regulations, 
for example whether regulations are easy to understand or are communicated to 
businesses in a timely fashion. The most pressing problems businesses perceive 
are that regulations are frequently insufficiently adapted to take account of 
different situations and that they are often difficult to understand, especially in the 
area of taxation.  

Moreover, businesses were asked about the quality of interaction with public 
agencies that implement regulations they have to comply with, for example 
whether they can easily find out who they should contact within the public  
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Box 3.10. Perception surveys on administrative burdens among 
businesses and self-employed persons in Belgium 

administration or whether administrative decisions are clearly motivated. 
Results show that businesses and self-employed persons alike are more content 
with the contact with public agencies than with the quality of the actual 
regulations. Over 60% of businesses answered that the information provided by 
the public administration satisfied their needs. 

As the survey is repeated every two years it also tracks the evolution of 
administrative burdens over time. Since 2000 total administrative burdens are 
reported to have decreased by 26% for businesses and self-employed persons. 
Expressed in relative terms as percentage of GDP, administrative burdens have 
decreased by half, from 3.48% in 2000 to 1.70% in 2012. Over the years there has 
been a general trend of increasing total costs for businesses and slightly 
decreasing costs for self-employed persons.  

Source: Belgian Federal Planning Bureau (2012), “Les charges administratives en 
Belgique pour l’année 2010” [Administrative burden in Belgium in 2010], 
www.simplification.be/fr/webfm_send/138, accessed 5 May 2014; Belgian Agency 
for Administrative Simplification (ASA) (2014), “Enquête biennale” [Biennially 
survey], www.simplification.be/fr/content/enquete-biennale, accessed 5 May 2014. 
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Table 3.3. Overview of publicly available performance reports and indicators on 
administrative simplification and burden reduction programmes  

 
 Performance indicators on administrative simplification  

and burden reduction programmes 

 

Performance reports 
on administrative 
simplification and 
burden reduction 

programmes 

Reduction of 
administrative 

burdens 

Results of perception 
surveys on the 
usefulness of 
administrative 

simplification and 
burden reduction 

programmes 

Other 

Australia     
Austria     
Belgium     
Canada     
Chile     
Czech Republic     
Denmark     
Estonia     
EU     
Finland     
France     
Germany   1  
Greece     
Hungary     
Iceland     
Ireland     
Israel     
Italy     
Japan     
Korea     
Luxembourg     
Mexico     
Netherlands     
New Zealand     
Norway     
Poland     
Portugal     
Slovak Republic     
Slovenia     
Spain     
Sweden     
Switzerland     
Turkey     
United Kingdom     
United States     

OECD34 + EU 21 17 7 2 
 Yes, this indicator is publicly available  No 

1. Germany is currently preparing a perception survey on the perceived complexity of law and the 
quality of co-operation with public authorities. First results are expected to be published in mid-2015. 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 
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The impact of regulations on the economy and broad policy objectives 

As discussed in the introduction of this paper, the over-arching aim 
of developing a framework for evaluation is assess the success of 
regulatory policy in achieving policy objectives in the most efficient 
manner and bringing about improvements in growth and societal welfare. 
The impact of regulatory policy on the economy and broad policy 
objectives is channeled through its impact on the design and 
implementation of regulations. Measuring the success of regulation is an 
example of a final outcome indicator. Identifying the impact of existing 
regulations not only can help suggest ways that regulatory policy can be 
improved; it can also be used to judge how successful were the 
mechanisms supporting its original design.  

Nineteen countries answered that there existed some type of measure 
or study of the impact of existing regulations on the economy or broad 
policy objectives. Seventeen countries provided information on their 
measurements; two countries (Ireland, France) simply stated that such 
measures do not exist.  

Thirteen countries (Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Estonia, 
Germany, Italy, Norway, Slovak Republic, Sweden, Switzerland, United 
Kingdom, United States) and the EU state that they carry out ex post 
evaluations of regulations concerning their impact on the economy or 
broad policy objectives. However, these evaluations are mostly 
conducted on an ad hoc basis, depending on the needs in each policy 
area and not in a systematic fashion.  

Evaluations are carried out on a variety of topics, such as: 

• the economic impact of privacy policy laws, and regulations on 
commercial activity (Canada); or 

• the impact of environmental policy instruments (including 
regulations) on the environmental goals set by the parliament 
(Norway). 

In several countries (Austria, Canada, EU, Germany, USA) an 
evaluation is only required if the regulation in question is deemed 
“significant”. For example in the EU, evaluations are mandatory 
whenever intervention entails significant spending. In 2013 Germany 
established a systematic approach for ex post evaluation. Under this new 
framework as a matter of principle, all material laws and regulations 
entailing compliance costs equal to or greater than a threshold of 
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EUR 1 million are to be evaluated three to five years after their entry into 
force. In this way, the German federal government has for the first time 
set out a binding framework for systematically reviewing laws and 
regulations. 

Canada makes use of “Performance Measurement and Evaluation 
Plans” (PMEP) (Canadian Treasury Board, 2009) to ensure that 
regulatory activities continue to meet their initial policy objectives and 
are accordingly renewed on an ongoing basis. PMEPs are required under 
the Cabinet Directive on Regulatory Management (Canadian Cabinet 
Directive on Regulatory Management, 2007), for all “high” impact 
regulations, which are defined as exceeding regulatory costs of USD 10 
million annually. A PMEP is a concise statement or road map to plan, 
monitor, evaluate and report on results throughout the regulatory life 
cycle. The PMEP is developed prior to submitting a regulatory proposal 
and helps regulators to make sound judgments on how to improve 
performance on an ongoing basis and to ensure that the information 
gathered will effectively support evaluation.  

The role of audit offices 

Reviews by the supreme audit institution help provide independent 
performance evaluation of the implementation of regulatory tools as well 
as monitoring of the regulatory agencies; they can perform an important 
role in raising standards by acting as “the guards who guard the guards”. 
As illustrated in Figure 3.3 more than half of OECD countries (21) report 
that their supreme national audit institution has the mandate to review 
regulatory management tools or programmes. However, only 14 
countries report that their supreme audit institution has actually 
undertaken a review of regulatory management tools or programmes. 
Ten OECD countries report that their supreme audit institution has 
undertaken a review of the performance of regulators or inspection 
authorities.  

Detailed information per country can be found in Table 3.4. 

Most reviews focus on the functioning of RIA (Estonia, EU, Finland, 
Germany, the Netherlands, Slovenia). Only Austria, Denmark and 
Sweden report that their supreme audit institution has reviewed 
simplification and burden reduction programmes. Finland is the only 
country to report a review of legislative drafting by their supreme audit 
institution; and Switzerland is the only country reporting a review of the 
use of evaluation clauses in legislation. No country reported that the 
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supreme audit institution has conducted a separate evaluation of 
consultation practices. However, several supreme audit institutions 
reviewed parts of consultation within their assessment of RIA. For 
example the European Court of Auditors assesses at what stage of RIA 
consultation takes place and whether minimum periods are respected 
(European Court of Auditors 2010, pp. 29-30). The Slovenian audit 
office has evaluated RIA in 2006 and 2011. In its report it assesses the 
user-friendliness of the online portal “E-demokracija” where citizens can 
submit opinions on legislative proposals and examines whether time 
limits are respected (Slovenia Court of Auditors, 2011, p. 23-26). 

Figure 3.3. Mandate and activities of supreme audit institutions 

 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 

Only the UK reports that its National Audit Office has undertaken a 
comprehensive review of its work on regulatory reform in 2011, called 
“Delivering Regulatory Reform” (UK National Audit Office 2011). It 
“examines the overall management of regulation across central 
government, focusing on the impact of regulation on business […], how 
departments choose to regulate […], and the implementation of 
regulation” (OECD, 2011). 
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Ten countries report that their supreme audit institution carries out 
performance audits of regulators or inspection authorities (Australia, 
Estonia, EU, Finland, Germany, Mexico, New Zealand, Slovenia, 
Sweden, United Kingdom). Only Australia explicitly mentions 
undertaking reviews of both regulators and inspection authorities. Mostly 
independent economic regulators are reviewed, such as the Electricity 
Commission in New Zealand (New Zealand Auditor-General, 2009) or 
the Inspectorate for Transport, Energy and Spatial Planning in Slovenia 
(Slovenian Court of Auditors, 2013); but also independent bodies 
focusing on standard setting, such as the British Food Standards Agency 
(UK National Audit Office, 2010). More information on the role of the 
Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) in evaluating regulators is 
available in Box 3.11. 

Box 3.11. The evaluation of regulators by the Australian  
National Audit Office 

The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) has reviewed several 
Australian Government regulators (e.g. including the regulators of air transport, 
public health and safety, financial services, taxation and the movement of goods 
and services into and out of Australia).  

These audits point to specific areas for improvement, including:  

• Systematically applying risk management procedures to address 
administrative cost effectiveness 

• Measuring and reporting regulatory performance 

• Ensuring consistency in decision making 

• Documenting key operational and regulatory decisions 

• Planning and implementing compliance monitoring programmes 

• Managing enforcement actions 

The ANAO has also published a “Better Practice Guide” which can be used by 
government officials and independent agencies that have regulatory 
responsibilities to administer regulation efficiently and effectively (Australian 
National Audit Office, 2007).  

Source: Australian National Audit Office (2007), “Administering Regulation - Better 
Practice Guide”, www.anao.gov.au/~/media/Uploads/Documents/administering 
_regulation_.pdf, accessed 19 March 2014; Australian National Audit Office (n.d.), 
“Audit reports”, www.anao.gov.au/Publications/Audit-Reports, accessed 19 March 
2014. 
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Belgium, Italy, Korea, Mexico and Turkey indicate that not always 
the supreme audit institution, but one or more specialised bodies in the 
public administration have carried out audits of regulatory management 
tools and/or programmes. For example in Italy performance evaluation 
units (“Organismi indipendenti di valutazione della performance”) are in 
charge of the performance measurement and evaluation within each 
administration. In Mexico the Ministry of Public Administration 
(“Secretaría de la Función Pública”) operates specialised bodies in every 
ministry, which are in charge of reviewing the different regulatory 
management programmes and tools that ministries and decentralised 
bodies administer. An internally available review of 2011 also evaluated 
the activities of COFEMER, Mexico’s Federal Regulatory Improvement 
Commission, for example the operation of one-stop shops or better 
regulation programmes. 
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Table 3.4. The role of supreme audit institutions in regulatory policy evaluation 

The supreme audit institution has: 

  

the mandate to review 
regulatory management tools 

and/or programmes 

actually undertaken a review 
of regulatory management 
tools and/or programmes 

actually undertaken a review 
of the performance of 

regulators or inspection 
authorities 

Australia    
Austria    
Belgium    
Canada    
Chile    
Czech Republic    
Denmark    
Estonia    
EU    
Finland    
France    
Germany    
Greece    
Hungary    
Iceland    
Ireland    
Israel    
Italy    
Japan    
Korea    
Luxembourg    
Mexico    
Netherlands    
New Zealand    
Norway    
Poland    
Portugal    
Slovak Republic    
Slovenia    
Spain    
Sweden    
Switzerland    
Turkey    
United Kingdom    
United States    

OECD34 + EU 21 14 10 
 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 
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Chapter 4 
 

Piloting the OECD Framework for Regulatory  
Policy Evaluation 

This chapter highlights the key findings of two pilot studies conducted in 
Canada and in the Netherlands, including some concrete suggestions for 
facilitating the application of the Framework.  
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The Framework for Regulatory Policy Evaluation can be applied to 
evaluate regulatory policy in general and in specific sectors. Canada 
chose to apply the Framework to the evaluation of a regulator in a 
specific sector, Environment Canada. The OECD Network of Economic 
Regulators has started discussions to apply the Framework to regulators. 
The Netherlands tested whether the Framework could be applied to 
evaluate the Dutch General Administrative Law Act (Dutch government, 
2014). The GALA, according to the Netherlands, falls in between the 
two categories of possible applications of the Framework, regulatory 
policy in general and in specific sectors. 

The pilot studies led to a number of recommendations for future 
applications of the framework, including on the collection of data and the 
importance of institutional drivers for evaluation. Given the diversity of 
the possible applications of the framework, a larger number of case 
studies will be necessary to provide countries with a practical 
understanding of the application of the Framework.  

The General Administrative Law Act in the Netherlands 

The Netherlands applied the Framework for Regulatory Policy 
Evaluating to the (hereafter GALA, in Dutch: “Algemene wet 
bestuursrecht, Awb”). The General Administrative Law Act (GALA) 
contains the general rules for administrative law in the Netherlands. 
These rules apply in principle to all areas in which the government acts. 
All government bodies are required to comply with GALA rules in the 
decisions they take. The Act comprises general principles of 
administrative law, rules for preparing and taking decisions, including 
permits, subsidies, tax assessments, social benefits and the imposition of 
fines by administrative bodies. The Act also stipulates procedures for 
opposing a decision, whether conducted within the public administration 
or before an administrative court. In some respects this is analogous to 
the American Administrative Procedure Act, or the German 
Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz and the German Verwaltungs-
gerichtsordnung (the GALA encompasses the scope of both German 
laws). Provisions in the GALA provided that the GALA was to be 
evaluated three years after coming into force, and then every five years. 
This provision has been removed in 2013 after several evaluations had 
been performed.  
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The Netherlands applied the Framework to two different levels of the 
GALA. On the one side the Framework was applied to the evaluation of 
the GALA as general law. When seen as general law the focus is less on 
the law and its specific provisions as set out in the Act, but on its 
significance in shaping the whole system of administrative law and 
practice in the Netherlands. The pilot report emphasises that GALA can 
be seen as part of Dutch regulatory policy as it comprises standards that 
administrative bodies must take into consideration when defining 
delegated legislation. On the other side the Framework was applied to 
the evaluation of the GALA as a specific regulatory instrument for 
dispute settlement. The second evaluation focuses therefore on specific 
provisions in the law. The Netherlands examined whether any success 
factors and lessons learned in the drafting and evaluation of GALA are 
reflected in, or conversely are conspicuously absent from, the 
Framework. This process was called retrospective matching. In addition 
the Netherlands discussed how useful the Framework, and in particular 
the suggestions regarding data collection for indicators, is for future 
evaluation. This was called prospective viability check.  

The pilot study identified a number of key issues that can inform 
future applications and refinements of the Framework:  

• The pilot study identified that there is a risk that only the easily 
collected indicators will be used, while the added value of the 
Framework resides in a combination of indicators. The 
Framework provides an opportunity to continue to exchange 
knowledge on the choice of indicators, ideally with a sharper 
focus on indicators that can be used in specific evaluations. In 
particular, information and examples on using triangulation to 
ensure that indicators provide a comprehensive picture of reality 
would be useful. Triangulation entails asking different groups 
about the same issue or using different methods to assess the 
same issue. The method could also help to involve the parties 
being regulated in the evaluation, which links to another key 
point of the pilot study: the need to clarify the target group of the 
evaluation.  

• The institutional context in which evaluation is able to flourish is 
extremely important. This includes the embedding of evaluation 
in legal frameworks and potential drivers. For example, the 
statutory obligation in the GALA to evaluate was an important 
driver behind the evaluations that were performed. Not only 
bodies in charge of better regulation drive ex post evaluation. In 



84 – 4. PILOTING THE OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

the case of GALA, the involvement of a government 
commissioner was very important to keep the debate alive. 
Further work by the OECD could include concrete guidance on 
the institutional setting for evaluation.  

• The Dutch regulation reform process was informed by a cross-
national research literature on the impact of perceptions of fair 
process on acceptance of and reactions to government regulations 
and procedures. This literature, and the implementation of 
important parts of the GALA, point to benefits that result when 
policy makers attend to whether the citizenry feels fairly treated 
in the design and execution of regulations. 

• Results of the pilot study indicate that the perceived fairness of 
the rule-making process can be enhanced by giving citizens the 
opportunity to voice their views and by providing clear 
indication that their voiced concerns have received consideration 
by legislators or other policy makers. The research literature 
shows that when citizens perceive the rule-making process to be 
fair, they are more likely to accept and obey the regulations that 
are ultimately adopted. 

• Furthermore the Netherlands found that when the regulations 
themselves incorporate features (such as enhanced opportunities 
for citizens to participate and to voice their views and an 
avoidance of intimidating formality) that make it more likely that 
citizens will see the administration of regulations as fair, the 
result is greater acceptance of the process, greater acceptance of 
decisions, and greater trust in government. The positive 
experience with the deliberate inclusion of more accessible and 
less formal administrative procedures in the GALA shows this 
“fair process” effect in action. 

• In designing the processes by which regulations are made, 
including the design of the evaluations, the regulatory process 
must address the method of implementation as well as the 
content of the act. The evaluations of the GALA showed clearly 
that the manner of execution has as much influence on the 
achievement of the objectives as the actual content of the Act. It 
would be desirable to have more indicators that are specifically 
oriented to the implementation of regulations. The pilot study 
indicates s that survey questions exist that would be useful in 
tracking the perceived fairness of administrative procedures by 
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citizens who encounter the procedures. It highlights that 
comparative data on the perceived fairness of experiences with 
existing and new procedures is especially important and 
recommends adding these criteria to the measurement of 
regulatory reform. 

• Currently the Framework assumes that it is known from the 
beginning what should be measured and what indicators should 
be used for evaluation. The Dutch case study identified the 
importance of reviewing objectives periodically in a changing 
society and adding variables based on feedback on the 
implementation of regulations. For example, the dispute 
settlement in the GALA was originally oriented to reviewing the 
lawfulness of administrative decisions. However, this led to 
frustration among the population as they did not obtain final 
settlement of a dispute from the court but were referred back to 
the administration. This observation led the government to adjust 
its objectives to include, next to rapid and low-cost dispute 
settlements, also the satisfaction of citizens. 

• The Framework recognises the importance of “other factors that 
influence outcome” and these also played a role in GALA. 
Specific guidance on how to deal with external factors would be 
useful.  

• The Framework can help to avoid a narrow exclusively legalistic 
approach to regulations. Cultural change is very important and 
should not be forgotten when using the Framework 

The Netherlands will make detailed reports on the pilot studies 
available online including an English translation. 

Environment Canada 
Canada identified how the Framework could be applied to 

Environment Canada. Environment Canada made some adjustments to 
the Framework in extending the stages on design and implementation. In 
design, it distinguished between defining the problem, undertaking a risk 
assessment, developing the appropriate response including regulatory 
responses and quality review and approval. In implementation of 
regulatory policy, Environment Canada added stages related to 
compliance promotion (e.g. facilitate awareness and understanding of 
regulations), inspection and enforcement, reporting and monitoring and 
performance measurement and evaluation. Canada identified four key 
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indicators and criteria for Box Va) Regulatory Quality: Perception of 
regulatory quality in general, efficiency and transparency. For Box Vb) 
regulatory outcomes, it identified “threats to Canadians and their 
environment from pollution are minimised” and “Canada’s natural 
environment is preserved and restored for present and future 
generations”.  

Environment Canada reflected on the potential application of the 
Framework after having undertaken an extensive internal review from 
2010 to early 2012. This World Class Regulator (WCR) project aims to 
strengthen Environment Canada’s regulatory processes and outcomes, 
engage the full range of regulatory experts in the department, and 
enhance its reputation and credibility as a regulator (Environment 
Canada, 2012). Environment Canada reports that this commitment to 
continuously aim to operate as a world class regulator entails an 
emphasis on effective environmental protection that is informed by 
evidence, achieves results as efficiently as possible, relies on transparent 
processes, and adapts to new information over time. 

Through the WCR project, EC’s managers and employees 
systematically assessed eight of the department’s major regulatory areas 
against five key criteria to identify both best practices as well as 
opportunities for improvement. Lessons learned from an internal 
assessment of Environment Canada included allowing more time to 
analyse comments after the consultation periods before launching the 
next steps, to consider using a more quantitative assessment process such 
as a scoring method to help pinpoint areas of strength/weaknesses and to 
consult more broadly within the department when prioritising short term 
action items.  

In addition, Environment Canada commissioned one of the experts 
involved in the Framework project, Professor Cary Coglianese, to 
undertake an external review of the WCR project. A multiyear action 
plan was developed to integrate the WCR commitment, criteria and 
lessons learned into the department’s operating procedures and culture. 
Current work is focusing on four main objectives: explore opportunities 
to strengthen collaboration with other parts of the department where the 
development of regulations is not the principal focus (e.g. human 
resources), integrate WCR principles into external departmental 
reporting and internal management frameworks, continue to improve its 
performance measurement of risk management instruments; and 
continue to reinforce the best practices identified in the initial WCR 
assessment. 
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Further information on the WCR including the review study by 
Professor Cary Coglianese is available at www.ec.gc.ca/ 
default.asp?lang=En&n=0F37F7CD-1. 

Economic regulators  

The Network of Economic Regulators initiated discussions on the 
application of the Framework to economic regulators at its bi-annual 
meeting in November 2013. The Framework will be operationalised 
through a Performance Assessment Framework for Economic Regulators 
(PAFER), which is aimed at identifying opportunities, gaps, problems 
and solutions for measuring performance at the regulator’s level, as well 
as providing a common framework for facilitating cross-regulators 
learning and sharing of experience and distilling lessons relevant for all 
regulators. 

In line with the Framework, the PAFER will cover the scope of 
regulator’s mandate, looking at clarity and coverage of mandate and the 
extent to which the mandate include strategic objectives and outcomes 
for the regulator. The PAFER will also look at the use of the input-
process-output-outcome logic sequence for developing performance 
indicators and the extent to which the logic sequence is applied to 
internal processes, regulated markets and end-users. Finally, the PAFER 
will assess the use of performance information for internal activities and 
organisation, including planning, budgeting and recruitment, as well as 
for accountable authorities and end-users.  

The PAFER will inform the review of Colombia’s tele-
communication regulator, the Comisión de Regulación de 
Comunicaciones (CRC). The review will produce a set of specific 
recommendations for strengthening CRC’s performance assessment 
framework and will help collect data and information on approaches and 
methodologies for setting regulator’s objectives and targets that can be 
effectively measured methodologies for indicator development and use, 
and institutional set-ups for using performance measurement. PAFER 
findings will help refine the Framework and enrich it with sectoral data. 
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Conclusion 

The Framework represents an advance in the analysis of how 
countries should address the challenges of measuring the performance of 
regulatory policy that can be progressively developed through an 
examination of its application in practice. It recommends countries to 
systematically evaluate the design and implementation of regulatory 
policy, against the achievement of strategic regulatory objectives. This 
includes collecting key information on the actual implementation of 
regulatory policy programmes and tools.  

Of course the Framework does not resolve all challenges in 
regulatory policy evaluation. Issues related to collecting data while 
imposing the minimum necessary level of bureaucracy, addressing trade-
offs related to multiple objectives of regulatory policy and ensuring that 
data is well-used to improve regulatory policy, and establishing causality 
in the presence of outside factors influencing outcomes are all challenges 
that countries will need to address in the application of the Framework. 
However, while regulatory policy evaluation is unlikely to be fully 
complete, initial concrete steps are necessary if countries are have useful 
information about the performance impact of current regulatory policy 
tools and programmes.  

As the results from the 2012-13 OECD survey on regulatory policy 
evaluation demonstrates, there are plenty of examples in OECD 
countries of measuring the quality of regulatory outputs, using 
quantitative indicators and qualitative reports to assess how well the 
policy aims are being implemented. The examples vary in methodology 
and depth of detail but the importance of high quality evaluation is being 
increasingly recognised. Similarly there were a number of available 
examples of attempts to measure the outcome of particular regulations 
through their impact on the economy or broad policy objectives. These 
indicators taken together can give an overview of whether the regulatory 
policy is successful in its aims, and whether there is any part of the 
mechanisms for policy development that could be altered to improve 
regulatory outcomes in the future. 





A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 9
1 

  O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

A
nn

ex
 A

. I
nd

ic
at

or
s a

nd
 r

ep
or

ts
 o

n 
re

gu
la

to
ry

 p
ol

ic
y 

ev
al

ua
tio

n 
by

 c
ou

nt
ry

  

T
ab

le
 A

.1
. P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 r

ep
or

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
on

 th
e 

fu
nc

tio
ni

ng
 o

f R
IA

 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Au
str

ali
a 

Th
e 

Of
fic

e 
of 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 (O
BP

R)
 p

ub
lis

he
s 

an
 a

nn
ua

l 
Be

st 
Pr

ac
tic

e 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 R

ep
or

t o
n 

co
mp

lia
nc

e 
wi

th 
the

 b
es

t p
ra

cti
ce

 
re

gu
lat

ion
 r

eq
uir

em
en

ts,
 in

clu
din

g 
re

gu
lat

ion
 im

pa
ct 

sta
tem

en
ts 

an
d 

po
st-

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n r

ev
iew

s. 
 

So
ur

ce
: 

Of
fic

e 
of 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 (
20

14
), 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 R
ep

or
t 2

01
2-

13
, w

eb
sit

e, 
htt

p:/
/ris

.dp
mc

.go
v.a

u/2
01

4/0
2/1

7
/be

st-
pr

ac
tic

e-
re

gu
lat

ion
-re

po
rt-

20
12

-1
3/.

 A
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Mo
re

ov
er

, t
he

 A
us

tra
lia

n 
Pr

od
uc

tiv
ity

 C
om

mi
ss

ion
 h

as
 p

ub
lis

he
d 

a 
RI

A 
be

nc
hm

ar
kin

g s
tud

y i
n 2

01
2. 

So
ur

ce
: A

us
tra

lia
n 

Pr
od

uc
tiv

ity
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 (2
01

2)
, R

eg
ula

tor
y 

Im
pa

ct 
An

aly
sis

: 
Be

nc
hm

ar
kin

g, 
ww

w.
pc

.go
v.a

u/_
_d

ata
/as

se
ts/

pd
f_f

ile
/00

03
/12

06
75

/ria
-b

en
ch

ma
rki

ng
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
9 M

ar
ch

 20
14

. 

Th
e 

Of
fic

e 
of 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 (O
BP

R)
 p

ub
lis

he
s 

an
 a

nn
ua

l 
Be

st 
Pr

ac
tic

e 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 R

ep
or

t o
n 

co
mp

lia
nc

e 
wi

th 
the

 b
es

t p
ra

cti
ce

 
re

gu
lat

ion
 re

qu
ire

me
nts

, in
clu

din
g 

on
 th

e 
ra

tio
 o

f a
de

qu
ate

 R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Im

pa
ct 

St
ate

me
nts

 (R
IS

s) 
to 

RI
Ss

 re
qu

ire
d. 

Fo
r a

 R
IS

 to
 b

e 
as

se
ss

ed
 

as
 a

de
qu

ate
, a

ll 
of 

the
 c

om
po

ne
nt 

re
qu

ire
me

nts
 o

f a
 R

IS
, i

nc
lud

ing
 

qu
ali

ty 
of 

an
aly

sis
, m

us
t th

em
se

lve
s b

e a
ss

es
se

d a
s a

de
qu

ate
. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Of
fic

e 
of 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 (
20

14
), 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 
Re

po
rt 

20
12

-1
3, 

we
bs

ite
, 

htt
p:/

/ris
.dp

mc
.go

v.a
u/2

01
4/0

2/1
7/b

es
t-p

ra
cti

ce
-re

gu
lat

ion
-re

po
rt-

20
12

-1
3/.

 A
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Inf
or

ma
tio

n 
on

 w
he

the
r 

an
 i

nd
ivi

du
al 

RI
S 

is 
co

mp
lia

nt 
is 

als
o 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 ‘li
ve

’ o
n t

he
 w

eb
sit

e. 
So

ur
ce

: 
Of

fic
e 

of 
Be

st 
Pr

ac
tic

e 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 (

20
14

), 
Be

st 
pr

ac
tic

e 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 U

pd
ate

s, 
htt

p:/
/ris

.dp
mc

.go
v.a

u/,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  



92
 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Au
str

ia 

Th
e 

Au
str

ian
 F

ed
er

al 
Ch

an
ce

lle
ry 

(F
ed

er
al 

Pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 M

an
ag

em
en

t 
Of

fic
e)

 p
ub

lis
he

s 
a 

co
mp

re
he

ns
ive

 y
ea

rly
 re

po
rt 

ab
ou

t R
IA

s 
in 

ge
ne

ra
l 

an
d 

the
ir 

int
er

na
l e

va
lua

tio
ns

 in
 p

ar
tic

ula
r. 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 in

 th
e 

ye
ar

 20
13

 is
 av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e. 

 
 So

ur
ce

: A
us

tria
n F

ed
er

al 
Ch

an
ce

lle
ry 

(2
01

3)
, B

er
ich

t ü
be

r d
ie 

wi
rku

ng
so

rie
nti

er
te

 F
olg

en
ab

sc
hä

tzu
ng

 [
Re

po
rt 

on
 r

es
ult

 o
rie

nta
ted

 
im

pa
ct 

as
se

ss
me

nts
] 

ww
w.

oe
ffe

ntl
ich

er
die

ns
t.g

v.a
t/w

irk
un

gs
or

ien
tie

rte
_v

er
wa

ltu
ng

/do
ku

me
nt

e/B
er

ich
t_W

FA
_1

.0.
pd

f?4
a9

qq
2, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 

Th
e 

20
13

 r
ep

or
t c

on
tai

ns
 v

ar
iou

s 
ind

ica
tor

s, 
su

ch
 a

s 
wh

at 
kin

d 
of 

im
pa

cts
 w

er
e 

as
se

ss
ed

, h
ow

 m
an

y 
RI

As
 h

av
e 

be
en

 c
on

du
cte

d, 
an

d 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f 
re

co
mm

en
da

tio
ns

 r
ela

tin
g 

to 
dif

fer
en

t 
qu

ali
ty 

as
pe

cts
 o

f 
RI

A 
(a

ss
es

sm
en

t 
of 

the
 i

mp
ac

ts 
on

 d
iffe

re
nt 

gr
ou

ps
, 

as
se

ss
me

nt 
of 

the
 sc

op
e o

f th
e i

mp
ac

t, c
om

pr
eh

en
sib

ilit
y).

 
 So

ur
ce

: A
us

tria
n F

ed
er

al 
Ch

an
ce

lle
ry 

(2
01

3)
, B

er
ich

t ü
be

r d
ie 

wi
rku

ng
so

rie
nti

er
te

 F
olg

en
ab

sc
hä

tzu
ng

 [R
ep

or
t o

n 
re

su
lt 

or
ien

tat
ed

 
im

pa
ct 

as
se

ss
me

nts
] 

ww
w.

oe
ffe

ntl
ich

er
die

ns
t.g

v.a
t/w

irk
un

gs
or

ien
tie

rte
_v

er
wa

 
ltu

ng
/do

ku
me

nte
/B

er
ich

t_W
FA

_1
.0.

pd
f?4

a9
qq

2, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 

14
 

Ma
y 

20
14

.  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 9
3 

  O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Be
lgi

um
 

Th
e 

Fle
mi

sh
 re

po
rt 

on
 re

gu
lat

ion
 is

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
an

nu
all

y 
an

d 
av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e. 

 
So

ur
ce

: P
ub

lic
 G

ov
er

na
nc

e 
Fla

nd
er

s 
(2

01
4)

, P
ub

lic
ati

es
 [P

ub
lic

ati
on

s],
 

we
bs

ite
, w

ww
.be

stu
ur

sz
ak

en
.be

/pu
bli

ca
tie

s-0
, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

.  
Th

e 
mo

st 
re

ce
nt 

ve
rsi

on
 c

ov
er

s 
the

 y
ea

r 2
01

2. 
It 

co
nta

ins
 in

for
ma

tio
n 

on
 t

he
 B

elg
ian

 R
IA

 s
ys

tem
, 

me
as

ur
es

 t
ha

t 
we

re
 a

gr
ee

d 
up

on
 t

o 
im

pr
ov

e 
it 

(e
.g.

 th
e 

es
tab

lis
hm

en
t o

f a
 R

IA
 d

ata
ba

se
) a

nd
 p

ro
gr

es
s 

in 
ac

hie
vin

g t
he

se
 im

pr
ov

em
en

ts.
  

So
ur

ce
: 

Pu
bli

c 
Go

ve
rn

an
ce

 F
lan

de
rs 

(2
01

2)
, 

Fl
aa

m
se

 R
eg

elg
ev

ing
 

20
12

 
[F

lem
ish

 
law

-m
ak

ing
 

20
12

], 
ww

w.
be

stu
ur

sz
ak

en
.be

/si
tes

/bz
.vl

aa
nd

er
en

.be
/fil

es
/40

34
2%

20
BZ

%
20

J
aa

rra
pp

or
t%

20
LR

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 
W

ets
ma

tig
ing

 (2
01

4)
, R

IA
 d

ata
ba

se
, w

eb
sit

e, 
ww

w.
we

tsm
ati

gin
g.b

e/r
ia,

 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

. 

Th
e 

Fle
mi

sh
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t 
pu

bli
sh

es
 i

n 
its

 a
nn

ua
l 

re
po

rts
 s

ev
er

al 
ind

ica
tor

s 
on

 th
e 

pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 o

f R
IA

. E
ac

h 
RI

A 
re

ce
ive

s 
a 

sc
or

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 its

 q
ua

lity
. T

he
 2

01
2 

re
po

rt 
dis

pla
ys

 th
e 

av
er

ag
e 

sc
or

es
 fo

r 
RI

As
 pe

r m
ini

str
y a

nd
 pe

r p
oli

cy
 a

re
a 

(p
. 4

8)
. M

or
eo

ve
r, 

it a
lso

 re
po

rts
 

ho
w 

ma
ny

 pu
bli

c s
er

va
nts

 pa
rtic

ipa
ted

 in
 tr

ain
ing

 on
 R

IA
 (p

. 2
9)

. 
 So

ur
ce

: 
Pu

bli
c 

Go
ve

rn
an

ce
 

Fla
nd

er
s 

(2
01

4)
, 

Pu
bli

ca
tie

s 
[P

ub
lic

ati
on

s],
 

we
bs

ite
, 

ww
w.

be
stu

ur
sz

ak
en

.be
/pu

bli
ca

tie
s-0

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  
 Pu

bli
c 

Go
ve

rn
an

ce
 F

lan
de

rs 
(2

01
2)

, 
Fl

aa
m

se
 R

eg
elg

ev
ing

 2
01

2 
[F

lem
ish

 
law

-m
ak

ing
 

20
12

], 
ww

w.
be

stu
ur

sz
ak

en
.be

/si
tes

/bz
.vl

aa
nd

er
en

.be
/fil

es
/40

34
2%

20
BZ

%
20

Ja
ar

ra
pp

or
t%

20
LR

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 



94
 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Cz
ec

h R
ep

ub
lic

 

In 
20

08
 th

e 
Cz

ec
h 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f I
nte

rio
r p

ub
lis

he
d 

an
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t o
f t

he
 

eff
ec

tiv
en

es
s 

of 
RI

A.
 T

he
 re

po
rt 

ev
alu

ate
s 

the
 p

ro
ce

ss
 o

f c
on

du
cti

ng
 

RI
As

 (e
.g.

 R
IA

 ac
ce

pta
nc

e r
ate

 in
sid

e a
nd

 ou
tsi

de
 th

e o
ffic

e, 
tra

ini
ng

 o
n 

RI
A)

 a
nd

 th
e 

qu
ali

ty 
of 

RI
As

. C
on

ce
rn

ing
 th

e 
lat

ter
, d

efi
cie

nc
ies

 in
 th

e 
ex

am
ina

tio
n 

an
d 

qu
an

tifi
ca

tio
n 

of 
alt

er
na

tiv
es

 o
pti

on
s, 

an
d 

pr
ob

lem
s 

re
lat

ing
 to

 im
ple

me
nta

tio
n a

nd
 en

for
ce

me
nt 

we
re

 id
en

tifi
ed

. 
 So

ur
ce

: C
ze

ch
 M

ini
str

y o
f In

ter
ior

 (2
00

8)
, “

Zp
rá

va
 o 

úč
inn

os
ti O

be
cn

ýc
h 

zá
sa

d 
pr

o 
ho

dn
oc

en
í d

op
ad
ů 

re
gu

lac
e 

v 
ro

ce
 2

00
8”

 [R
ep

or
t o

n 
the

 
eff

ec
tiv

en
es

s 
of 

the
 

Gu
ide

lin
es

 
for

 
im

pa
ct 

as
se

ss
me

nt 
of 

re
gu

lat
ion

 
in 

20
08

], 
ww

w.
mv

cr.
cz

/so
ub

or
/ria

-d
ok

um
en

ty-
20

11
-

zp
ra

va
-o

-u
cin

no
sti

-o
be

cn
yc

h-
za

sa
d-

pr
o-

ho
dn

oc
en

i-d
op

ad
u-

re
gu

lac
e-

v-
ro

ce
-2

00
8-

pd
f.a

sp
x, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Es
ton

ia 

In 
20

07
 th

e 
Es

ton
ian

 M
ini

str
y 

of 
Ju

sti
ce

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
a 

co
mp

re
he

ns
ive

 
re

po
rt 

on
 it

s 
RI

A 
sy

ste
m.

 T
he

 re
po

rt 
ex

am
ine

s 
the

 c
ur

re
nt 

RI
A 

sy
ste

m 
an

d 
its

 m
ain

 w
ea

kn
es

se
s 

(e
.g.

 u
nc

lea
r 

de
fin

itio
n 

of 
re

sp
on

sib
ilit

ies
 

ac
ro

ss
 th

e g
ov

er
nm

en
t) 

an
d m

ak
es

 su
gg

es
tio

ns
 fo

r im
pr

ov
em

en
t. 

 
 So

ur
ce

: E
sto

nia
n 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f J
us

tic
e 

(2
00

7)
, Ü

lev
aa

de
 m

ini
ste

er
ium

ite
 

õig
us

loo
m

e 
m

õju
de

 a
na

lüü
sis

t [
Ov

er
vie

w 
of 

the
 e

ffe
cts

 o
f l

eg
isl

ati
ve

 
an

aly
se

s 
by

 
Mi

nis
trie

s],
 

ww
w.

jus
t.e

e/o
rb

.aw
/cl

as
s=

file
/ac

tio
n

=p
re

vie
w/

id=
41

32
6/%

D5
MA

+p
ro

jek
ti+

l%
E4

hte
an

al%
FC

%
FC

s_
24

+0
9+

2
00

7.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 9
5 

  O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 U
nio

n 

Th
e 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 C
om

mi
ss

ion
’s 

Im
pa

ct 
As

se
ss

me
nt 

Bo
ar

d 
pu

bli
sh

es
 

an
nu

al 
re

po
rts

 o
n i

ts 
ac

tiv
itie

s, 
wh

ich
 ar

e a
va

ila
ble

 o
nli

ne
; t

he
 la

tes
t o

ne
 

co
ve

rin
g t

he
 ye

ar
 20

12
 (a

t th
e t

im
e o

f w
riti

ng
: M

ar
ch

 20
14

). 
Mo

re
ov

er
, i

n 
20

10
 th

e 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 C

ou
rt 

of 
Au

dit
or

s 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 a

 re
po

rt 
ev

alu
ati

ng
 th

e E
U’

s R
IA

 sy
ste

m.
 

So
ur

ce
: 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 C
om

mi
ss

ion
 (

20
12

a)
, 

Im
pa

ct 
As

se
ss

m
en

t 
Bo

ar
d 

Re
po

rt 
fo

r 
20

11
, 

ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/sm

ar
t-r

eg
ula

tio
n/i

mp
ac

t/k
ey

_d
oc

s/d
oc

s/s
ec

_2
01

2_
01

01
_e

n.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 19
 M

ar
ch

 20
14

. 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 C

ou
rt 

of 
Au

dit
or

s 
(2

01
0)

, I
m

pa
ct 

As
se

ss
m

en
ts 

In
 T

he
 E

U 
Ins

titu
tio

ns
: 

Do
 T

he
y 

Su
pp

or
t 

De
cis

ion
-M

ak
ing

?, 
htt

p:/
/ec

.eu
ro

pa
.eu

/
sm

ar
t-r

eg
ula

tio
n/i

mp
ac

t/d
oc

s/c
oa

_r
ep

or
t_3

_2
01

0_
en

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 1
4 

Ma
y 2

01
4. 

 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 
(2

01
4)

, 
Im

pa
ct 

As
se

ss
m

en
t 

Bo
ar

d 
(IA

B)
, 

we
bs

ite
, 

htt
p:/

/ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/sm

ar
t-r

eg
ula

tio
n/i

mp
ac

t/ia
b/i

ab
_e

n.h
tm

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

  

Th
e 

Im
pa

ct 
As

se
ss

me
nt 

Bo
ar

d’s
 a

nn
ua

l 
re

po
rts

 c
on

tai
n 

va
rio

us
 

ind
ica

tor
s t

ha
t c

an
 be

 us
ed

 to
 ev

alu
ate

 R
IA

, s
uc

h a
s t

he
 pe

rce
nta

ge
 of

 
IA

s 
tha

t h
ad

 to
 b

e 
re

su
bm

itte
d 

or
 th

e 
pe

rce
nta

ge
 o

f o
pin

ion
s 

tha
t 

re
fer

re
d t

o c
er

tai
n i

ss
ue

s (
e.g

. s
ee

 20
12

 re
po

rt,
 p.

 13
, 1

5)
. 

 So
ur

ce
: E

ur
op

ea
n 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 (2
01

2a
), 

Im
pa

ct 
As

se
ss

m
en

t B
oa

rd
 

Re
po

rt 
fo

r 
20

11
, 

ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/sm

ar
t-r

eg
ula

tio
n/i

mp
ac

t/k
ey

_d
oc

s
/do

cs
/se

c_
20

12
_0

10
1_

en
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
9 M

ar
ch

 20
14

. 
 

Fin
lan

d 

In 
20

09
 t

he
 F

inn
ish

 N
ati

on
al 

Re
se

ar
ch

 I
ns

titu
te 

of 
Le

ga
l 

Po
lic

y 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 a

 s
tud

y 
wi

th 
the

 a
im

 to
 d

es
cri

be
 th

e 
qu

an
tita

tiv
ely

 th
e 

us
ag

e 
of 

re
gu

lat
or

y i
mp

ac
t a

ss
es

sm
en

t in
 th

e 
Fin

nis
h G

ov
er

nm
en

t’s
 p

ro
po

sa
ls 

to 
the

 P
ar

lia
me

nt 
in 

the
 ye

ar
 20

09
. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Fin
nis

h 
Na

tio
na

l R
es

ea
rch

 I
ns

titu
te 

of 
Le

ga
l P

oli
cy

 (
20

09
), 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Im

pa
ct 

As
se

ss
m

en
t i

n 
th

e 
Fi

nn
ish

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t’s

 P
ro

po
sa

ls 
in 

20
09

, 
ww

w.
op

tul
a.o

m.
fi/m

ate
ria

l/a
tta

ch
me

nts
/op

tul
a/j

ulk
ais

ut/
tut

kim
us

tie
do

na
nto

ja-
sa

rja
/X

W
cx

1W
GZ

D/
Tii

vis
tel

ma
_V

Ks
ta.

pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Th
e 

20
09

 s
tud

y
of 

the
 F

inn
ish

 N
ati

on
al 

Re
se

ar
ch

 In
sti

tut
e 

of 
Le

ga
l 

Po
lic

y c
on

tai
ns

 va
rio

us
 in

dic
ato

rs,
 su

ch
 as

 w
ha

t k
ind

 of
 im

pa
cts

 w
he

re
 

as
se

ss
ed

. 
So

ur
ce

: F
inn

ish
 N

ati
on

al 
Re

se
ar

ch
 In

sti
tut

e 
of 

Le
ga

l P
oli

cy
 (2

00
9)

, 
Re

gu
lat

or
y I

m
pa

ct 
As

se
ss

m
en

t in
 th

e 
Fi

nn
ish

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t’s

 P
ro

po
sa

ls 
in 

20
09

, w
ww

.op
tul

a.o
m.

fi/m
ate

ria
l/

att
ac

hm
en

ts/
op

tul
a/j

ulk
ais

ut/
tut

kim
us

tie
do

na
nto

ja-
sa

rja
/X

W
cx

1W
GZ

D 
/T

iiv
ist

elm
a_

VK
sta

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 



96
 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Fr
an

ce
 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
of 

the
 S

im
pli

fic
ati

on
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 (
"c

om
mi

ss
air

e 
à 

la 
sim

pli
fic

ati
on

") 
ex

am
ine

s 
ev

er
y 

RI
A 

("l
'év

alu
ati

on
 

pr
éa

lab
le 

de
s 

im
pa

cts
") 

wi
th 

re
sp

ec
t to

 th
e i

mp
ac

t o
n b

us
ine

ss
 ac

tiv
itie

s, 
es

pe
cia

lly
 fo

r 
the

 in
du

str
ial

 se
cto

r a
nd

 S
ME

. T
he

 C
om

mi
ss

ion
 e

xa
mi

ne
s t

he
 q

ua
lity

 o
f 

leg
isl

ati
ve

 p
ro

po
sa

ls,
 in

clu
din

g 
the

 q
ua

nti
fic

ati
on

 o
f c

os
ts 

for
 b

us
ine

ss
. 

Ba
se

d 
on

 
the

 
as

se
ss

me
nt 

it 
iss

ue
s 

an
 

op
ini

on
 

(fa
vo

ra
ble

 
or

 
un

fav
or

ab
le)

. T
he

 fi
rst

 re
po

rt 
of 

the
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 o
f 2

01
2 

is 
av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e. 

 
So

ur
ce

: 
Co

mm
iss

air
e 

à 
la 

Si
mp

lifi
ca

tio
n 

(2
01

2)
, 

Pr
em

ier
 r

ap
po

rt 
d’a

cti
vit

é 
[F

irs
t r

ep
or

t o
n 

ac
tiv

itie
s],

 w
ww

.la
do

cu
me

nta
tio

nfr
an

ca
ise

.fr
/

va
r/s

tor
ag

e/r
ap

po
rts

-p
ub

lic
s/1

24
00

01
99

/00
00

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 1
4 

Ma
y 

20
14

.  
 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
of 

the
 S

im
pli

fic
ati

on
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 (
“co

mm
iss

air
e 

à 
la 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
”) 

co
nta

ins
 th

e 
pe

rce
nta

ge
 o

f l
eg

isl
ati

ve
 p

ro
po

sa
ls 

tha
t 

re
ce

ive
d a

 fa
vo

ra
ble

 or
 un

fav
or

ab
le 

op
ini

on
 by

 th
e C

om
mi

ss
ion

. 
 So

ur
ce

: 
Co

mm
iss

air
e 

à 
la 

Si
mp

lifi
ca

tio
n 

(2
01

2)
, 

Pr
em

ier
 r

ap
po

rt 
d’a

cti
vit

é 
[F

irs
t r

ep
or

t o
n 

ac
tiv

itie
s],

 w
ww

.la
do

cu
me

nta
tio

nfr
an

ca
ise

.fr
/va

r/s
tor

ag
e/r

ap
po

rts
-p

ub
lic

s/1
24

00
01

99
/00

00
.pd

f, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

4 
Ma

y 
20

14
.  

 

Ge
rm

an
y 

Bo
th 

the
 G

er
ma

n 
Ch

an
ce

lle
ry 

an
d 

the
 N

ati
on

al 
Re

gu
lat

or
y 

Co
ntr

ol 
Co

un
cil

 p
ub

lis
h 

an
nu

al 
re

po
rts

 o
n 

the
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t’s
 b

ett
er

 re
gu

lat
ion

 
pr

og
ra

mm
es

, in
clu

din
g i

nfo
rm

ati
on

 on
 co

mp
lia

nc
e c

os
ts 

as
se

ss
me

nts
.  

 So
ur

ce
: 

Ge
rm

an
 G

ov
er

nm
en

t 
(2

01
4)

, 
Be

ss
er

e 
Re

ch
tse

tzu
ng

 2
01

3:
 

Er
fol

ge
 d

au
er

ha
ft 

sic
he

rn
 –

 z
us

ät
zli

ch
en

 A
ufw

an
d 

ve
rm

eid
en

 [B
ett

er
 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 2
01

3: 
Se

cu
rin

g 
su

cc
es

s 
ov

er
 t

im
e 

– 
av

oid
ing

 a
dd

itio
na

l 
bu

rd
en

s],
 

ww
w.

bu
nd

es
re

gie
ru

ng
.de

/C
on

ten
t/D

E/
_A

nla
ge

n/B
ue

ro
kra

tie
ab

ba
u/2

01
3-

03
-1

8-
jb-

20
13

.pd
f?_

_b
lob

=p
ub

lic
ati

on
Fil

e&
v=

2, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 

6 
Ma

y 
20

14
. 

W
hil

e 
Ge

rm
an

y 
do

es
 n

ot 
pu

bli
sh

 a
n 

ind
ica

tor
 o

n 
co

mp
lia

nc
e 

wi
th 

for
ma

l r
eq

uir
em

en
ts 

for
 R

IA
, 

it 
re

po
rts

 t
ha

t 
co

mp
lia

nc
e 

is 
alw

ay
s 

10
0%

, a
s l

eg
isl

ati
ve

 dr
aft

s m
us

t a
lw

ay
s b

e a
cc

om
pa

nie
d b

y a
 R

IA
.  

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
of 

the
 G

er
ma

n 
Su

pr
em

e 
Au

dit
 I

ns
titu

tio
n 

co
nta

ins
 

ind
ica

tor
s 

re
lat

ing
 t

o 
RI

A,
 s

uc
h 

as
: 

Th
e 

pe
rce

nta
ge

 o
f 

leg
isl

ati
ve

 
pr

op
os

als
 th

at 
we

re
 a

cc
om

pa
nie

d 
by

 a
n 

ex
am

ina
tio

n 
of 

the
 p

os
sib

ilit
y 

to 
inc

lud
e 

a 
su

ns
ett

ing
 c

lau
se

 (p
. 1

1)
; t

he
 p

er
ce

nta
ge

 o
f l

eg
isl

ati
ve

 
pr

op
os

als
 th

at 
de

fin
e 

the
 s

co
pe

 a
nd

 ti
me

fra
me

 fo
r e

x 
po

st 
ev

alu
ati

on
 

(p
. 1

3)
; a

nd
 th

e 
pe

rce
nta

ge
 o

f l
eg

isl
ati

ve
 p

ro
po

sa
ls 

tra
ns

po
sin

g 
EU

 
law

 th
at 

ela
bo

ra
te 

the
 re

lat
ion

 o
f E

U 
law

 to
 n

ati
on

al 
law

 a
nd

 e
xa

mi
ne

 
the

 tr
an

sp
os

itio
n 

of 
the

 re
lev

an
t E

U 
law

 in
 o

the
r E

U 
me

mb
er

 s
tat

es
 

(p
. 1

5)
. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 9
7 

  O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Ge
rm

an
y (

co
nt.

) 

Ge
rm

an
 G

ov
er

nm
en

t 
(2

01
4)

, 
Ja

hr
es

- 
un

d 
Pr

oje
ktb

er
ich

te
 [

Ye
ar

ly 
re

po
rts

 a
nd

 p
ro

jec
t r

ep
or

ts]
, w

ww
.bu

nd
es

re
gie

ru
ng

.de
/W

eb
s/B

re
g/D

E/
Th

em
en

/B
ue

ro
kra

tie
ab

ba
u/2

01
2-

06
-2

2-
pr

oje
ktb

er
ich

t.h
tm

l, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 

16
 M

ay
 20

14
 . 

Na
tio

na
l 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Co

ntr
ol 

Co
un

cil
 

(2
01

3)
, 

Ko
ste

ntr
an

sp
ar

en
z 

ve
rb

es
se

rt 
- 

En
tla

stu
ng

 f
or

cie
re

n 
[Im

pr
ov

ing
 c

os
t 

tra
ns

pa
re

nc
y 

– 
sti

mu
lat

ing
 

bu
rd

en
 

re
du

cti
on

], 
ww

w.
no

rm
en

ko
ntr

oll
ra

t.b
un

d.d
e/

W
eb

s/N
KR

/C
on

ten
t/D

E/
Pu

bli
ka

tio
ne

n/J
ah

re
sb

er
ich

te/
20

13
_0

7_
02

_n
kr_

jah
re

sb
er

ich
t_2

01
3.p

df?
__

blo
b=

pu
bli

ca
tio

nF
ile

&v
=2

., 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

6 
Ma

y 
20

14
 . 

Na
tio

na
l 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Co

ntr
ol 

Co
un

cil
 (

20
14

), 
Pu

bli
ca

tio
ns

, 
we

bs
ite

, 
ww

w.
no

rm
en

ko
ntr

oll
ra

t.b
un

d.d
e/W

eb
s/N

KR
/E

N/
Pu

bli
ca

tio
ns

/_n
od

e.h
tm

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
6 M

ay
 20

14
.  

In 
20

11
 th

e 
Pa

rlia
me

nta
ry 

Ad
vis

or
y C

ou
nc

il o
n 

Su
sta

ina
bil

ity
 p

ub
lis

he
d 

a 
re

po
rt 

tha
t e

va
lua

tes
 th

e 
su

sta
ina

bil
ity

 a
ss

es
sm

en
ts 

co
nd

uc
ted

 a
s 

pa
rt 

of 
RI

A.
 

So
ur

ce
: 

Ge
rm

an
 P

ar
lia

me
nt 

(2
01

1)
, 

Be
ric

ht 
de

s 
Pa

rla
m

en
ta

ris
ch

en
 

Be
ira

ts 
üb

er
 

die
 

Na
ch

ha
ltig

ke
its

pr
üfu

ng
 

in 
de

r 
Ge

se
tze

sfo
lge

na
bs

ch
ätz

un
g 

un
d 

die
 

Op
tim

ier
un

g 
de

s 
Ve

rfa
hr

en
s 

[R
ep

or
t 

of 
the

 p
ar

lia
me

nta
ry 

ad
vis

or
y 

co
un

cil
 o

n 
the

 s
us

tai
na

bil
ity

 
as

se
ss

me
nt 

as
 p

ar
t o

f R
IA

 a
nd

 th
e 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t o

f t
he

 p
ro

ce
du

re
], 

htt
p:/

/di
p2

1.b
un

de
sta

g.d
e/d

ip2
1/b

td/
17

/06
6/1

70
66

80
.pd

f, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 3

0 
Ap

ril 
20

14
. 

So
ur

ce
: G

er
ma

n 
Su

pr
em

e 
Au

dit
 In

sti
tut

ion
 (2

01
0)

, “
Gu

tac
hte

n 
üb

er
 

Ma
ßn

ah
me

n 
zu

r V
er

be
ss

er
un

g 
de

r R
ec

hts
etz

un
g 

un
d 

de
r P

fle
ge

 d
es

 
No

rm
en

be
sta

nd
es

”, 
[R

ep
or

t o
n 

me
as

ur
es

 fo
r o

pti
mi

sin
g 

law
 m

ak
ing

 
an

d 
the

 
ma

int
en

an
ce

 
of 

the
 

bo
dy

 
of 

law
], 

ww
w.

bu
nd

es
re

ch
nu

ng
sh

of.
de

/de
/ve

ro
eff

en
tlic

hu
ng

en
/gu

tac
hte

n-
be

ric
hte

-b
wv

/gu
tac

hte
n-

bw
v-s

ch
rift

en
re

ihe
/sa

mm
lun

g/2
01

0-
bw

v-
ba

nd
-1

5-
gu

tac
hte

n-
ue

be
r-m

as
sn

ah
me

n-
zu

r-v
er

be
ss

er
un

g-
de

r-
re

ch
tse

tzu
ng

-u
nd

-d
er

-p
fle

ge
-d

es
-n

or
me

nb
es

tan
de

s/v
iew

, a
cc

es
se

d 
5 

Ma
y 2

01
4. 

 



98
 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Ge
rm

an
y (

co
nt.

) 

Th
e 

Ge
rm

an
 

Su
pr

em
e 

Au
dit

 
Ins

titu
tio

n 
(“B

un
de

sre
ch

nu
ng

sh
of

”) 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 a

 r
ep

or
t o

n 
ste

ps
 ta

ke
n 

to 
op

tim
ise

 la
w 

ma
kin

g 
an

d 
the

 
ma

int
en

an
ce

 of
 th

e b
od

y o
f la

w:
  

So
ur

ce
: 

Ge
rm

an
 S

up
re

me
 A

ud
it 

Ins
titu

tio
n 

(2
01

0)
, 

Gu
tac

hte
n 

üb
er

 
M

aß
na

hm
en

 z
ur

 V
er

be
ss

er
un

g 
de

r R
ec

hts
etz

un
g 

un
d 

de
r P

fle
ge

 d
es

 
No

rm
en

be
sta

nd
es

 [R
ep

or
t o

n 
me

as
ur

es
 fo

r o
pti

mi
sin

g 
law

 m
ak

ing
 a

nd
 

the
 

ma
int

en
an

ce
 

of 
the

 
bo

dy
 

of 
law

], 
ww

w.
bu

nd
es

re
ch

nu
ng

sh
of.

de
/de

/ve
ro

eff
en

tlic
hu

ng
en

/gu
tac

hte
n-

be
ric

hte
-b

wv
/gu

tac
hte

n-
bw

v-s
ch

rift
en

re
ihe

/sa
mm

lun
g/2

01
0-

bw
v-b

an
d-

15
-g

uta
ch

ten
-u

eb
er

-m
as

sn
ah

me
n-

zu
r-v

er
be

ss
er

un
g-

de
r-r

ec
hts

etz
un

g-
un

d-
de

r-p
fle

ge
-d

es
-n

or
me

nb
es

tan
de

s/v
iew

, a
cc

es
se

d 5
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

 Al
so

 c
ivi

l 
so

cie
ty,

 s
ch

ola
rs 

an
d 

the
 G

er
ma

n 
Ins

titu
te 

for
 P

ub
lic

 
Ad

mi
nis

tra
tio

n S
pe

ye
r h

av
e p

ub
lis

he
d r

ep
or

ts 
on

 la
w-

ma
kin

g a
nd

 R
IA

 in
 

Ge
rm

an
y. 

A 
gr

ou
p 

of 
sc

ien
tis

ts 
as

se
ss

ed
 th

e 
qu

ali
ty 

of 
law

s 
iss

ue
d 

by
 

the
 fe

de
ra

l g
ov

er
nm

en
t in

 th
e p

er
iod

 20
05

-0
7. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Ini
tia

tiv
e 

for
 N

ew
 S

oc
ial

 M
ar

ke
t 

De
mo

cra
cy

 (
20

07
), 

Di
e 

Ge
se

tzg
eb

un
g 

de
r 

Gr
oß

en
 

Ko
ali

tio
n 

in 
de

r 
er

ste
n 

Hä
lfte

 
de

r 
Le

gis
lat

ur
pe

rio
de

 d
es

 1
6. 

De
uts

ch
en

 B
un

de
sta

ge
s 

(2
00

5-
20

07
) [

La
w-

ma
kin

g 
by

 th
e 

gr
an

d 
co

ali
tio

n 
in 

the
 fi

rst
 h

alf
 o

f t
er

m 
of 

the
 1

6th
e 

Ge
rm

an
 

Pa
rlia

me
nt 

(2
00

5-
20

07
)],

 
ww

w.
ins

m-
ge

se
tze

sc
he

ck
.de

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 5 

Ma
y 2

01
4. 

   

 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 9
9 

  O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Ge
rm

an
y (

co
nt.

) 

Th
e 

Ge
rm

an
 R

es
ea

rch
 I

ns
titu

te 
for

 P
ub

lic
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

on
 S

pe
ye

r 
as

se
ss

ed
 h

ow
 R

IA
 an

d 
ev

alu
ati

on
 co

ntr
ibu

te 
to 

a b
ett

er
 m

an
ag

em
en

t o
f 

re
gu

lat
or

y 
ris

k 
fac

tor
s, 

htt
p:/

/so
lrt

es
t.b

sz
-b

w.
de

/vu
fin

d/R
ec

or
d/D

E-
20

83
46

40
03

17
/C

ite
, 

an
d 

wh
eth

er
 

RI
A 

an
d 

ev
alu

ati
on

 
me

et 
the

 
co

ns
titu

tio
na

l r
eq

uir
em

en
ts 

co
nc

er
nin

g 
the

 in
ne

r 
leg

isl
ati

ve
 p

ro
ce

ss
, 

ca
t.in

ist
.fr

/?a
Mo

de
le=

aff
ich

eN
&c

ps
idt

=2
56

11
52

8. 
 

 A 
lis

t o
f p

ub
lic

ati
on

s 
of 

the
 G

er
ma

n 
Ins

titu
te 

for
 P

ub
lic

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
on

 
Sp

ey
er

 o
n 

RI
A 

an
d 

ex
 p

os
t e

va
lua

tio
n 

is 
av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e: 

ww
w.

foe
v-

sp
ey

er
.de

/in
gfa

/in
ha

lte
/06

_p
ub

lik
ati

on
en

.as
p.

 

 

Ire
lan

d 

In 
20

08
 t

he
 B

ett
er

 R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Un

it, 
De

pa
rtm

en
t 

of 
the

 T
ao

ise
ac

h 
co

mm
iss

ion
ed

 a 
re

vie
w 

of 
its

 R
IA

 sy
ste

m.
 

 So
ur

ce
: 

Ro
inn

 a
n 

Ta
ois

igh
, 

De
pa

rtm
en

t 
of 

the
 T

ao
ise

ac
h 

(2
00

8)
, 

“R
eg

ula
tor

y 
Im

pa
ct 

An
aly

sis
 

– 
An

 
op

er
ati

on
al 

re
vie

w”
, 

ww
w.

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e-

bu
rd

en
s.c

om
/fil

es
ys

tem
/20

08
/08

/re
gu

lat
or

y_
 

im
pa

ct_
an

aly
sis

_-
_a

n_
op

er
ati

on
al_

re
vie

w_
-

_d
ep

ar
tm

en
t_o

f_t
he

_ta
ois

ea
ch

_5
20

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

9 M
ar

ch
 20

14
. 

Ita
ly 

An
 a

nn
ua

l r
ep

or
t i

s 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
Pr

es
ide

nc
y 

of 
the

 C
ou

nc
il 

of 
Mi

nis
ter

s (
De

pa
rtm

en
t f

or
 L

eg
isl

ati
ve

 A
ffa

irs
 - 

DA
GL

). 
Th

e 
lat

es
t a

nn
ua

l 
re

po
rt 

on
 th

e i
mp

lem
en

tat
ion

 of
 R

IA
 co

ve
rs 

the
 ye

ar
 20

12
. 

Th
e 

20
12

 r
ep

or
t l

ist
s 

the
 n

um
be

r 
of 

RI
As

 p
ro

du
ce

d 
in 

20
11

 a
nd

 
co

nta
ins

 d
iffe

re
nt 

ind
ica

tor
s, 

for
 e

xa
mp

le 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f R
IA

s 
tha

t 
co

mp
lie

d w
ith

 fo
rm

al 
re

qu
ire

me
nts

 (u
se

 of
 fe

ed
ba

ck
 fr

om
 co

ns
ult

ati
on

, 
inf

or
ma

tio
n 

on
 

alt
er

na
tiv

e 
op

tio
ns

, 
qu

an
tita

tiv
e 

as
se

ss
me

nt 
of 

im
pa

cts
). 

 



10
0 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Ita
ly 

(co
nt

.) 

So
ur

ce
: 

Pr
es

ide
nc

y 
of 

the
 C

ou
nc

il 
of 

Mi
nis

ter
s, 

De
pa

rtm
en

t 
for

 
Le

gis
lat

ive
 A

ffa
irs

 (D
AG

L)
 (2

01
2)

, R
ela

zio
ne

 S
ull

o 
St

at
o 

Di
 A

ttu
az

ion
e 

De
ll’a

na
lis

i  

Di
 I

m
pa

tto
 D

ell
a 

Re
go

lam
en

ta
zio

ne
 [

Re
po

rt 
on

 t
he

 s
tat

us
 o

f 
RI

A]
, 

ww
w.

ca
me

ra
.it/

_d
ati

/le
g1

7/l
av

or
i/d

oc
um

en
tip

ar
lam

en
tar

i/In
dic

eE
Te

sti
/0

83
/00

1/I
NT

ER
O.

pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Pr
es

ide
nc

y 
of 

the
 C

ou
nc

il 
of 

Mi
nis

ter
s, 

De
pa

rtm
en

t 
for

 
Le

gis
lat

ive
 A

ffa
irs

 (D
AG

L)
 (2

01
2)

, R
ela

zio
ne

 S
ull

o 
St

ato
 D

i A
ttu

az
ion

e 
De

ll’a
na

lis
i 

Di
 Im

pa
tto

 D
ell

a 
Re

go
lam

en
ta

zio
ne

 [R
ep

or
t o

n 
the

 s
tat

us
 o

f R
IA

], 
ww

w.
ca

me
ra

.it/
_d

ati
/le

g1
7/l

av
or

i/d
oc

um
en

tip
ar

lam
en

tar
i/In

dic
eE

Te
sti

/
08

3/0
01

/IN
TE

RO
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Ja
pa

n 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f I
nte

rn
al 

Af
fai

rs 
an

d 
Co

mm
un

ica
tio

ns
 a

na
lys

es
 th

e 
re

su
lts

 o
f 

the
 p

oli
cy

 e
va

lua
tio

n 
ca

rri
ed

 o
ut 

by
 e

ac
h 

Mi
nis

try
. T

his
 is

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
an

nu
all

y i
n D

iet
 R

ep
or

t o
n t

he
 S

tat
us

 of
 P

oli
cy

 E
va

lua
tio

n. 
 So

ur
ce

: M
ini

str
y 

of 
Int

er
na

l A
ffa

irs
 a

nd
 C

om
mu

nic
ati

on
s 

(2
01

4)
, D

iet
 

Re
po

rt 
on

 
th

e 
St

at
us

 
of 

Po
lic

y 
Ev

alu
ati

on
, 

ww
w.

so
um

u.g
o.j

p/m
ain

_s
os

iki
/hy

ou
ka

/se
isa

ku
_n

/ne
nji

_h
ou

ko
ku

.ht
ml

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
01

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Me
xic

o 

Ev
er

y 
ye

ar
 C

OF
EM

ER
 p

ub
lis

he
s 

on
lin

e
a 

re
po

rt 
on

 it
s 

ac
tiv

itie
s; 

the
 

lat
es

t o
ne

 a
t t

his
 m

om
en

t (
Ma

rch
 2

01
4)

 co
ve

rin
g 

the
 y

ea
rs 

20
12

-2
01

3.
 

Th
es

e r
ep

or
ts 

als
o c

on
tai

n i
nfo

rm
ati

on
 on

 th
e p

er
for

ma
nc

e o
f R

IA
.  

 So
ur

ce
: C

OF
EM

ER
 (2

01
2)

, I
nf

or
m

es
 y

 P
ro

gr
am

as
 [I

nfo
rm

ati
on

s 
an

d 
Pr

og
ra

mm
es

], 
we

bs
ite

, 
ww

w.
co

fem
er

.go
b.m

x/c
on

ten
ido

.
as

px
?c

on
ten

ido
=8

4, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  
 CO

FE
ME

R 
(2

01
3)

, I
nf

or
m

e 
An

ua
l d

e 
De

se
m

pe
no

 (2
01

2-
20

13
) [

An
nu

al 
Pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 
Inf

or
ma

tio
n],

 
ww

w.
co

fem
er

.go
b.m

x/i
ma

ge
ne

sU
plo

ad
/

20
13

12
19

15
51

Inf
or

me
%

20
CO

FE
ME

R%
20

20
12

-2
01

3.p
df,

 a
cc

es
se

d 
14

 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 
 

Th
e 

No
ve

mb
er

 2
01

2 
re

po
rt 

Qu
ali

ty 
M

an
ag

em
en

t S
ys

tem
 o

f t
he

 R
I A

co
nta

ins
 s

ev
er

al 
ind

ica
tor

s, 
inc

lud
ing

 a
 G

lob
al 

Qu
ali

ty 
Ind

ica
tor

 w
hic

h 
as

se
ss

es
 th

e 
qu

ali
ty 

of 
RI

As
 s

ub
mi

tte
d 

by
 d

ec
en

tra
lis

ed
 d

ep
ar

tm
en

ts 
an

d a
ge

nc
ies

. 
 So

ur
ce

: 
LA

TI
N-

RE
G 

an
d 

CO
FE

ME
R 

(2
01

2)
, 

Qu
ali

ty 
M

an
ag

em
en

t 
Sy

ste
m

 
of 

the
 

RI
A,

 
ww

w.
co

fem
er

.go
b.m

x/i
ma

ge
ne

sU
plo

ad
/

20
14

32
51

01
4Q

ua
lity

%
20

Ma
na

ge
me

nt%
20

Sy
ste

m%
20

of%
20

the
%

20
RI

A.
pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Ne
w 

Ze
ala

nd
 

Th
e 

an
nu

al 
ev

alu
ati

on
 re

po
rts

 o
n 

RI
A 

ar
e 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 o
n 

the
 w

eb
sit

e 
of

 
the

 T
re

as
ur

y: 
 

ww
w.

tre
as

ur
y.g

ov
t.n

z/p
ub

lic
ati

on
s/g

uid
an

ce
/re

gu
lat

or
y/r

iar
ev

iew
 

  In 
20

12
 a

nd
 2

01
3 

Ne
w 

Ze
ala

nd
 e

ng
ag

ed
 C

as
tal

ia 
St

ra
teg

ic 
Ad

vis
or

s t
o 

re
vie

w 
the

 qu
ali

ty 
of 

re
gu

lat
or

y i
mp

ac
t s

tat
em

en
ts.

  
 So

ur
ce

: C
as

tal
ia 

St
ra

teg
ic 

Ad
vis

or
s (

20
13

), 
Re

gu
lat

or
y I

m
pa

ct 
An

aly
sis

 
20

13
,  

ww
w.

tre
as

ur
y.g

ov
t.n

z/p
ub

lic
ati

on
s/g

uid
an

ce
/re

gu
lat

or
y/r

iar
ev

iew
/ria

-
re

vie
w-

jun
13

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 

Th
e 

20
13

 e
va

lua
tio

n 
of 

RI
A 

by
 C

as
tal

ia 
St

ra
teg

ic 
Ad

vis
or

s 
inc

lud
es

 
ind

ica
tor

s, 
su

ch
 a

s 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f R
IA

s 
tha

t m
ee

t q
ua

lity
 c

rite
ria

 
(p

. 7
). 

 So
ur

ce
: 

Ca
sta

lia
 

St
ra

teg
ic 

Ad
vis

or
s 

(2
01

3)
, 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Im

pa
ct 

An
aly

sis
 2

01
3, 

 
ww

w.
tre

as
ur

y.g
ov

t.n
z/p

ub
lic

ati
on

s/g
uid

an
ce

/re
gu

lat
or

y/r
iar

ev
iew

/ria
-

re
vie

w-
jun

13
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 



10
2 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

No
rw

ay
 

A 
20

12
 re

po
rt 

“D
igg

ing
 de

ep
 en

ou
gh

?”
 w

as
 pu

bli
sh

ed
 by

 th
e A

ge
nc

y f
or

 
Pu

bli
c 

Ma
na

ge
me

nt 
an

d 
eG

ov
er

nm
en

t (
Di

fi).
 It

 re
po

rts
 o

n 
the

 u
se

 o
f 

im
pa

ct 
as

se
ss

me
nts

 in
 c

en
tra

l g
ov

er
nm

en
t a

nd
 c

on
tai

ns
 a

 s
ur

ve
y 

of 
ho

w 
mi

nis
trie

s c
om

ply
 w

ith
 th

e 
re

qu
ire

me
nts

 o
f t

he
 im

pa
ct 

as
se

ss
me

nt,
 

in 
an

 an
aly

sis
 of

 th
e f

ind
ing

s a
nd

 pr
op

os
als

. 
 So

ur
ce

: 
Ag

en
cy

 f
or

 P
ub

lic
 M

an
ag

em
en

t 
an

d 
eG

ov
er

nm
en

t 
(D

ifi)
, 

Di
gg

ing
 

de
ep

 
en

ou
gh

?, 
ww

w.
dif

i.n
o/f

ile
ar

ch
ive

/di
fi-r

ap
po

rt-
20

12
-8

-
gr

av
es

-d
et-

dy
pt-

no
k_

2.p
df%

20
Ad

%
20

ho
c%

20
20

12
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
12

 
No

ve
mb

er
 20

13
.  

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
 

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f E
co

no
my

 o
f t

he
 S

lov
ak

 R
ep

ub
lic

/ G
ov

er
nm

en
t O

ffic
e 

of 
the

 S
lov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
 p

ro
du

ce
d 

an
 E

va
lua

tio
n 

of 
the

 p
ilo

t p
ro

jec
t o

n 
the

 
Un

ifie
d m

eth
od

olo
gy

 on
 as

se
ss

ing
. 

 So
ur

ce
: S

lov
ak

 M
ini

str
y 

of 
Ec

on
om

y 
(2

00
9)

, V
yh

od
no

ten
ie 

Pi
lot

né
ho

 
pr

oje
ktu

 k
 J

ed
no

tne
j m

eto
dik

e 
na

 p
os

ud
zo

va
nie

 v
yb

ra
ný

ch
 v

ply
vo

v 
a 

ná
vrh

u 
ak

tu
ali

zo
va

ne
j J

ed
no

tne
j m

eto
dik

y 
na

 p
os

ud
zo

va
nie

 v
yb

ra
ný

ch
 

vp
lyv

ov
 [

Ev
alu

ati
on

 o
f 

the
 p

ilo
t 

pr
oje

ct 
for

 A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

of 
se

lec
ted

 
eff

ec
ts 

an
d 

an
 u

pd
ate

d 
pr

op
os

al 
for

 A
ss

es
sm

en
t o

f s
ele

cte
d 

im
pa

cts
], 

ww
w.

ro
ko

va
nia

.sk
/R

ok
ov

an
ie.

as
px

/B
od

Ro
ko

va
nia

De
tai

l?i
dM

ate
ria

l=6
9

60
, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

.  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
03

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Sl
ov

en
ia 

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f P
ub

lic
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

on
, p

ub
lis

he
d 

an
 in

ter
im

 r
ep

or
t i

n 
20

11
 on

 th
e i

mp
lem

en
tat

ion
 of

 ta
sk

s a
nd

 ob
jec

tiv
es

 in
 ou

tpu
t fi

eld
 be

tte
r 

re
gu

lat
ion

 a
nd

 a
 p

ro
gr

am
 fo

r t
he

 e
lim

ina
tio

n 
of 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

ba
rri

er
s 

an
d r

ed
uc

e a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 bu
rd

en
s b

y 2
5%

 by
 20

12
.  

 So
ur

ce
: 

Sl
ov

en
ia 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f 
Pu

bli
c 

Ad
mi

nis
tra

tio
n 

(2
01

1)
, 

Vm
es

no
 

Po
ro
čil

o 
O 

Izv
aja

nju
 N

alo
g 

In
 R

ea
liz

ac
iji 

Ci
lje

v 
Na

 P
od

ro
čju

 P
rip

ra
ve

 
Bo

ljš
ih 

Pr
ed

pis
ov

 T
er

 P
ro

gr
am

a 
Za

 O
dp

ra
vo

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
vn

ih 
Ov

ir 
In

 
Zm

an
jša

nje
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

vn
ih 

Br
em

en
 Z

a 
25

 %
 D

o 
Le

ta 
20

12
 Z

a 
Le

to 
20

11
 [i

nte
rim

 re
po

rt 
on

 th
e 

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n 

of 
tas

ks
 a

nd
 o

bje
cti

ve
s 

in 
ou

tpu
t f

iel
d 

be
tte

r r
eg

ula
tio

n 
an

d 
a 

pr
og

ra
mm

e 
for

 th
e 

eli
mi

na
tio

n 
of 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

ba
rri

er
s 

an
d 

re
du

ce
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

ns
 b

y 
25

%
 b

y 
20

12
 fo

r 2
01

1],
 w

ww
.st

op
bir

ok
ra

cij
i.s

i/fi
lea

dm
in/

us
er

_u
plo

ad
/m

ju/
Bo

ljs
i_

pr
ed

pis
i/N

ov
ice

/P
or

oc
ilo

_V
RS

_B
R_

mi
nu

s2
5_

OA
O_

20
11

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
pr

ov
ide

s 
da

ta 
on

 th
e 

ev
alu

ati
on

 o
f t

he
 R

IA
 s

ys
tem

 (s
ee

 
Ta

ble
 1 

an
d T

ab
le 

2 o
f th

e r
ep

or
t, p

.4)
. 

 So
ur

ce
: S

lov
en

ia 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f P

ub
lic

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
on

 (
20

11
), 

Vm
es

no
 

Po
ro
čil

o 
O 

Izv
aja

nju
 N

alo
g 

In
 R

ea
liz

ac
iji 

Ci
lje

v 
Na

 P
od

ro
čju

 P
rip

ra
ve

 
Bo

ljš
ih 

Pr
ed

pis
ov

 T
er

 P
ro

gr
am

a 
Za

 O
dp

ra
vo

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
vn

ih 
Ov

ir 
In

 
Zm

an
jša

nje
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

vn
ih 

Br
em

en
 Z

a 
25

 %
 D

o 
Le

ta 
20

12
 Z

a 
Le

to 
20

11
 [i

nte
rim

 re
po

rt 
on

 th
e 

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n 

of 
tas

ks
 a

nd
 o

bje
cti

ve
s 

in 
ou

tpu
t f

iel
d 

be
tte

r 
re

gu
lat

ion
 a

nd
 a

 p
ro

gr
am

 fo
r 

the
 e

lim
ina

tio
n 

of 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
ba

rri
er

s 
an

d 
re

du
ce

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 b
y 

25
%

 b
y 

20
12

 
for

 
20

11
], 

ww
w.

sto
pb

iro
kra

cij
i.s

i/fi
lea

dm
in/

us
er

_u
plo

ad
mj

u/B
olj

si_
pr

ed
pis

i/N
ov

ice
/P

or
oc

ilo
_V

RS
_B

R_
mi

nu
s2

5_
OA

O_
20

11
.p

df,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  
 



10
4 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Sw
ed

en
 

Th
e 

Sw
ed

ish
 B

ett
er

 R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Co

un
cil

's 
An

nu
al 

Re
po

rt 
is 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 
an

nu
all

y b
y t

he
 S

we
dis

h B
ett

er
 R

eg
ula

tio
n C

ou
nc

il. 
 So

ur
ce

: S
we

dis
h 

Be
tte

r R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Co

un
cil

 (2
01

1)
, A

nn
ua

l r
ep

or
t 2

01
1,

 
ww

w.
re

ge
lra

de
t.s

e/w
p-

co
nte

nt/
up

loa
ds

/20
12

/03
/en

ge
lsk

_r
ap

po
rt_

20
11

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 1
4 

Ma
y 

20
14

.  

Th
e 

Sw
ed

ish
 

Be
tte

r 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 

Co
un

cil
 

ev
alu

ate
s 

im
pa

ct 
as

se
ss

me
nts

 b
as

ed
 o

n t
he

 re
qu

ire
me

nts
 sp

ec
ifie

d i
n S

ec
tio

ns
 6

 an
d 7

 
of 

the
 O

rd
ina

nc
e o

n R
eg

ula
tor

y I
mp

ac
t A

ss
es

sm
en

t (
Sw

ed
ish

 C
od

e o
f 

St
atu

tes
 2

00
7:1

24
4)

. T
he

 q
ua

nti
ty 

of 
RI

As
 in

 2
01

0 
an

d 
20

11
 d

ee
me

d 
as

 'a
cc

ep
tab

le'
 a

nd
 'd

efi
cie

nt'
 fo

r 
ev

er
y 

mi
nis

try
 is

 r
ec

or
de

d 
in 

the
 

Sw
ed

ish
 B

ett
er

 R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Co

un
cil

's 
An

nu
al 

Re
po

rt 
of 

20
11

 (
se

e 
p. 

14
). 

So
ur

ce
: 

Sw
ed

ish
 B

ett
er

 R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Co

un
cil

 (
20

11
), 

An
nu

al 
re

po
rt 

20
11

, 
ww

w.
re

ge
lra

de
t.s

e/w
p-

co
nte

nt/
up

loa
ds

/20
12

/03
/en

ge
lsk

_
ra

pp
or

t_2
01

1.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
05

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Sw
itz

er
lan

d 

In 
20

11
 D

r. 
Lo

re
nz

o 
Al

lio
 w

as
 c

om
mi

ss
ion

ed
 to

 re
vie

w 
Sw

itz
er

lan
d’s

 
us

e 
of 

“in
-d

ep
th 

RI
As

” a
nd

 th
e 

St
an

da
rd

 C
os

t M
od

el 
(S

CM
) d

ur
ing

 th
e 

pe
rio

d 2
00

7-
20

09
 (f

or
 m

or
e i

nfo
rm

ati
on

 on
 th

e r
ep

or
t s

ee
 B

ox
 3.

4)
. 

 So
ur

ce
: A

llio
, L

or
en

zo
 (2

01
1)

, L
or

en
zo

 A
llio

, É
va

lua
tio

n 
de

s 
an

aly
se

s 
d‟

im
pa

ct 
ap

pr
of

on
die

s 
et 

de
s 

étu
de

s 
St

an
da

rd
 C

os
t M

od
el 

ef
fec

tu
ée

s 
pa

r la
 C

on
fé

dé
ra

tio
n e

nt
re

 20
07

 e
t 2

00
9, 

Ra
pp

or
t fi

na
l, É

tud
e m

an
da

tée
 

pa
r l

e 
Se

cré
tar

iat
 d

'É
tat

 à
 l’é

co
no

mi
e, 

Be
rn

e, 
24

.08
.20

11
 [E

va
lua

tio
n 

of 
in-

de
pth

 Im
pa

ct 
An

aly
se

s 
an

d 
St

an
da

rd
 C

os
t M

od
el 

stu
die

s 
co

nd
uc

ted
 

by
 

the
 

Co
nfe

de
ra

tio
n 

be
tw

ee
n 

20
07

 
an

d 
20

09
], 

ww
w.

ne
ws

.ad
mi

n.c
h/N

SB
Su

bs
cri

be
r/m

es
sa

ge
/at

tac
hm

en
ts/

23
92

6.p
df,

 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Th
e 

20
11

 s
tud

y 
by

 L
or

en
zo

 A
llio

 is
 p

ar
tly

 b
as

ed
on

a 
su

rve
y 

wi
th 

re
pr

es
en

tat
ive

s 
fro

m 
fed

er
al 

off
ice

s, 
sta

ke
ho

lde
rs 

inv
olv

ed
 in

 th
e 

RI
A 

pr
oc

es
s, 

ma
in 

us
er

s 
of 

the
 R

IA
 (

e.g
. 

me
mb

er
s 

of 
pa

rlia
me

nt 
or

 
pa

rlia
me

nta
ry 

co
mm

itte
es

), 
an

d 
ex

ter
na

l e
xp

er
ts 

fro
m 

ac
ad

em
ia 

or
 

co
ns

ult
an

cy
 fi

rm
s. 

Th
e 

stu
dy

 co
nta

ins
 in

dic
ato

rs 
su

ch
 a

s 
the

 a
ve

ra
ge

 
sc

or
ing

 o
f 

dif
fer

en
t 

RI
As

 b
y 

re
sp

on
de

nts
 a

ga
ins

t 
cri

ter
ia 

su
ch

 a
s 

wh
eth

er
 R

IA
 c

on
trib

ute
d 

to 
en

ha
nc

e 
tra

ns
pa

re
nc

y 
or

 to
 im

pr
ov

e 
the

 
qu

ali
ty 

of 
the

 fin
al 

pr
od

uc
t (

e.g
. th

e p
as

se
d l

aw
) (

se
e p

. 1
99

). 
So

ur
ce

: A
llio

, L
or

en
zo

 (2
01

1)
, L

or
en

zo
 A

llio
, É

va
lua

tio
n 

de
s 

an
aly

se
s 

d‟
im

pa
ct 

ap
pr

of
on

die
s e

t d
es

 é
tu

de
s S

tan
da

rd
 C

os
t M

od
el 

eff
ec

tué
es

 
pa

r 
la 

Co
nf

éd
ér

ati
on

 e
nt

re
 2

00
7 

et
 2

00
9, 

Ra
pp

or
t 

fin
al,

 É
tud

e 
ma

nd
até

e 
pa

r l
e 

Se
cré

tar
iat

 d
'É

tat
 à

 l’
éc

on
om

ie,
 B

er
ne

, 2
4.0

8.2
01

1 
[E

va
lua

tio
n 

of 
in-

de
pth

 Im
pa

ct 
An

aly
se

s 
an

d 
St

an
da

rd
 C

os
t M

od
el 

stu
die

s 
co

nd
uc

ted
 b

y 
the

 C
on

fed
er

ati
on

 b
etw

ee
n 

20
07

 a
nd

 2
00

9],
 

ww
w.

ne
ws

.ad
mi

n.c
h/N

SB
Su

bs
cri

be
r/m

es
sa

ge
/at

tac
hm

en
ts/

23
92

6.p
df 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 



10
6 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Sw
itz

er
lan

d (
co

nt
.) 

Al
lio

, 
Lo

re
nz

o 
(2

01
2)

, 
Le

s 
ré

su
lta

ts 
de

 l
'év

alu
at

ion
 d

es
 a

na
lys

es
 

d'i
m

pa
ct 

ap
pr

ofo
nd

ies
 [T

he
 re

su
lts

 o
f t

he
 e

va
lua

tio
n 

of 
in-

de
pth

 R
IA

s],
 

pr
es

en
tat

ion
, 

ww
w.

se
co

.ad
mi

n.c
h/t

he
me

n/0
03

74
/00

45
9/0

04
65

/00
46

7/i
nd

ex
.ht

ml
?la

n
g=

de
&d

ow
nlo

ad
=n

hz
lpz

eg
7t,

lnp
6i0

ntu
04

2l2
z6

ln1
ac

y4
zn

4z
2q

zp
no

2y
uq

2z
6g

pjc
ffx

t9g
gy

m1
62

ep
yb

g2
c_

jjk
bN

oK
Sn

6A
, a

cc
es

se
d 2

0 M
ar

ch
 20

14
. 

 Pa
rlia

me
nta

ry 
se

rvi
ce

s (
20

05
), 

Le
s t

ro
is 

«T
es

ts 
PM

E»
 d

e 
la 

Co
nfé

dé
ra

tio
n: 

co
nn

us
? u

tili
sé

s?
 e

ffic
ac

es
? [

Th
e t

hr
ee

 “s
ma

ll b
us

ine
ss

 
tes

ts”
 of

 th
e C

on
fed

er
ati

on
: k

no
wn

? u
se

d?
 ef

fec
tiv

e?
], 

ww
w.

se
co

.ad
mi

n.c
h/t

he
me

n/0
03

74
/00

45
9/0

04
65

/00
46

7/i
nd

ex
.ht

ml
?la

n
g=

fr&
do

wn
loa

d=
NH

zL
pZ

eg
7t,

lnp
6I0

NT
U0

42
l2Z

6ln
1a

e2
IZ

n4
Z2

qZ
pn

O2
Yu

q2
Z6

gp
JC

Dd
35

5fG
ym

16
2e

pY
bg

2c
_J

jK
bN

oK
Sn

6A
--,

 a
cc

es
se

d 1
9 

Ma
y 2

01
4. 

 
  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
07

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rt 
In

di
ca

to
rs

 

Un
ite

d K
ing

do
m 

BR
E 

St
ate

me
nt 

of 
Ne

w 
Re

gu
lat

ion
, p

ub
lis

he
d 

by
 th

e 
Be

tte
r R

eg
ula

tio
n 

Ex
ec

uti
ve

 (p
ar

t o
f t

he
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f B

us
ine

ss
 In

no
va

tio
n 

an
d 

sk
ills

), 
ev

er
y 

six
 m

on
ths

, r
ep

or
t o

n 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 in
dic

ato
rs 

un
de

r t
he

 O
ne

-in
, 

Tw
o-

ou
t (

OI
TO

) R
ule

 (p
re

vio
us

ly 
On

e-
in,

 O
ne

-o
ut 

(O
IO

O)
 R

ule
), 

wh
ich

 
me

as
ur

es
 th

e 
ov

er
all

 re
gu

lat
or

y 
bu

rd
en

 o
n 

bu
sin

es
s 

an
d 

civ
il 

so
cie

ty.
 

Th
e 

lat
es

t r
ep

or
t (

as
 o

f M
ay

 2
01

4 
thi

s i
s t

he
 S

ev
en

th 
sta

tem
en

t o
f n

ew
 

re
gu

lat
ion

) c
an

 be
 fo

un
d o

nli
ne

. 
So

ur
ce

: U
K 

De
pa

rtm
en

t f
or

 B
us

ine
ss

, I
nn

ov
ati

on
 a

nd
 S

kil
ls 

(2
01

3)
, 

On
e-

in,
 

tw
o-

ou
t: 

sta
tem

en
t 

of 
ne

w 
re

gu
lat

ion
, 

ww
w.

go
v.u

k/g
ov

er
nm

en
t/c

oll
ec

tio
ns

/on
e-

in-
tw

o-
ou

t-s
tat

em
en

t-o
f-n

ew
-

re
gu

lat
ion

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
6 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 RP
C 

re
po

rt 
on

 "
Im

pr
ov

ing
 R

eg
ula

tio
n"

. P
ub

lis
he

d 
by

 th
e 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Po

lic
y 

Co
mm

itte
e, 

UK
. T

his
 a

nn
ua

l p
ub

lic
ati

on
 in

clu
de

s 
da

ta 
on

 th
e 

qu
an

tity
 o

f R
IA

s 
pu

bli
sh

ed
, a

nd
 th

e 
pr

op
or

tio
n 

of 
RI

As
 th

at 
RP

C 
ha

ve
 

va
lue

d a
s f

it f
or

 pu
rp

os
e. 

 
So

ur
ce

: 
UK

 R
eg

ula
tor

y 
Po

lic
y 

Co
mm

itte
e 

(2
01

4)
, 

Im
pr

ov
ing

 t
he

 
ev

ide
nc

e 
ba

se
 fo

r r
eg

ula
tio

n 
- R

eg
ula

to
ry 

Po
lic

y 
Co

m
m

itte
e 

sc
ru

tin
y 

in 
20

13
, 

ww
w.

go
v.u

k/g
ov

er
nm

en
t/u

plo
ad

s/s
ys

tem
/up

loa
ds

/at
tac

hm
en

t_d
ata

/fil
e/

28
62

36
/an

nu
al_

re
po

rt_
of_

the
_r

pc
_m

ar
ch

_2
01

4_
fin

al.
pd

f, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

4 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 

Ind
ica

tor
s i

nc
lud

ed
 in

 re
po

rts
. 

 



10
8 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

T
ab

le
 A

.2
. P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 r

ep
or

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
on

 th
e 

fu
nc

tio
ni

ng
 o

f c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Cz
ec

h 
Re

pu
bli

c 

In 
20

08
 th

e 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f I

nte
rio

r p
ub

lis
he

d 
a 

re
po

rt 
ev

alu
ati

ng
 th

re
e 

pil
ot 

pr
oje

cts
 w

hic
h 

ha
d 

be
en

 c
ar

rie
d 

ou
t 

to 
tes

t 
Cz

ec
h’s

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

me
tho

do
log

y. 
 

 So
ur

ce
: 

Cz
ec

h 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f 

Int
er

ior
 (

20
08

), 
Zp

rá
va

 o
 v

yh
od

no
ce

ní
 

pil
otn

ích
 p

ro
jek

tů 
pr

o 
ov
ěř

en
í 

fu
nk
čn

os
ti 

m
eto

dik
y 

pr
o 

za
po

jov
án

í 
ve
ře

jno
sti

 d
o 

př
ípr

av
y v

lád
níc

h 
do

ku
m

en
tů

 [R
ep

or
t o

n 
the

 e
va

lua
tio

n 
of 

pil
ot 

pr
oje

cts
 to

 v
er

ify
 th

e 
re

lia
bil

ity
 o

f t
he

 m
eth

od
s 

for
 e

ng
ag

ing
 th

e 
pu

bli
c 

in 
the

 
pr

ep
ar

ati
on

 
of 

go
ve

rn
me

nt 
do

cu
me

nts
], 

ww
w.

mv
cr.

cz
/so

ub
or

/zp
ra

va
-o

-vy
ho

dn
oc

en
i-p

ilo
tni

ch
-p

ro
jek

tu-
pr

o-
ov

er
en

i-fu
nk

cn
os

ti-m
eto

dik
y-p

ro
-za

po
jov

an
i-v

er
ejn

os
ti.a

sp
x, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Eu
ro

pe
an

 
Un

ion
 

In 
20

10
 t

he
 E

ur
op

ea
n 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
a 

Co
mm

un
ica

tio
n 

on
 

Sm
ar

t R
eg

ula
tio

n 
in 

the
 E

ur
op

ea
n 

Un
ion

. F
or

 th
e 

Co
mm

un
ica

tio
n 

a 
pu

bli
c 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 w

as
 c

on
du

cte
d, 

in 
wh

ich
 p

ar
tic

ipa
nts

 a
lso

 c
ou

ld 
vo

ice
 th

eir
 o

pin
ion

 c
on

ce
rn

ing
 th

e 
Co

mm
iss

ion
’s 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 p

ra
cti

ce
. 

Th
e 

Co
mm

un
ica

tio
n 

pr
es

en
ts 

the
 re

su
lts

 o
f t

he
 p

ub
lic

 co
ns

ult
ati

on
 a

nd
 

po
int

s t
o w

ea
kn

es
se

s a
nd

 p
os

sib
le 

wa
ys

 to
 im

pr
ov

e c
on

su
lta

tio
n o

n E
U 

lev
el.

 

 

Th
e 

20
12

 
Re

vie
w 

of 
the

 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 

Co
ns

ult
ati

on
 

Po
lic

y 
co

nta
ins

 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 
ind

ica
tor

s 
co

nc
er

nin
g 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 

pr
ac

tic
es

, 
su

ch
 

as
 

pe
rce

nta
ge

 of
 co

ns
ult

ati
on

s i
n w

hic
h t

he
 tim

e l
im

its
 ar

e r
es

pe
cte

d. 
 

 So
ur

ce
: 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 

(2
01

2)
, 

Re
vie

w 
of

 
th

e 
Co

m
m

iss
ion

 
Co

ns
ult

at
ion

 
Po

lic
y, 

htt
p:/

/ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/sm

ar
t-r

eg
ula

tio
n/b

ett
er

_
re

gu
lat

ion
/do

cu
me

nts
/do

cu
me

nt_
tra

va
il_

se
rvi

ce
_p

ar
t1_

en
.pd

f, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

4 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
09

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 
Un

ion
 (c

on
t.)

 

So
ur

ce
: 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 C
om

mi
ss

ion
 (

20
10

), 
Co

m
m

un
ica

tio
n 

on
 S

m
ar

t 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 

in 
the

 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 

Un
ion

, 
htt

p:/
/eu

r-
lex

.eu
ro

pa
.eu

/le
xu

ris
er

v/l
ex

ur
ise

rv.
do

?u
ri=

co
m:

20
10

:05
43

:fin
:en

:pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 m

ay
 20

14
.  

 In 
20

12
 th

e 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 p

ub
lis

he
d 

a 
re

vie
w 

of 
its

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

po
lic

y. 
Th

e 
re

vie
w 

se
ek

s t
o 

ev
alu

ate
 cu

rre
nt 

pr
ac

tic
es

 a
nd

 to
 p

oin
t t

o 
po

ss
ibl

e 
wa

ys
 f

or
wa

rd
. 

It 
ba

se
d 

on
 a

 v
ar

iet
y 

of 
dif

fer
en

t 
so

ur
ce

s, 
su

ch
 a

s 
int

er
na

tio
na

l s
tan

da
rd

s 
an

d 
be

st 
pr

ac
tic

es
, a

n 
op

en
 c

on
su

lta
tio

n 
of 

ex
ter

na
l s

tak
eh

old
er

s a
nd

 in
pu

t fr
om

 th
e C

om
mi

ss
ion

 se
rvi

ce
s i

tse
lf. 

 
 So

ur
ce

: 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 (
20

12
), 

Re
vie

w 
of

 t
he

 C
om

m
iss

ion
 

Co
ns

ult
ati

on
 

Po
lic

y, 
htt

p:/
/ec

.eu
ro

pa
.eu

/sm
ar

t-
re

gu
lat

ion
/be

tte
r_

re
gu

lat
ion

/do
cu

me
nts

/do
cu

me
nt_

tra
va

il_
se

rvi
ce

_p
ar

t
1_

en
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Th
e 

an
nu

al 
Im

pa
ct 

As
se

ss
me

nt 
Bo

ar
d 

re
po

rts
 p

ro
vid

e 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f it
s 

re
co

mm
en

da
tio

ns
 re

lat
ing

 to
 st

ak
eh

old
er

 co
ns

ult
ati

on
. 

  So
ur

ce
: E

ur
op

ea
n 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 (
20

14
), 

Im
pa

ct 
As

se
ss

m
en

t B
oa

rd
 (

IA
B)

, 
we

bs
ite

, 
htt

p:/
/ec

.eu
ro

pa
.eu

/sm
ar

t-r
eg

ula
tio

n/i
mp

ac
t/ia

b/i
ab

_e
n.h

tm
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 

Es
ton

ia 

 
Fo

r a
 r

ep
or

t t
ha

t w
as

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
in 

20
10

 a
 s

ur
ve

y 
on

 th
e 

us
efu

lne
ss

 o
f 

Es
ton

ia’
s 

pu
bli

c 
co

ns
ult

ati
on

 s
ys

tem
 w

as
 c

on
du

cte
d. 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
co

nta
ins

 
va

rio
us

 in
dic

ato
rs,

 fo
r e

xa
mp

le 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f o
rg

an
isa

tio
ns

 s
ur

ve
ye

d 
tha

t h
av

e b
ee

n i
nv

olv
ed

 in
 po

lic
y d

ev
elo

pm
en

t in
 th

e l
as

t tw
o y

ea
rs.

  
 So

ur
ce

: I
ns

titu
te 

of 
Ba

ltic
 S

tud
ies

 (2
01

0)
, L

õp
pa

ru
an

ne
 - 

Va
lits

us
as

ut
us

te
 

ka
as

am
isp

ra
kti

ka
te

 a
na

lüü
s 

[F
ina

l r
ep

or
t –

 S
tak

eh
old

er
 in

vo
lve

me
nt 

wi
th 

go
ve

rn
me

nt 
ag

en
cie

s],
 

ww
w.

sis
em

ini
ste

er
ium

.ee
/pu

bli
c/S

IM
KA

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 19
 M

ar
ch

 20
14

. 



11
0 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ja
pa

n 

Th
e 

do
cu

me
nt 

pr
ov

ide
d

by
 J

ap
an

 c
on

tai
ns

 th
e 

re
su

lts
 o

f a
 s

ur
ve

y 
of

 
co

ns
ult

ati
on

 
pr

ac
tic

es
 

as
 

es
tab

lis
he

d 
un

de
r 

ch
ap

ter
 

6 
of 

the
 

Ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

e 
Ac

t 
of 

19
93

. 
It 

re
po

rts
 t

he
 n

um
be

r 
of 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 p

ro
ce

du
re

s 
by

 m
ini

str
y 

an
d 

typ
e 

of 
leg

isl
ati

on
, a

s 
we

ll 
as

 
co

mm
en

ts 
re

ce
ive

d, 
co

mp
lia

nc
e 

wi
th 

a 
30

-d
ay

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

pe
rio

d, 
the

 
nu

mb
er

 o
f c

om
me

nts
 in

co
rp

or
ate

d 
int

o 
the

 d
ra

ft 
an

d 
the

 n
um

be
r o

f 
co

ns
ult

ati
on

 
re

su
lts

 p
ub

lis
he

d. 
Ho

we
ve

r, 
the

 
re

po
rt 

co
ve

rs 
on

ly 
leg

isl
ati

on
 th

at 
ca

n b
e i

ss
ue

d b
y g

ov
er

nm
en

t d
ire

ctl
y a

nd
 do

es
 no

t n
ee

d 
ap

pr
ov

al 
by

 pa
rlia

me
nt,

 su
ch

 as
 go

ve
rn

me
nt 

de
cre

es
 an

d o
rd

ina
nc

es
. 

 So
ur

ce
: 

Ja
pa

ne
se

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t 

(2
01

0)
, 

St
atu

s 
of 

pu
bli

c 
co

m
m

en
t 

pr
oc

ed
ur

e, 
ww

w.
so

um
u.g

o.j
p/m

ain
_s

os
iki

/gy
ou

ka
n/k

an
ri/p

df,
wo

rd
/

tet
su

zu
ki/

he
ise

i22
_k

un
i_h

on
bu

n_
ike

n.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 19
 M

ar
ch

 20
14

.  
 Ja

pa
ne

se
 

Ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

e 
Ac

t 
(1

99
3)

, 
ww

w.
ca

s.g
o.j

p/j
p/s

eis
ak

u/h
ou

re
i/d

ata
/ap

a_
2.p

df,
 a

cc
es

se
d 

19
 M

ar
ch

 
20

14
. 

Th
e 

do
cu

me
nt 

pr
ov

ide
d

by
 Ja

pa
n 

co
nta

ins
 p

er
for

ma
nc

e 
ind

ica
tor

s, 
su

ch
 a

s 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f c
on

su
lta

tio
ns

 in
 w

hic
h 

the
 3

0-
da

y c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

pe
rio

d 
wa

s 
re

sp
ec

ted
, t

he
 n

um
be

r 
of 

co
mm

en
ts 

inc
or

po
ra

ted
 in

to 
the

 d
ra

ft 
an

d 
the

 
nu

mb
er

 of
 co

ns
ult

ati
on

 re
su

lts
 pu

bli
sh

ed
. 

 So
ur

ce
: J

ap
an

es
e g

ov
er

nm
en

t (
20

10
), 

St
atu

s o
f p

ub
lic

 co
m

m
en

t p
ro

ce
du

re
, 

ww
w.

so
um

u.g
o.j

p/m
ain

_s
os

iki
/gy

ou
ka

n/k
an

ri/p
df,

wo
rd

/te
tsu

zu
ki/

he
ise

i22
_k

un
i_h

on
bu

n_
ike

n.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 19
 M

ar
ch

 20
14

.  
 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
11

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Me
xic

o 

CO
FE

ME
R'

s 
mo

nth
ly 

re
po

rts
 (

e.g
. 

for
 F

eb
ru

ar
y 

20
14

) 
on

 M
ex

ico
's 

be
tte

r r
eg

ula
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

mm
e 

pr
ov

ide
s 

inf
or

ma
tio

n 
on

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n, 

e.g
. 

ho
w 

ma
ny

 c
om

me
nts

 w
er

e 
re

ce
ive

d, 
wh

ich
 s

tak
eh

old
er

 g
ro

up
s 

pa
rtic

ipa
ted

 i
n 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 a

nd
 w

hic
h 

re
gu

lat
ion

s 
an

d 
mi

nis
trie

s 
re

ce
ive

d 
the

 m
os

t c
om

me
nts

 (s
ee

 p
. 1

8-
20

). 
Th

e 
mo

nth
ly 

re
po

rts
 a

re
 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 on
lin

e o
n C

OF
EM

ER
’s 

we
bs

ite
. 

 So
ur

ce
: 

CO
FE

ME
R 

(2
01

4)
, 

Fe
br

er
o 

20
14

: 
- 

Re
po

rte
 E

sta
dis

tic
o 

M
en

su
el 

– 
M

ejo
ra

 R
eg

ula
to

ria
 [

Fe
br

ua
ry 

20
14

 -
 M

on
thl

y 
St

ati
sti

ca
l 

Re
po

rt 
– 

Be
tte

r 
Re

gu
lat

ion
], 

ww
w.

co
fem

er
.go

b.m
x/i

ma
ge

ne
su

plo
ad

/
20

14
32

51
12

4r
m%

20
feb

re
ro

im
ag

en
es

up
loa

d/2
01

43
25

11
24

rm
%

20
feb

re
ro

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 2

8 M
ar

ch
 20

14
. 

 CO
FE

ME
R 

(2
01

4)
, 

Co
fe

m
er

 p
ar

a 
la 

AP
F,

 w
ww

.co
fem

er
.go

b.m
x/

co
nte

nid
o.a

sp
x?

co
nte

nid
o=

13
2, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

CO
FE

ME
R'

s 
mo

nth
ly 

re
po

rts
 (e

.g.
 fo

r F
eb

ru
ar

y 
20

14
) p

ro
vid

e 
inf

or
ma

tio
n 

on
 co

ns
ult

ati
on

, e
.g.

 ho
w 

ma
ny

 co
mm

en
ts 

we
re

 re
ce

ive
d, 

wh
ich

 st
ak

eh
old

er
 

gr
ou

ps
 p

ar
tic

ipa
ted

 in
 c

on
su

lta
tio

n 
an

d 
wh

ich
 r

eg
ula

tio
ns

 a
nd

 m
ini

str
ies

 
re

ce
ive

d 
the

 m
os

t c
om

me
nts

 (s
ee

 p
p. 

18
-2

0)
. T

his
 in

for
ma

tio
n 

is 
co

lle
cte

d 
ev

er
y 

mo
nth

 a
nd

 a
llo

ws
 to

 tr
ac

k 
to 

pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 o

f M
ex

ico
's 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 

sy
ste

m 
ov

er
 tim

e (
e.g

. if
 al

l re
lev

an
t s

tak
eh

old
er

 gr
ou

ps
 w

er
e i

nv
olv

ed
). 

 
 So

ur
ce

: C
OF

EM
ER

 (2
01

4)
, F

eb
re

ro
 2

01
4: 

- R
ep

or
te 

Es
ta

dis
tic

o 
M

en
su

el 
– 

M
ejo

ra
 R

eg
ula

tor
ia 

[F
eb

ru
ar

y 
20

14
 -

 M
on

thl
y 

St
ati

sti
ca

l R
ep

or
t –

 B
ett

er
 

Re
gu

lat
ion

], 
ww

w.
co

fem
er

.go
b.m

x/i
ma

ge
ne

su
plo

ad
/20

14
32

51
12

4r
m%

20
feb

re
ro

im
ag

en
e

su
plo

ad
/20

14
32

51
12

4r
m%

20
feb

re
ro

.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 28
 M

ar
ch

 20
14

. 
 



11
2 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ne
the

rla
nd

s 

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f S
ec

ur
ity

 a
nd

 J
us

tic
e 

op
er

ate
s 

a 
co

ns
ult

ati
on

 w
eb

sit
e, 

wh
er

e 
cit

ize
ns

 c
an

 s
ub

mi
t 

the
ir 

op
ini

on
 o

n 
se

lec
ted

 l
eg

isl
ati

ve
 

pr
op

os
als

. T
he

 fu
nc

tio
nin

g 
of 

the
 w

eb
sit

e 
wa

s 
ev

alu
ate

d 
in 

20
11

. T
he

 
ev

alu
ati

on
 r

ep
or

t 
an

d 
a 

pr
es

s 
re

lea
se

 o
f 

the
 r

es
po

ns
ibl

e 
mi

nis
try

 
co

nta
in 

inf
or

ma
tio

n 
on

 th
e 

nu
mb

er
 vi

sit
or

s, 
the

 u
nd

er
sta

nd
ab

ilit
y o

f t
he

 
we

bs
ite

 a
s 

pe
rce

ive
d 

by
 v

isi
tor

s 
an

d 
the

 f
oll

ow
-u

p 
of 

su
bm

itte
d 

co
mm

en
ts.

  
 So

ur
ce

: 
Du

tch
 

go
ve

rn
me

nt 
(2

01
1)

, 
Ka

bin
ets

sta
nd

pu
nt

 
int

er
ne

tco
ns

ult
ati

e 
we

tg
ev

ing
 [C

ab
ine

t p
os

itio
n 

on
 in

ter
ne

t c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

for
 

law
-m

ak
ing

], 
ww

w.
rijk

so
ve

rh
eid

.nl
/do

cu
me

nte
n-

en
-

pu
bli

ca
tie

s/k
am

er
stu

kk
en

/20
11

/06
/17

/ka
bin

ets
sta

nd
pu

nt-
int

er
ne

tco
ns

ult
ati

e-
we

tge
vin

g.h
tm

l, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
13

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Sl
ov

en
ia 

Th
e 

Sl
ov

en
ian

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 a
 r

ep
or

t
on

 t
he

 p
ro

gr
es

s 
of 

ac
hie

vin
g 

its
 g

oa
ls 

in 
the

 fi
eld

 o
f b

ett
er

 re
gu

lat
ion

, i
nc

lud
ing

 a
 2

5%
 

re
du

cti
on

 o
f 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s 

by
 2

01
2. 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
co

nta
ins

 
qu

an
tita

tiv
e 

an
d 

qu
ali

tat
ive

 p
er

for
ma

nc
e 

inf
or

ma
tio

n 
co

nc
er

nin
g 

pu
bli

c 
co

ns
ult

ati
on

.  
 So

ur
ce

: 
Sl

ov
en

ia 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f 

Pu
bli

c 
Ad

mi
nis

tra
tio

n 
(2

01
1)

, 
Vm

es
no

 
Po

ro
čil

o 
O 

Izv
aja

nju
 N

alo
g 

In
 R

ea
liz

ac
iji 

Ci
lje

v 
Na

 P
od

ro
čju

 P
rip

ra
ve

 
Bo

ljš
ih 

Pr
ed

pis
ov

 T
er

 P
ro

gr
am

a 
Za

 O
dp

ra
vo

 A
dm

ini
str

at
ivn

ih 
Ov

ir 
In

 
Zm

an
jša

nje
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

vn
ih 

Br
em

en
 Z

a 
25

 %
 D

o 
Le

ta 
20

12
 Z

a 
Le

to 
20

11
 [i

nte
rim

 re
po

rt 
on

 th
e 

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n 

of 
tas

ks
 a

nd
 o

bje
cti

ve
s 

in 
ou

tpu
t  

fie
ld 

be
tte

r 
re

gu
lat

ion
 

an
d 

a 
pr

og
ra

m 
for

 
the

 
eli

mi
na

tio
n 

of 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
ba

rri
er

s 
an

d 
re

du
ce

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 b
y 

25
%

 b
y 

20
12

 
for

 
20

11
], 

ww
w.

sto
pb

iro
kra

cij
i.s

i/fi
lea

dm
in/

us
er

_u
plo

ad
/m

ju/
Bo

ljs
i_p

re
dp

isi
/N

ov
ice

/P
or

oc
ilo

_V
RS

_B
R_

mi
nu

s2
5_

OA
O_

20
11

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

.  
 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
of 

the
 S

lov
en

ian
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t 
co

nta
ins

 v
ar

iou
s 

pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 

ind
ica

tor
s (

se
e p

. 7
), 

su
ch

 as
 th

e p
er

ce
nta

ge
 of

 co
ns

ult
ati

on
s w

hic
h a

dh
er

ed
 

to 
the

 3
0-

da
y 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 p

er
iod

 o
r t

he
 p

er
ce

nta
ge

 o
f p

ro
po

sa
ls 

tha
t w

er
e 

ma
de

 av
ail

ab
le 

on
lin

e f
or

 co
ns

ult
ati

on
.  

 So
ur

ce
: S

lov
en

ia 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f P

ub
lic

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
on

 (2
01

1)
, V

m
es

no
 P

or
oč

ilo
 

O 
Izv

aja
nju

 N
alo

g 
In

 R
ea

liz
ac

iji 
Ci

lje
v 

Na
 P

od
ro
čju

 P
rip

ra
ve

 B
olj

ših
 

Pr
ed

pis
ov

 T
er

 P
ro

gr
am

a 
Za

 O
dp

ra
vo

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
vn

ih 
Ov

ir 
In

 Z
m

an
jša

nje
 

Ad
m

ini
str

ati
vn

ih 
Br

em
en

 Z
a 2

5 %
 D

o L
eta

 20
12

 Z
a L

eto
 20

11
 [in

ter
im

 re
po

rt 
on

 th
e i

mp
lem

en
tat

ion
 of

 ta
sk

s a
nd

 ob
jec

tiv
es

 in
 ou

tpu
t  

fie
ld 

be
tte

r r
eg

ula
tio

n 
an

d 
a 

pr
og

ra
m 

for
 th

e 
eli

mi
na

tio
n 

of 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
ba

rri
er

s 
an

d 
re

du
ce

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 b
y 

25
%

 b
y 

20
12

 fo
r 

20
11

], 
ww

w.
sto

pb
iro

kra
cij

i.s
i/fi

lea
dm

in/
us

er
_u

plo
ad

/m
ju/

Bo
ljs

i_p
re

dp
isi

/N
ov

ice
/P

or
oc

ilo
_V

RS
_B

R_
mi

nu
s2

5_
OA

O_
20

11
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 



11
4 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Sw
itz

er
lan

d 

In 
20

11
 a

 re
po

rt 
wa

s 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 o

n 
the

 S
wi

ss
 c

on
su

lta
tio

n 
an

d 
he

ar
ing

 
sy

ste
m.

 T
he

 re
po

rt 
ev

alu
ate

s 
dif

fer
en

t a
sp

ec
ts 

of 
cu

rre
nt 

pr
ac

tic
es

, f
or

 
ex

am
ple

 th
e 

tim
e 

av
ail

ab
le 

to 
sta

ke
ho

lde
r t

o 
su

bm
it 

co
mm

en
ts 

or
 th

e 
leg

al 
ba

sis
 fo

r c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

an
d 

he
ar

ing
s. 

As
 a

 m
ain

 fi
nd

ing
, t

he
 re

po
rt 

lis
ts 

the
 fi

ve
 k

ey
 w

ea
kn

es
se

s 
of 

the
 c

ur
re

nt 
sta

te 
of 

aff
air

s 
(se

e 
for

 
mo

re
 de

tai
ls 

Bo
x 3

.6)
. 

So
ur

ce
: S

wi
ss

 P
ar

lia
me

nta
ry 

Co
ntr

ol 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 (2

01
1)

, E
va

lua
tio

n 
de

 la
 p

ra
tiq

ue
 d

e 
la 

Co
nfé

dé
ra

tio
n 

en
 m

ati
èr

e 
de

 p
ro

cé
du

re
s d

’au
dit

ion
 

et 
de

 co
ns

ult
ati

on
 [E

va
lua

tio
n 

of 
the

 p
ra

cti
ce

s o
f t

he
 C

on
fed

er
ati

on
 w

ith
 

re
ga

rd
 t

o 
he

ar
ing

 a
nd

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

pr
oc

ed
ur

es
], 

ww
w.

pa
rla

me
nt.

ch
/f/d

ok
um

en
tat

ion
/be

ric
hte

/be
ric

hte
-a

ufs
ich

tsk
om

mi
ss

ion
en

/ 
ge

sc
ha

eft
sp

ru
efu

ng
sk

om
mi

ss
ion

-g
pk

/b
er

ich
te-

20
11

/D
oc

um
en

ts 
/be

ric
ht-

pv
k-e

va
lua

tio
n-

an
ho

er
un

gs
pr

ax
is-

20
11

-0
6-

09
-f.

pd
f. 

In 
20

11
 S

wi
tze

rla
nd

 h
as

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
a 

re
po

rt 
ev

alu
ati

ng
 th

e 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 
of 

its
 R

IA
 s

ys
tem

 in
 th

e 
pe

rio
d 

of 
20

07
 to

 2
00

9. 
Th

e 
re

po
rt 

pa
rtly

 a
lso

 
pr

ov
ide

s 
a 

qu
ali

tat
ive

 e
va

lua
tio

n 
of 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 p

ra
cti

ce
s, 

for
 e

xa
mp

le 
it 

ex
am

ine
s 

ho
w 

we
ll R

IA
 a

nd
 c

on
su

lta
tio

ns
 a

re
 c

on
ne

cte
d 

an
d 

inf
or

m
 

ea
ch

 ot
he

r. 
 

So
ur

ce
: 

Al
lio

, 
Lo

re
nz

o 
(2

01
1)

, 
Év

alu
ati

on
 d

es
 a

na
lys

es
 d
‟im

pa
ct 

ap
pr

ofo
nd

ies
 e

t d
es

 é
tud

es
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

Co
st 

M
od

el 
ef

fec
tu

ée
s 

pa
r 

la 
Co

nfé
dé

ra
tio

n 
en

tre
 2

00
7 

et
 2

00
9, 

Ra
pp

or
t f

ina
l, 

Ét
ud

e 
ma

nd
até

e 
pa

r 
le 

Se
cré

tar
iat

 d
'É

tat
 à

 l’é
co

no
mi

e, 
Be

rn
e, 

24
.08

.20
11

 [E
va

lua
tio

n 
of 

in-
de

pth
 Im

pa
ct 

An
aly

se
s a

nd
 S

tan
da

rd
 C

os
t M

od
el 

stu
die

s c
on

du
cte

d 
by

 
the

 
Co

nfe
de

ra
tio

n 
be

tw
ee

n 
20

07
 

an
d 

20
09

], 
ww

w.
ne

ws
.ad

mi
n.c

h/N
SB

Su
bs

cri
be

r/m
es

sa
ge

/at
tac

hm
en

ts/
23

92
6.p

df
 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
15

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Tu
rke

y 

Ev
er

y 
ye

ar
 th

e 
Pr

im
e 

Mi
nis

try
 p

ub
lis

he
s 

a 
re

po
rt 

on
 it

s 
ac

tiv
itie

s 
wh

ich
 

als
o 

co
ve

rs 
sta

ke
ho

lde
r e

ng
ag

em
en

t (
se

e 
for

 e
xa

mp
le 

20
12

 re
po

rt)
. 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
als

o 
de

sc
rib

es
 m

ea
su

re
s 

tha
t 

wi
ll 

be
 t

ak
en

 t
o 

im
pr

ov
e 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 in

 th
e f

utu
re

.  
 So

ur
ce

: 
Pr

im
e 

Mi
nis

try
 

(2
01

2)
, 

An
nu

al 
Re

po
rt,

 
ww

w.
ba

sb
ak

an
lik

.go
v.t

r/H
an

dle
rs/

Fil
eH

an
dle

r.a
sh

x?
Fil

eId
=2

26
88

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Th
e 

an
nu

al 
re

po
rt 

of 
the

 P
rim

e 
Mi

nis
try

 (
se

e 
for

 e
xa

mp
le 

20
12

 r
ep

or
t) 

co
nta

ins
 in

for
ma

tio
n o

n t
he

 nu
mb

er
 of

 co
ns

ult
ati

on
s. 

 So
ur

ce
: 

Pr
im

e 
Mi

nis
try

 
(2

01
2)

, 
An

nu
al 

Re
po

rt,
 

ww
w.

ba
sb

ak
an

lik
.go

v.t
r/H

an
dle

rs/
Fil

eH
an

dle
r.a

sh
x?

Fil
eId

=2
26

88
, a

cc
es

se
d 

14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

 
 



11
6 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

T
ab

le
 A

.3
. P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 r

ep
or

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
on

 th
e 

fu
nc

tio
ni

ng
 o

f e
x 

po
st 

re
vi

ew
 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Au
str

ali
a 

Au
str

ali
a 

pu
bli

sh
es

 v
ar

iou
s 

re
po

rts
 o

n 
the

 c
om

pli
an

ce
 o

f 
ex

 p
os

t 
re

vie
ws

 w
ith

 f
or

ma
l 

re
qu

ire
me

nts
. 

Fir
stl

y, 
it 

pr
ov

ide
s 

a 
re

gu
lar

ly 
up

da
ted

 re
po

rt 
co

nc
er

nin
g t

he
 le

ve
l o

f c
om

pli
an

ce
 on

 its
 w

eb
sit

e. 
 

So
ur

ce
: A

us
tra

lia
n 

Of
fic

e 
of 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 (2
01

3a
) G

en
er

al 
we

bs
ite

, w
ww

.dp
mc

.go
v.a

u/d
er

eg
ula

tio
n/o

bp
r/in

de
x.c

fm
, a

cc
es

se
d 

19
 

Ma
rch

 2
01

4; 
Au

str
ali

an
 O

ffic
e 

of 
Be

st 
Pr

ac
tic

e 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 (2

01
3b

), 
Po

st-
im

ple
m

en
tat

ion
 

Re
vie

w 
St

atu
s 

an
d 

Co
m

pli
an

ce
, 

htt
p:/

/ris
.dp

mc
.go

v.a
u/s

um
ma

ry-
co

mp
lia

nc
e-

re
po

rtin
g/p

os
t-

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n-

re
vie

ws
/, a

cc
es

se
d 1

9 M
ar

ch
 20

14
. 

Se
co

nd
, a

t t
he

 e
nd

 o
f e

ac
h 

ye
ar

 a
n 

an
nu

al 
re

po
rt 

is 
pr

ep
ar

ed
, b

as
ed

 
on

 th
e 

sta
tis

tic
s c

oll
ec

ted
 th

ro
ug

ho
ut 

the
 ye

ar
. T

he
 a

nn
ua

l r
ep

or
ts 

ar
e 

ca
lle

d “
Be

st 
Pr

ac
tic

e R
eg

ula
tio

n R
ep

or
ts”

 an
d a

re
 pu

bli
sh

ed
 on

lin
e. 

 

So
ur

ce
: A

us
tra

lia
n 

Of
fic

e 
of 

Be
st 

Pr
ac

tic
e 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 (2
01

4)
, O

BP
R 

pu
bli

ca
tio

ns
, 

we
bs

ite
, 

ww
w.

dp
mc

.go
v.a

u/d
er

eg
ula

tio
n/o

bp
r/r

ep
or

tin
g-

pu
bli

ca
tio

ns
/pu

bli
ca

tio
ns

.cf
m

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

4 
Ma

y 
20

14
; 

Au
str

ali
an

 
Of

fic
e 

of 
Be

st 
Pr

ac
tic

e 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 (2

01
4)

, B
es

t P
ra

cti
ce

 R
eg

ula
tio

n 
Re

po
rt 

20
12

-1
3, 

ww
w.

dp
mc

.go
v.a

u/d
er

eg
ula

tio
n/o

bp
r/r

ep
or

tin
g-

pu
bli

ca
tio

ns
/pu

bli
ca

tio
ns

/re
po

rt-
12

-1
3/i

nd
ex

.cf
m,

 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 

14
 

Ma
y 

20
14

. 

Th
e r

ep
or

ts 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 by

 A
us

tra
lia

 (s
ee

 le
ft c

olu
mn

) c
on

tai
n t

he
 nu

mb
er

 
of 

ex
 p

os
t r

ev
iew

s, 
ca

lle
d “

PI
Rs

”, 
wh

ich
 co

mp
ly 

wi
th 

for
ma

l 
re

qu
ire

me
nts

 ou
t o

f a
ll e

x p
os

t r
ev

iew
s. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
17

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Au
str

ali
a (

co
nt.

) 

In 
20

11
 

the
 

Au
str

ali
an

 
Pr

od
uc

tiv
ity

 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 

pr
od

uc
ed

 
a 

co
mp

re
he

ns
ive

 re
po

rt 
on

 ex
 p

os
t e

va
lua

tio
n. 

Au
str

ali
an

 P
ro

du
cti

vit
y C

om
mi

ss
ion

 (2
01

1)
, I

de
nti

fyi
ng

 a
nd

 E
va

lua
tin

g 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 

Re
fo

rm
s 

ww
w.

pc
.go

v.a
u/_

_d
ata

/as
se

ts/
pd

f_f
ile

/00
18

/11
41

65
/re

gu
lat

ion
-re

for
ms

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

9 M
ar

ch
 20

14
. 

 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 U
nio

n 

In 
20

07
 t

he
 E

ur
op

ea
n 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
the

 C
om

mu
nic

ati
on

 
“R

es
po

nd
ing

 to
 S

tra
teg

ic 
Ne

ed
s: 

Re
inf

or
cin

g 
the

 u
se

 o
f e

va
lua

tio
n”

. I
t 

tou
ch

es
 u

po
n 

sh
or

tco
mi

ng
s 

of 
the

 s
tat

us
 q

uo
 a

nd
 e

lab
or

ate
s 

on
 

me
as

ur
es

 to
 im

pr
ov

e t
he

 qu
ali

ty 
an

d u
se

 of
 ex

 po
st 

ev
alu

ati
on

s. 
So

ur
ce

: 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 (
20

07
), 

Re
sp

on
din

g 
to

 S
tra

te
gic

 
Ne

ed
s: 

Re
inf

or
cin

g 
th

e 
us

e 
of 

ev
alu

at
ion

, h
ttp

://e
c.e

ur
op

a.e
u/s

ma
rt-

re
gu

lat
ion

/ev
alu

ati
on

/do
cs

/ev
al_

co
mm

_s
ec

_2
00

7_
21

3_
en

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 

 



11
8 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Eu
ro

pe
an

 U
nio

n 
(co

nt
.) 

In 
20

13
 t

he
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
an

oth
er

 C
om

mu
nic

ati
on

 t
itle

d 
“S

tre
ng

the
nin

g 
the

 f
ou

nd
ati

on
s 

of 
Sm

ar
t 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 –
 i

mp
ro

vin
g 

ev
alu

ati
on

”. 
Th

e 
Co

mm
un

ica
tio

n 
ad

dr
es

se
s 

for
 

wh
ich

 
re

as
on

s 
ev

alu
ati

on
 s

ho
uld

 b
e 

im
pr

ov
ed

 a
nd

 h
ow

 i
mp

ro
ve

me
nts

 c
an

 b
e 

re
ali

se
d. 

A 
20

12
 s

tak
eh

old
er

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

on
 t

he
 t

op
ic 

“S
ma

rt 
Re

gu
lat

ion
 in

 th
e 

EU
”, 

wh
er

e 
re

sp
on

de
nts

 w
er

e 
als

o 
as

ke
d 

to 
giv

e 
the

ir o
pin

ion
 on

 ev
alu

ati
on

 pr
ac

tic
es

, in
for

me
d t

he
 C

om
mu

nic
ati

on
. 

So
ur

ce
: E

ur
op

ea
n 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 (2
01

3)
, S

tre
ng

the
nin

g 
the

 fo
un

da
tio

ns
 

of 
Sm

ar
t R

eg
ula

tio
n 

– i
m

pr
ov

ing
 e

va
lua

tio
n, 

htt
p:/

/ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/dg

s/
se

cre
tar

iat
_g

en
er

al/
ev

alu
ati

on
/do

cs
/co

m_
20

13
_6

86
.pd

f, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

4 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 
 

 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
19

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ge
rm

an
y 

Th
e 

Na
tio

na
l 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Co

ntr
ol 

Co
un

cil
 

co
mm

iss
ion

ed
 

the
 

co
ns

ult
an

cy
 f

irm
 P

ro
gn

os
 t

o 
ide

nti
fy 

go
od

 p
ra

cti
ce

s 
in 

ex
 p

os
t 

ev
alu

ati
on

 in
 o

the
r c

ou
ntr

ies
 (C

an
ad

a,
 th

e 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 U

nio
n, 

Sw
ed

en
, 

Sw
itz

er
lan

d, 
the

 U
nit

ed
 K

ing
do

m)
 a

nd
 to

 p
ro

vid
e 

re
co

mm
en

da
tio

ns
 fo

r 
Ge

rm
an

y o
n h

ow
 to

 de
ve

lop
 th

eir
 ow

n 
sy

ste
m 

in 
the

 fu
tur

e. 
 

So
ur

ce
: P

ro
gn

os
 (2

01
3)

, E
xp

er
t r

ep
or

t o
n 

the
 im

ple
m

en
tat

ion
 o

f e
x 

po
st 

ev
alu

ati
on

s 
- G

oo
d 

pr
ac

tic
e 

an
d 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
in 

oth
er

 c
ou

ntr
ies

, 
ww

w.
no

rm
en

ko
ntr

oll
ra

t.b
un

d.d
e/W

eb
s/N

KR
/C

on
ten

t/E
N/

Pu
bli

ka
tio

ne
n/

20
14

_0
2_

24
_e

va
lua

tio
n_

re
po

rt.
pd

f?_
_b

lob
=p

ub
lic

ati
on

Fil
e&

v=
2, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 5 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 
 Mo

re
ov

er
, G

er
ma

ny
’s 

Su
pr

em
e A

ud
it I

ns
titu

tio
n h

as
 a

ss
es

se
d w

he
the

r 
go

ve
rn

me
nt 

ag
en

cie
s 

liv
e 

up
 to

 t
he

 r
eq

uir
em

en
t t

o 
de

fin
e 

in 
the

ir 
leg

isl
ati

ve
 pr

op
os

als
 th

e s
co

pe
 an

d t
im

efr
am

e f
or

 ex
 p

os
t e

va
lua

tio
n. 

So
ur

ce
: G

er
ma

n 
Su

pr
em

e 
Au

dit
 In

sti
tut

ion
 (

20
10

), 
Gu

ta
ch

te
n 

üb
er

 
M

aß
na

hm
en

 z
ur

 V
er

be
ss

er
un

g 
de

r R
ec

hts
etz

un
g 

un
d 

de
r P

fle
ge

 d
es

 
No

rm
en

be
sta

nd
es

 [R
ep

or
t o

n m
ea

su
re

s f
or

 op
tim

isi
ng

 la
w 

ma
kin

g 
an

d 
the

 
ma

int
en

an
ce

 
of 

the
 

bo
dy

 
of 

law
], 

ww
w.

bu
nd

es
re

ch
nu

ng
sh

of.
de

/de
/ve

ro
eff

en
tlic

hu
ng

en
/gu

tac
hte

n-
be

ric
hte

-b
wv

/gu
tac

hte
n-

bw
v-s

ch
rift

en
re

ihe
/sa

mm
lun

g/2
01

0-
bw

v-b
an

d-
15

-g
uta

ch
ten

-u
eb

er
-m

as
sn

ah
me

n-
zu

r-v
er

be
ss

er
un

g-
de

r-r
ec

hts
etz

un
g-

un
d-

de
r-p

fle
ge

-d
es

-n
or

me
nb

es
tan

de
s/v

iew
, a

cc
es

se
d 5

 M
ay

 20
14

. 

Th
e r

ep
or

t o
f th

e G
er

ma
n S

up
re

me
 A

ud
it I

ns
titu

tio
n c

on
tai

ns
 in

dic
ato

rs 
re

lat
ing

 to
 ex

 po
st 

ev
alu

ati
on

, s
uc

h a
s: 

Th
e p

er
ce

nta
ge

 of
 le

gis
lat

ive
 

pr
op

os
als

 th
at 

ex
am

ine
d t

he
 po

ss
ibi

lity
 to

 in
clu

de
 a 

su
ns

ett
ing

 cl
au

se
 

(p
. 1

1)
, a

nd
 th

e p
er

ce
nta

ge
 of

 le
gis

lat
ive

 pr
op

os
als

 th
at 

de
fin

e t
he

 
sc

op
e a

nd
 tim

efr
am

e f
or

 ex
 p

os
t e

va
lua

tio
n (

p. 
13

). 
So

ur
ce

: G
er

ma
n S

up
re

me
 A

ud
it I

ns
titu

tio
n (

20
10

), 
Gu

tac
ht

en
 ü

be
r 

M
aß

na
hm

en
 zu

r V
er

be
ss

er
un

g d
er

 R
ec

hts
etz

un
g u

nd
 d

er
 P

fle
ge

 d
es

 
No

rm
en

be
sta

nd
es

 [R
ep

or
t o

n m
ea

su
re

s f
or

 op
tim

isi
ng

 la
w 

ma
kin

g a
nd

 
the

 m
ain

ten
an

ce
 of

 th
e b

od
y o

f la
w]

, 
ww

w.
bu

nd
es

re
ch

nu
ng

sh
of.

de
/de

/ve
ro

eff
en

tlic
hu

ng
en

/gu
tac

hte
n-

be
ric

hte
-b

wv
/gu

tac
hte

n-
bw

v-s
ch

rift
en

re
ihe

/sa
mm

lun
g/2

01
0-

bw
v-b

an
d-

15
-g

uta
ch

ten
-u

eb
er

-m
as

sn
ah

me
n-

zu
r-v

er
be

ss
er

un
g-

de
r-r

ec
hts

etz
un

g-
un

d-
de

r-p
fle

ge
-d

es
-n

or
me

nb
es

tan
de

s/v
iew

, a
cc

es
se

d 5
 M

ay
 20

14
. 



12
0 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Un
ite

d K
ing

do
m 

BR
E 

St
ate

me
nt 

of 
Ne

w 
Re

gu
lat

ion
, p

ub
lis

he
d b

y t
he

 B
ett

er
 R

eg
ula

tio
n 

Ex
ec

uti
ve

 (p
ar

t o
f t

he
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f B

us
ine

ss
 In

no
va

tio
n 

an
d 

sk
ills

), 
ev

er
y 

six
 m

on
ths

, r
ep

or
t o

n 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 in
dic

ato
rs 

un
de

r t
he

 O
ne

-in
, 

Tw
o-

ou
t 

(O
IT

O)
 R

ule
 (

pr
ev

iou
sly

 O
ne

-in
, 

On
e-

ou
t 

(O
IO

O)
 R

ule
), 

co
nta

ins
 in

for
ma

tio
n 

on
 th

e 
re

for
m 

of 
su

ns
ett

ing
 a

nd
 o

n 
the

 re
d 

tap
e 

ch
all

en
ge

.  

Th
e l

ate
st 

re
po

rt 
(a

s o
f M

ay
 20

14
 th

is 
is 

the
 S

ev
en

th 
sta

te
m

en
t o

f n
ew

 
re

gu
lat

ion
) c

an
 be

 fo
un

d o
nli

ne
. 

 So
ur

ce
: U

K 
De

pa
rtm

en
t f

or
 B

us
ine

ss
, I

nn
ov

ati
on

 a
nd

 S
kil

ls 
(2

01
3)

, 
On

e-
in,

 
tw

o-
ou

t: 
sta

tem
en

t 
of 

ne
w 

re
gu

lat
ion

, 
ww

w.
go

v.u
k/g

ov
er

nm
en

t/c
oll

ec
tio

ns
/on

e-
in-

tw
o-

ou
t-s

tat
em

en
t-o

f-n
ew

-
re

gu
lat

ion
, a

cc
es

se
d 1

6 M
ay

 20
14

.  

 

 

 
 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
21

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

T
ab

le
 A

.4
. P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 r

ep
or

ts
 a

nd
 in

di
ca

to
rs

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
on

 th
e 

fu
nc

tio
ni

ng
 o

f a
dm

in
is

tr
at

iv
e 

bu
rd

en
 r

ed
uc

tio
n 

 
an

d 
si

m
pl

ifi
ca

tio
n 

pr
og

ra
m

m
e 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Au
str

ia 

Th
e 

Au
str

ian
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t 
re

po
rts

 o
n 

its
 w

eb
sit

e 
on

 i
ts 

bu
sin

es
s 

ini
tia

tiv
e 

(“U
nte

rn
eh

me
ns

ini
tia

tiv
e”

) w
hic

h 
is 

pa
rt 

of 
its

 b
ett

er
 re

gu
lat

ion
 

pr
og

ra
mm

e. 
Th

e 
re

po
rt 

“R
ed

uc
ing

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 c
os

ts 
for

 b
us

ine
ss

 a
nd

 c
itiz

en
“ i

s 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 an

nu
all

y b
y t

he
 M

ini
str

y o
f F

ina
nc

e. 
 

So
ur

ce
: 

Au
str

ian
 M

ini
str

y 
of 

Fin
an

ce
 (

20
12

), 
Ve

rw
alt

un
gs

ko
ste

n 
se

nk
en

 fü
r 

Bü
rg

er
inn

en
 u

nd
 U

nt
er

ne
hm

en
 [R

ed
uc

ing
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 

co
sts

 
for

 
bu

sin
es

s 
an

d 
cit

ize
n],

 
htt

p:/
/se

rvi
ce

.bm
f.g

v.a
t/

bu
dg

et/
bu

dg
ets

/20
12

/be
ila

ge
n/v

er
wa

ltu
ng

sk
os

ten
_s

en
ke

n.p
df

, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 m
ay

 20
14

.  
Au

str
ian

 
Go

ve
rn

me
nt 

(n
.d.

), 
Un

ter
ne

hm
en

sin
itia

tiv
e 

[B
us

ine
ss

 
ini

tia
tiv

e],
 

ww
w.

wf
a.g

v.a
t/D

eu
tsc

h/W
br

Ini
tia

tiv
en

/U
nte

rn
eh

me
ns

ini
tia

tiv
e/_

sta
rt.

htm
, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f F
ina

nc
e 

pr
ep

ar
es

 a
n 

an
ne

x 
to 

the
 a

nn
ua

l b
ud

ge
t t

o 
re

po
rt 

on
 t

he
 p

ro
gr

es
s 

of 
the

 r
ed

uc
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

mm
e 

an
d 

pr
es

en
ts 

de
tai

led
 in

for
ma

tio
n 

on
 in

div
idu

al 
m

ea
su

re
s. 

Th
e 

re
su

lts
 w

er
e 

als
o 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 
on

 
the

 
Mi

nis
try

's 
ho

me
pa

ge
, 

its
 

int
ra

ne
t 

an
d 

int
er

na
l 

ne
ws

pa
pe

r 
an

d 
als

o 
in 

a 
ne

ws
let

te
r 

of 
the

 A
us

tria
n 

Ch
am

be
r 

of 
Co

mm
er

ce
 an

d a
 su

pp
lem

en
t to

 a 
da

ily
 ne

ws
pa

pe
r. 

So
ur

ce
: A

us
tria

n 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f F

ina
nc

e 
(2

01
2)

, V
er

wa
ltu

ng
sk

os
ten

 s
en

ke
n 

für
 B

ür
ge

rin
ne

n 
un

d 
Un

te
rn

eh
m

en
 [R

ed
uc

ing
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 c

os
ts 

for
 

bu
sin

es
s 

an
d 

cit
ize

n],
 

htt
p:/

/se
rvi

ce
.bm

f.g
v.a

t/b
ud

ge
t/b

ud
ge

ts/
20

12
/B

eil
ag

en
/V

er
wa

ltu
ng

sk
os

ten
_s

en
ke

n.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 

Be
lgi

um
 

Si
nc

e 
20

09
 th

e 
Be

lgi
an

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t p

ub
lis

he
s 

ev
er

y 
ye

ar
 a

 re
po

rt 
on

 
the

 e
vo

lut
ion

 o
f a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

n 
in 

the
 la

st 
ye

ar
. R

ep
or

ts 
ar

e 
av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e f

or
 th

e y
ea

rs 
20

08
, 2

00
9, 

20
10

 an
d 2

01
1. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Ag
en

ce
 

po
ur

 
la 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

(2
01

4)
, 

Pu
bli

ca
tio

ns
, w

eb
sit

e, 
ww

w.
ve

re
en

vo
ud

igi
ng

.be
/nl

/co
nte

nt/
pu

bli
ca

tie
s, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Th
e B

elg
ium

 an
nu

al 
re

po
rts

 ev
olu

tio
n o

f a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 (e
.g.

 th
e 

20
12

 re
po

rt)
 lis

ts 
de

ve
lop

me
nt 

of 
the

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 in
 re

lat
ion

 
to 

the
 G

DP
.  

So
ur

ce
: 

Ag
en

ce
 

po
ur

 
la 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

(2
01

4)
, 

Pu
bli

ca
tio

ns
, 

we
bs

ite
, 

ww
w.

ve
re

en
vo

ud
igi

ng
.be

/nl
/co

nte
nt/

pu
bli

ca
tie

s, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  



12
2 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Be
lgi

um
 (c

on
t.)

 

A 
su

mm
ar

y 
in 

En
gli

sh
 c

on
ce

rn
ing

 t
he

 e
vo

lut
ion

 o
f 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s 

du
rin

g 
the

 
pe

rio
d 

20
08

 
– 

20
11

 
is 

als
o 

av
ail

ab
le:

 
ww

w.
oe

cd
.or

g/g
ov

/re
gu

lat
or

y-p
oli

cy
/E

vo
lut

ion
%

20
of%

20
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e
%

20
bu

rd
en

s%
20

20
11

.pd
f  

Si
nc

e 2
00

0, 
the

 B
elg

ian
 A

ge
nc

y f
or

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 S
im

pli
fic

ati
on

 (A
SA

) 
als

o 
co

nd
uc

ts 
ev

er
y 

tw
o 

ye
ar

s 
a 

su
rve

y 
am

on
g 

bu
sin

es
se

s 
an

d 
se

lf-
em

plo
ye

d 
pe

rso
ns

 o
n 

ho
w 

the
y 

pe
rce

ive
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

ns
 (s

ee
 

for
 m

or
e i

nfo
rm

ati
on

 B
ox

 3.
10

). 
So

ur
ce

: M
ay

 2
01

4; 
Be

lgi
an

 A
ge

nc
y 

for
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 S

im
pli

fic
ati

on
 

(A
SA

) 
(2

01
4)

, 
En

qu
êt

e 
bie

nn
ale

 
[B

ien
nia

lly
 

su
rve

y],
 

we
bs

ite
, 

ww
w.

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
.be

/fr
/co

nte
nt/

en
qu

ete
-b

ien
na

le,
 a

cc
es

se
d 

5 
Ma

y 
20

14
. 

W
ith

in 
the

 “K
afk

a 
Pr

oje
ct”

 B
elg

ium
 p

ub
lis

he
d 

the
 “L

ivr
e 

Ka
fka

” (
20

07
), 

wh
ich

 su
mm

ar
ise

d t
he

 re
su

lts
 of

 th
e p

ro
jec

t u
nti

l th
en

.  

Th
e 

pe
rce

pti
on

 s
ur

ve
ys

 c
on

tai
n 

da
ta 

on
 th

e 
ev

olu
tio

n 
of 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s a

s p
er

ce
ive

d b
y b

us
ine

ss
es

 si
nc

e 2
00

0. 
 

So
ur

ce
: 

Ma
y 

20
14

; 
Be

lgi
an

 A
ge

nc
y 

for
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 S

im
pli

fic
ati

on
 

(A
SA

) 
(2

01
4)

, 
En

qu
ête

 
bie

nn
ale

 
[B

ien
nia

lly
 

su
rve

y],
 

we
bs

ite
, 

ww
w.

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
.be

/fr
/co

nte
nt/

en
qu

ete
-b

ien
na

le,
 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
5 

Ma
y 

20
14

. 
Th

e 
“L

ivr
e 

Ka
fka

” (
20

07
) e

va
lua

tes
 th

e 
“K

afk
a 

Pr
oje

ct”
, f

or
 e

xa
mp

le 
by

 
lis

tin
g 

the
 n

um
be

r o
f p

ro
po

sa
ls 

re
ce

ive
d 

by
 c

itiz
en

s, 
bu

sin
es

s 
an

d 
civ

il 
se

rva
nts

. I
t d

oe
s 

als
o 

lis
t t

he
 m

os
t i

mp
or

tan
t c

ha
ng

es
 re

su
ltin

g 
fro

m 
tho

se
 p

ro
po

sa
ls,

 a
s w

ell
 a

s a
ll c

ha
ng

es
 (m

or
e 

tha
n 

20
0 

law
s h

av
e 

be
en

 
eit

he
r s

im
pli

fie
d o

r a
br

og
ate

d)
. 

Cz
ec

h R
ep

ub
lic

 

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f I
nd

us
try

 a
nd

 T
ra

de
 p

ub
lis

he
s 

pr
og

re
ss

 re
po

rts
 o

n 
the

 
Pl

an
 to

 R
ed

uc
e A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 B

ur
de

n f
or

 E
ntr

ep
re

ne
ur

s. 
 

So
ur

ce
: C

ze
ch

 M
ini

str
y 

of 
Ind

us
try

 a
nd

 T
ra

de
 (2

01
3)

, R
ep

or
t o

n 
th

e 
Pr

og
re

ss
 

of
 

the
 

Pl
an

 
to

 
Re

du
ce

 
Ad

m
ini

str
ati

ve
 

Bu
rd

en
 

fo
r 

En
tre

pr
en

eu
rs 

by
 

31
 

De
ce

m
be

r 
20

12
 

an
d 

Fi
na

l 
Re

po
rt 

Re
m

ea
su

re
m

en
t 

Pr
oje

ct,
 

ww
w.

mp
o.c

z/d
ok

um
en

t14
29

10
.ht

ml
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Th
e 

re
po

rt 
pr

ov
ide

s 
the

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
n 

re
du

ce
d 

sin
ce

 t
he

 
ba

se
lin

e m
ea

su
re

me
nt 

in 
20

05
.  

So
ur

ce
: C

ze
ch

 M
ini

str
y 

of 
Ind

us
try

 a
nd

 T
ra

de
 (2

01
3)

, R
ep

or
t o

n 
th

e 
Pr

og
re

ss
 o

f t
he

 P
lan

 to
 R

ed
uc

e 
Ad

m
ini

str
ati

ve
 B

ur
de

n 
for

 E
nt

re
pr

en
eu

rs
 

by
 3

1 
De

ce
m

be
r 

20
12

 a
nd

 F
ina

l 
Re

po
rt 

Re
m

ea
su

re
m

en
t 

Pr
oje

ct,
 

ww
w.

mp
o.c

z/d
ok

um
en

t14
29

10
.ht

ml
, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
23

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

De
nm

ar
k 

 

A 
re

po
rt 

on
 th

e 
bu

sin
es

s 
se

cto
r a

nd
 re

gu
lat

ion
 is

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
an

nu
all

y 
by

 th
e M

ini
str

y o
f B

us
ine

ss
 an

d G
ro

wt
h. 

 
So

ur
ce

: M
ini

str
y 

of 
Bu

sin
es

s 
an

d 
Gr

ow
th 

(2
01

3)
, R

ed
eg

ør
els

e 
om

 
er

hv
er

vs
liv

et 
og

 
re

gu
ler

ing
en

 
20

12
 

[R
ep

or
t 

on
 

bu
sin

es
s 

an
d 

re
gu

lat
ion

], 
ww

w.
ev

m.
dk

/pu
bli

ka
tio

ne
r/2

01
3/2

8-
02

-1
3-

re
de

go
re

lse
-o

m-
er

hv
er

vs
liv

et-
og

-re
gu

ler
ing

en
-2

01
2, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Inf
or

ma
tio

n 
re

ga
rd

ing
 th

e 
ev

olu
tio

n 
of 

tot
al 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
 fo

r 
bu

sin
es

s c
an

 be
 fo

un
d i

n t
he

 re
po

rt 
(p

. 1
1)

.  
So

ur
ce

: 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f 

Bu
sin

es
s 

an
d 

Gr
ow

th 
(2

01
3)

, 
Re

de
gø

re
lse

 o
m 

er
hv

er
vs

liv
et 

og
 re

gu
ler

ing
en

 2
01

2 
[R

ep
or

t o
n 

bu
sin

es
s a

nd
 re

gu
lat

ion
], 

ww
w.

ev
m.

dk
/pu

bli
ka

tio
ne

r/2
01

3/~
/m

ed
ia/

oe
m/

pd
f/2

01
3/2

01
3-

pu
bli

ka
tio

ne
r/2

7-
02

-1
3-

re
de

go
er

els
e-

om
-e

rh
ve

rvs
liv

et-
og

-re
gu

ler
ing

en
-

20
12

.as
hx

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Eu
ro

pe
an

 U
nio

n 

Pr
og

re
ss

 r
ep

or
ts 

on
 a

dm
in 

bu
rd

en
 r

ed
uc

tio
n 

an
d 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 a

re
 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 a
nn

ua
lly

, a
nd

 ca
n 

be
 fo

un
d 

he
re

: h
ttp

://e
c.e

ur
op

a.e
u/s

ma
rt-

re
gu

lat
ion

/re
fit/

ind
ex

_e
n.h

tm
.  

A 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 C

om
mu

nic
ati

on
 s

tat
es

 th
e 

re
du

cti
on

 o
f a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 

bu
rd

en
s b

etw
ee

n 2
00

7 a
nd

 20
12

 (p
 4)

. 
So

ur
ce

: 
Eu

ro
pe

an
 

Co
mm

iss
ion

 
(2

01
3)

, 
Re

gu
lat

or
y 

Fi
tne

ss
 

an
d 

Pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 (

RE
FI

T)
: 

Re
su

lts
 a

nd
 N

ex
t 

St
ep

s, 
htt

p:/
/ec

.eu
ro

pa
.eu

/
co

mm
iss

ion
_2

01
0-

20
14

/pr
es

ide
nt/

ne
ws

/ar
ch

ive
s/2

01
3/1

0/p
df/

20
13

10
02

-re
fit_

en
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Th
e 

ou
tco

me
 o

f a
 P

ub
lic

 C
on

su
lta

tio
n 

on
 S

ma
rt 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 in
clu

de
s 

inf
or

ma
tio

n 
on

 h
ow

 s
tak

eh
old

er
s 

ev
alu

ate
 t

he
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

n 
re

du
cti

on
 pr

og
ra

mm
e. 

 
So

ur
ce

: E
ur

op
ea

n 
Co

mm
iss

ion
 (2

01
2)

, S
um

m
ar

y 
of 

the
 re

sp
on

se
s 

to 
the

 2
01

2 
sta

ke
ho

lde
r 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 o

n 
sm

ar
t 

re
gu

lat
ion

 i
n 

th
e 

EU
, 

htt
p:/

/ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/go

ve
rn

an
ce

/be
tte

r_
re

gu
lat

ion
/sm

ar
t_r

eg
ula

tio
n/d

oc
s/

sr_
co

ns
ult

ati
on

_o
utc

om
e2

01
2_

en
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Th
e C

om
mi

ss
ion

 al
so

 re
gu

lar
ly 

co
ns

ult
s S

ME
s o

n t
he

se
 is

su
es

 vi
a f

oc
us

 
gr

ou
ps

 a
nd

 p
an

els
. T

he
 C

om
mi

ss
ion

 a
lso

 s
ee

ks
 o

nli
ne

 o
pin

ion
s 

an
d 

inp
uts

, h
ttp

://e
ur

op
a.e

u/r
ap

id/
pr

es
s-r

ele
as

e_
IP

-0
7-

13
73

_e
n.h

tm
. 



12
4 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Fin
lan

d 

Pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 re

po
rtin

g 
in 

Fin
lan

d 
wa

s 
co

nn
ec

ted
 to

 th
e 

Ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

Bu
rd

en
 R

ed
uc

tio
n 

Pr
og

ra
mm

e 
du

rin
g 

20
09

 - 
20

12
. T

he
 2

01
2 

re
po

rt 
is 

av
ail

ab
le 

on
lin

e. 
 

So
ur

ce
: F

inn
ish

 M
ini

str
y 

of 
Em

plo
ym

en
t a

nd
 th

e 
Ec

on
om

y 
(2

01
2)

, 
Se

lvi
tys

 y
rit

ys
te

n 
ha

llin
no

llis
en

 ta
ak

an
 k

eh
ity

ks
es

tä
 [A

 s
tud

y 
on

 th
e 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
of 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
], 

ww
w.

tem
.fi/

file
s/3

29
17

/T
EM

ra
p_

15
_2

01
2.p

df,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Ind
ica

tor
s a

re
 av

ail
ab

le 
in 

the
 re

po
rt 

me
nti

on
ed

 on
 th

e l
eft

 si
de

 (s
ee

 
tab

le 
on

 pa
ge

 2)
. T

he
 re

po
rt 

co
nta

ins
 th

e p
er

ce
nta

ge
 ch

an
ge

s o
f 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e b

ur
de

ns
 in

 va
rio

us
 ar

ea
s o

f g
ov

er
nm

en
t a

cti
vit

y 
co

mp
ar

ed
 to

 a 
ba

se
lin

e m
ea

su
re

me
nt 

in 
20

06
/07

. 
 

Fr
an

ce
 

Th
e 

Ge
ne

ra
l 

Se
cre

tar
y 

for
 t

he
 M

od
er

nis
ati

on
 o

f 
Pu

bli
c 

Ac
tio

n 
(S

ec
ré

tar
iat

 g
én

ér
al 

po
ur

 l
a 

mo
de

rn
isa

tio
n 

de
 l

’ac
tio

n 
pu

bli
qu

e, 
SG

MA
P)

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
va

rio
us

 r
ep

or
ts 

on
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

ns
 a

nd
 

bu
rd

en
 

re
du

cti
on

 
pr

og
ra

mm
es

 
on

 
the

ir 
we

bs
ite

: 
ww

w.
mo

de
rn

isa
tio

n.g
ou

v.f
r. 

 
 Fo

r e
xa

mp
le 

a 
re

po
rt 

on
 th

e 
pe

rce
pti

on
 of

 ci
tiz

en
 w

ho
 h

ad
 co

nta
ct 

wi
th 

the
 pu

bli
c a

dm
ini

str
ati

on
 ot

he
 qu

ali
ty 

of 
pu

bli
c s

er
vic

es
 is

 av
ail

ab
le.

  
So

ur
ce

: S
ec

ré
tar

iat
 g

én
ér

al 
po

ur
 la

 m
od

er
nis

ati
on

 d
e 

l’a
cti

on
 p

ub
liq

ue
 

(2
01

2)
, 

Et
ud

e 
ev

en
em

en
ts 

de
 v

ie 
20

12
 -

 S
yn

th
ès

e 
de

s 
ré

su
lta

ts 
[S

tud
y 

of 
life

 
ev

en
ts 

– 
Su

mm
ar

y 
re

po
rt]

, 
ww

w.
mo

de
rn

isa
tio

n.g
ou

v.f
r/s

ite
s/d

efa
ult

/fil
es

/fic
hie

rs-
att

ac
he

s/s
yn

the
se

_e
tud

e_
ev

en
em

en
tvi

e_
20

12
.pd

f, 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 1

4 
Ma

y 
20

14
.  

Fr
an

ce
 p

ub
lis

he
s 

re
gu

lar
ly 

a 
ge

ne
ra

l b
ar

om
ete

r o
n 

the
 q

ua
lity

 o
f p

ub
lic

 
se

rvi
ce

s 
(“B

ar
om

ètr
e 

glo
ba

l d
e 

la 
qu

ali
té 

du
 s

er
vic

e 
pu

bli
c”)

. S
er

vic
es

 
re

lev
an

t f
or

 b
us

ine
ss

es
 a

nd
 ci

tiz
en

s a
re

 in
clu

de
d. 

Th
e 

ba
ro

me
ter

 sh
ow

s 
bo

th 
the

 q
ua

lity
 m

ea
su

re
d 

wi
thi

n 
th

e 
pu

bli
c 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tio
n 

an
d 

the
 

pe
rce

pti
on

 o
f t

he
 q

ua
lity

 o
f p

ub
lic

 se
rvi

ce
 d

eli
ve

ry 
by

 ci
tiz

en
s. 

Th
e 

lat
es

t 
ba

ro
me

ter
 w

as
 pu

bli
sh

ed
 in

 Ju
ly 

20
13

.  
So

ur
ce

: S
ec

ré
tar

iat
 g

én
ér

al 
po

ur
 la

 m
od

er
nis

ati
on

 d
e 

l’a
cti

on
 p

ub
liq

ue
 

(2
01

3)
, B

ar
om

ètr
e 

de
 la

 q
ua

lité
 d

es
 s

er
vic

es
 p

ub
lic

s 
du

 1
7 

jui
lle

t 2
01

3 
[G

en
er

al 
ba

ro
me

ter
 o

n 
the

 q
ua

lity
 o

f p
ub

lic
 s

er
vic

es
 o

f 1
7 

jul
y 

20
13

], 
ww

w.
mo

de
rn

isa
tio

n.g
ou

v.f
r/la

-q
ua

lite
-d

es
-se

rvi
ce

s-p
ub

lic
s-

sa
me

lio
re

/en
-fix

an
t-d

es
-re

fer
en

tie
ls/

pu
bli

ca
tio

n-
du

-n
ou

ve
au

-b
ar

om
etr

e-
de

-la
-q

ua
lite

-d
e-

se
rvi

ce
-o

uti
l-d

e-
tra

ns
pa

re
nc

e-
de

-la
cti

on
-p

ub
liq

ue
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
25

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Fr
an

ce
 (c

on
t.)

 

An
oth

er
 re

po
rt 

dr
aw

s 
on

 a
 p

er
ce

pti
on

 s
ur

ve
y 

wi
th 

1 6
20

 F
re

nc
h 

firm
s 

an
d 

ou
tlin

es
 th

e 
sa

tis
fac

tio
n 

of 
bu

sin
es

se
s w

ith
 p

ub
lic

 se
rvi

ce
 d

eli
ve

ry 
in 

Fr
an

ce
. 

So
ur

ce
: D

ire
cti

on
 g

én
ér

ale
 d

e 
la 

mo
de

rn
isa

tio
n 

de
 l'

éta
t (

20
11

), 
La

 
co

m
ple

xit
é 

ad
m

ini
str

at
ive

 re
ss

en
tie

 p
ar

 le
s 

en
tre

pr
ise

s. 
Sy

nth
ès

e 
de

 
l’é

tud
e 

20
11

. [
Th

e 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

 o
n 

bu
sin

es
s. 

Sy
nth

es
is 

of 
the

 
20

11
 

stu
dy

], 
ww

w.
mo

de
rn

isa
tio

n.g
ou

v.f
r/s

ite
s/d

efa
ult

/fil
es

/fic
hie

rs-
att

ac
he

s/s
yn

the
se

20
11

_e
ntr

ep
ris

es
.pd

f, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 

Ge
rm

an
y 

Bo
th 

the
 G

er
ma

n 
Ch

an
ce

lle
ry 

an
d 

the
 N

ati
on

al 
Re

gu
lat

or
y 

Co
ntr

ol 
Co

un
cil

 p
ub

lis
h 

an
nu

al 
re

po
rts

 o
n 

the
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t’s
 b

ett
er

 re
gu

lat
ion

 
pr

og
ra

mm
es

, 
inc

lud
ing

 in
for

ma
tio

n 
on

 t
he

 e
vo

lut
ion

 o
f 

co
mp

lia
nc

e 
co

sts
.  

So
ur

ce
: G

er
ma

n 
Go

ve
rn

me
nt 

(2
01

4)
, B

es
se

re
 R

ec
hts

etz
un

g 
20

13
: 

Er
fol

ge
 d

au
er

ha
ft 

sic
he

rn
 –

 z
us

ätz
lic

he
n 

Au
fw

an
d 

ve
rm

eid
en

 [B
ett

er
 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 2
01

3: 
Se

cu
rin

g 
su

cc
es

s 
ov

er
 ti

me
 –

 a
vo

idi
ng

 a
dd

itio
na

l 
bu

rd
en

s],
 

ww
w.

bu
nd

es
re

gie
ru

ng
.de

/C
on

ten
t/D

E/
_A

nla
ge

n/B
ue

ro
kra

tie
ab

ba
u/2

0
13

-0
3-

18
-jb

-2
01

3.p
df?

__
blo

b=
pu

bli
ca

tio
nF

ile
&v

=2
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 6
 M

ay
 

20
14

. 
Ge

rm
an

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t 

(2
01

4)
, 

“Ja
hr

es
- 

un
d 

Pr
oje

ktb
er

ich
te’

’ [
Ye

ar
ly 

re
po

rts
 a

nd
 p

ro
jec

t r
ep

or
ts]

, w
ww

.bu
nd

es
re

gie
ru

ng
.de

/W
eb

s/B
re

g/D
E/

Th
em

en
/B

ue
ro

kra
tie

ab
ba

u/2
01

2-
06

-2
2-

pr
oje

ktb
er

ich
t.h

tm
l, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
16

 M
ay

 20
14

. 

Th
e 

re
po

rts
 lis

ted
 o

n 
the

 ri
gh

t c
on

tai
n 

nu
me

ro
us

 in
dic

ato
rs 

su
ch

 a
s 

the
 

ev
olu

tio
n 

of 
co

mp
lia

nc
e 

co
sts

 o
ve

r 
a 

giv
en

 p
er

iod
 o

r 
the

 l
ev

el 
of 

co
mp

lia
nc

e 
co

sts
 c

re
ate

d 
or

 r
ed

uc
ed

 f
or

 d
iffe

re
nt 

tar
ge

t 
gr

ou
ps

 
(b

us
ine

ss
, c

itiz
en

, a
nd

 go
ve

rn
me

nt)
.  



12
6 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ge
rm

an
y (

co
nt.

) 

Na
tio

na
l 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Co

ntr
ol 

Co
un

cil
 

(2
01

3)
, 

Ko
ste

nt
ra

ns
pa

re
nz

 
ve

rb
es

se
rt 

- 
En

tla
stu

ng
 f

or
cie

re
n 

[Im
pr

ov
ing

 c
os

t 
tra

ns
pa

re
nc

y 
– 

sti
mu

lat
ing

 b
ur

de
n 

re
du

cti
on

], 
ww

w.
no

rm
en

ko
ntr

oll
ra

t.b
un

d.d
e/W

eb
s/

NK
R/

Co
nte

nt/
DE

/P
ub

lik
ati

on
en

/Ja
hr

es
be

ric
hte

/20
13

_0
7_

02
_n

kr_
jah

re
sb

er
ich

t_2
01

3.p
df?

__
blo

b=
pu

bli
ca

tio
nF

ile
&v

=2
., 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
16

 
Ma

y 
20

14
 . 

Na
tio

na
l 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Co

ntr
ol 

Co
un

cil
 (

20
14

), 
Pu

bli
ca

tio
ns

, 
we

bs
ite

, 
ww

w.
no

rm
en

ko
ntr

oll
ra

t.b
un

d.d
e/W

eb
s/N

KR
/E

N/
Pu

bli
ca

tio
ns

/_n
od

e.h
t

m,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 16

 M
ay

 20
14

. 

Up
-to

-d
ate

 s
tat

ist
ics

 o
n 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s 

an
d 

co
mp

lia
nc

e 
co

sts
 

ar
e 

als
o 

av
ail

ab
le 

on
 th

e 
we

bs
ite

 o
f t

he
 G

er
ma

n 
Fe

de
ra

l S
tat

ist
ica

l 
Of

fic
e. 

 

So
ur

ce
: 

DE
ST

AT
IS

 (
20

14
), 

Bü
ro

kra
tie

ko
ste

n 
m

es
se

n 
[M

ea
su

rin
g 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s ]

, w
ww

.de
sta

tis
.de

/de
/za

hle
nfa

kte
n/i

nd
ika

tor
en

/
bu

er
ok

ra
tie

ko
ste

n/b
ue

ro
kra

tie
ko

ste
n.h

tm
l;js

es
sio

nid
=a

21
cf7

81
c0

3f3
b3

29
63

51
0a

37
5b

f6e
f2.

ca
e1

.co
m,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 16
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
27

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ice
lan

d 

An
 a

d 
ho

c r
ep

or
t S

tat
us

 re
po

rt 
–

Si
m

ple
r I

ce
lan

d
wa

s p
ub

lis
he

d 
by

 th
e 

Pr
im

e M
ini

ste
r's

 O
ffic

e. 

So
ur

ce
: I

ce
lan

d’s
 P

rim
e 

Mi
nis

ter
's 

Of
fic

e 
(2

00
8)

, Þ
jál

li 
re

glu
r í

 þ
ág

u 
atv

inn
ulí

fs 
og

 a
lm

en
nin

gs
 -

 Á
fan

ga
sk

ýrs
la 

um
 v

er
ke

fni
ð 

Ei
nfa

lda
ra

 
Ísl

an
d 

[S
tat

us
 r

ep
or

t 
– 

Si
m

ple
r 

Ice
lan

d],
 w

ww
.fo

rsa
eti

sra
du

ne
yti

.is
/

me
dia

/ei
nfa

lda
ra

isl
an

d/t
hja

lli-
re

glu
r-f

-a
tvi

nn
uli

f-o
g-

alm
en

nin
g.p

df,
 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 m

ay
 20

14
.  

 

Ita
ly 

Th
e 

Pr
es

ide
nc

y 
of 

the
 C

ou
nc

il 
of 

Mi
nis

ter
s 

(D
ep

ar
tm

en
t f

or
 P

ub
lic

 
Ad

mi
nis

tra
tio

n, 
Of

fic
e 

for
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 S

im
pli

fic
ati

on
) 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 
se

ve
ra

l 
re

po
rts

 o
n 

the
 r

es
ult

s 
of 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 a

nd
 

bu
rd

en
 

re
du

cti
on

 
pr

og
ra

mm
es

 
(se

e 
ww

w.
fun

zio
ne

pu
bb

lic
a.g

ov
.it/

si/
se

mp
lifi

ca
-ita

lia
/re

po
rt-

e-
do

ss
ier

.as
px

). 
 

Th
e 

lat
es

t 
re

po
rt 

re
fer

rin
g 

to 
20

12
: 

ww
w.

 f
un

zio
ne

pu
bb

lic
a.g

ov
.it/

me
dia

/10
49

81
4/d

os
sie

r_
se

mp
lifi

ca
zio

ne
_3

1-
12

-2
01

2.p
df.

  

Fu
rth

er
 

up
da

tes
: 

ww
w.

fun
zio

ne
pu

bb
lic

a.g
ov

.it/
me

dia
/11

64
24

5/
se

mp
lifi

ca
zio

ne
_a

mm
ini

str
ati

va
_2

1n
ov

em
br

e2
01

3.p
df

” 

Th
e r

ep
or

ts 
lis

ted
 on

 th
e 

lef
t s

ide
 co

nta
in 

the
 fo

llo
wi

ng
 in

for
ma

tio
n: 

To
tal

 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

s; 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

 p
er

 re
gu

lat
or

y a
re

a; 
sh

ar
e 

of 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

 p
er

 ty
po

log
y 

of 
re

so
ur

ce
s 

(in
ter

na
l/e

xte
rn

al)
; 

es
tim

ate
s o

f a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 bu
rd

en
 re

du
cti

on
 in

 ea
ch

 re
gu

lat
or

y a
re

a. 



12
8 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Me
xic

o 

A 
re

po
rt 

wa
s p

re
pa

re
d 

by
 L

AT
IN

-R
EG

 in
 co

-o
pe

ra
tio

n 
wi

th 
CO

FE
ME

R 
on

 B
en

efi
ts 

De
riv

ed
 fr

om
 th

e 
20

11
-2

01
2 

Re
gu

lat
or

y B
ur

de
n 

Re
du

cti
on

 
Pr

og
ra

m
, p

ub
lis

he
d i

n N
ov

em
be

r 2
01

2. 
 

So
ur

ce
: C

OF
EM

ER
 a

nd
 L

AT
IN

-R
EG

 (2
01

2)
, ‘

’B
en

efi
ts 

De
riv

ed
 fr

om
 

the
 

20
11

-2
01

2 
Re

gu
lat

or
y 

Bu
rd

en
 

Re
du

cti
on

 
Pr

og
ra

m’
’, 

ww
w.

co
fem

er
.go

b.m
x/i

ma
ge

ne
sU

plo
ad

/20
14

32
51

01
52

d%
20

re
po

rt%
2

0o
n%

20
ad

mi
n%

20
bu

rd
en

%
20

re
du

cti
on

.pd
f, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Th
e 

No
ve

mb
er

 2
01

2 
re

po
rt 

Be
ne

fits
 D

er
ive

d 
fro

m
 t

he
 2

01
1-

20
12

 
Re

gu
lat

or
y 

Bu
rd

en
 R

ed
uc

tio
n 

Pr
og

ra
m

 c
on

tai
ns

 s
ev

er
al 

ind
ica

tor
s, 

inc
lud

ing
 ac

hie
ve

d b
ur

de
n r

ed
uc

tio
n b

y m
ini

str
y a

nd
 th

e a
cti

on
s t

ak
en

 to
 

ac
hie

ve
 ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e b
ur

de
n r

ed
uc

tio
n. 

So
ur

ce
: C

OF
EM

ER
 a

nd
 L

AT
IN

-R
EG

 (2
01

2)
, “

Be
ne

fits
 D

er
ive

d 
fro

m 
the

 
20

11
-2

01
2 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Bu

rd
en

 
Re

du
cti

on
 

Pr
og

ra
m’

’, 
ww

w.
co

fem
er

.go
b.m

x/i
ma

ge
ne

sU
plo

ad
/20

14
32

51
01

52
d%

20
re

po
rt%

20
o

n%
20

ad
mi

n%
20

bu
rd

en
%

20
re

du
cti

on
.p

df,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Ne
the

rla
nd

s 

Th
e 

Ne
the

rla
nd

s h
as

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
va

rio
us

 re
po

rts
 o

n 
the

 p
er

for
ma

nc
e 

of 
its

 
re

gu
lat

or
y 

bu
rd

en
 

re
du

cti
on

 
pr

og
ra

mm
es

 
on

 
its

 
we

bs
ite

 
ww

w.
rijk

so
ve

rh
eid

.nl
/on

de
rw

er
pe

n/r
eg

eld
ru

k. 
 

In 
20

10
 it

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
a 

re
po

rt 
on

 th
e 

go
ve

rn
me

nt’
s 

eff
or

ts 
to 

re
du

ce
 

re
gu

lat
or

y b
ur

de
ns

 on
 bu

sin
es

se
s i

n t
he

 ye
ar

s 2
00

7-
20

10
. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Du
tch

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t 

(2
01

0)
, 

Pr
og

re
ss

 R
ep

or
t 

-R
eg

ula
to

ry
 

Bu
rd

en
s 

on
 

Bu
sin

es
se

s 
– 

M
ay

 
20

09
, 

th
e 

Ne
th

er
lan

ds
, 

ww
w.

go
ve

rn
me

nt.
nl/

file
s/d

oc
um

en
ts-

an
d-

pu
bli

ca
tio

ns
/re

po
rts

/20
09

/07
/08

/re
gu

lat
or

y-b
ur

de
ns

-o
n-

bu
sin

es
se

s-
pr

og
re

ss
-re

po
rt-

ma
y-2

00
9/r

eg
ula

tor
y-b

ur
de

ns
-o

n-
bu

sin
es

se
s-

pr
og

re
ss

-re
po

rt-
ma

y-2
00

9.p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Th
e 

re
po

rts
 m

en
tio

ne
d 

on
 th

e 
co

lum
n 

to 
the

 le
ft 

co
nta

in 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 

of 
bu

rd
en

 re
du

cti
on

 ac
hie

ve
d s

o f
ar

 ag
ain

st 
a s

et 
tar

ge
t.  

Th
e 

Bu
rd

en
 P

er
ce

pti
on

 M
on

ito
r 

(2
01

0)
 c

on
tai

ns
 i

nd
ica

tor
s 

on
 t

he
 

aw
ar

en
es

s 
an

d 
pe

rce
ive

d 
eff

ec
tiv

en
es

s 
of 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 a

nd
 o

n 
the

 
co

nfi
de

nc
e 

in 
the

 s
uc

ce
ss

 o
f 

go
ve

rn
me

nt 
in 

re
ali

zin
g 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
 re

du
cti

on
. 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
29

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ne
the

rla
nd

s 
(co

nt
.) 

In 
20

10
 n

ew
 g

oa
ls 

for
 re

gu
lat

or
y 

bu
rd

en
 re

du
cti

on
s 

we
re

 a
do

pte
d. 

In 
20

12
 tw

o 
pr

og
re

ss
 re

po
rts

 w
er

e 
pu

bli
sh

ed
; o

ne
 co

nc
er

nin
g 

co
mp

an
ies

 
an

d 
an

oth
er

 o
ne

 c
on

ce
rn

ing
 c

itiz
en

, 
pr

ofe
ss

ion
als

 a
nd

 t
he

 p
ub

lic
 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tio
n. 

So
ur

ce
: D

utc
h 

go
ve

rn
me

nt 
(2

01
2)

, V
oo

rtg
an

gs
ra

pp
or

ta
ge

 r
eg

eld
ru

k 
be

dr
ijv

en
 d

ee
l 

1e
n 

2 
[P

ro
gr

es
s 

re
po

rt 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

 o
n 

bu
sin

es
s 

– 
Pa

rt 
1 

an
d 

2],
 w

ww
.ri

jks
ov

er
he

id.
nl/

do
cu

me
nte

n-
en

-
pu

bli
ca

tie
s/r

ap
po

rte
n/2

01
2/0

6/1
1/v

oo
rtg

an
gs

ra
pp

or
tag

e-
re

ge
ldr

uk
-

be
dr

ijv
en

-d
ee

l-1
en

-2
.ht

ml
, a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

. 
Du

tch
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t (
20

12
), 

Vo
or

tg
an

gs
ra

pp
or

ta
ge

 R
eg

eld
ru

k 
bu

rg
er

s, 
pr

of
es

sio
na

ls 
en

 
int

er
be

stu
ur

lijk
 

- 
jun

i 
20

12
 

[P
ro

gr
es

s 
re

po
rt 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
 

on
 

cit
ize

n, 
pr

ofe
ss

ion
als

 
an

d 
wi

thi
n 

the
 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tio
n 

– 
Ju

ne
 2

01
2],

 w
ww

.rij
ks

ov
er

he
id.

nl/
do

cu
me

nte
n-

en
-

pu
bli

ca
tie

s/r
ap

po
rte

n/2
01

2/0
6/1

1/v
oo

rtg
an

gs
ra

pp
or

tag
e-

re
ge

ldr
uk

-
bu

rg
er

s-p
ro

fes
sio

na
ls-

en
-in

ter
be

stu
ur

lijk
-ju

ni-
20

12
.ht

ml
. 

In 
20

10
 th

e 
Ne

the
rla

nd
s 

ca
rri

ed
 o

ut 
a 

pe
rce

pti
on

 s
ur

ve
y 

am
on

g 
12

06
 

bu
sin

es
se

s 
on

 h
ow

 b
us

ine
ss

 p
er

ce
ive

 r
eg

ula
tor

y 
bu

rd
en

s 
an

d 
the

 
eff

ec
tiv

en
es

s 
of 

bu
rd

en
 r

ed
uc

tio
n 

pr
og

ra
mm

es
. 

Th
e 

re
su

lts
 w

er
e 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 in
 t

he
 B

ur
de

n 
Pe

rce
pti

on
 M

on
ito

r 
(2

01
0)

. 
Tw

o 
pr

ev
iou

s 
ve

rsi
on

s o
f th

e r
ep

or
t a

re
 av

ail
ab

le 
for

 th
e y

ea
rs 

20
08

 an
d 2

00
9. 

So
ur

ce
: D

utc
h 

go
ve

rn
me

nt 
(2

01
0)

, B
ele

vin
gs

m
on

ito
r R

eg
eld

ru
k 

20
10

 
[B

ur
de

n 
Pe

rce
pti

on
 M

on
ito

r 2
01

0],
 w

ww
.rij

ks
ov

er
he

id.
nl/

do
cu

me
nte

n-
en

-p
ub

lic
ati

es
/ra

pp
or

ten
/20

10
/03

/23
/be

lev
ing

sm
on

ito
r-r

eg
eld

ru
k-

20
10

.ht
ml

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 



13
0 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Ne
w 

Ze
ala

nd
 

A 
re

po
rt 

en
titl

ed
 R

eg
ula

to
ry 

re
for

m
: 

ch
an

ge
s 

aff
ec

tin
g 

co
m

pli
an

ce
 

co
sts

 o
n 

bu
sin

es
s 

an
d 

cit
ize

ns
, 

wa
s 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 b
y 

the
 M

ini
str

y 
of 

Ec
on

om
ic 

De
ve

lop
me

nt.
 

So
ur

ce
: N

ew
 Z

ea
lan

d’s
 M

ini
str

y 
of 

Ec
on

om
ic 

De
ve

lop
me

nt 
(2

01
1)

, 
Re

gu
lat

or
y 

re
fo

rm
: c

ha
ng

es
 a

ffe
cti

ng
 c

om
pli

an
ce

 c
os

ts 
on

 b
us

ine
ss

 
an

d 
cit

ize
ns

, 
ww

w.
me

d.g
ov

t.n
z/b

us
ine

ss
/be

tte
r-p

ub
lic

-se
rvi

ce
s/p

df-
do

cs
-lib

ra
ry/

re
gu

lat
or

y-r
efo

rm
-ch

an
ge

s-a
ffe

cti
ng

-co
mp

lia
nc

e-
co

sts
.pd

f/v
iew

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 

To
 tr

ac
k p

ro
gr

es
s o

f t
he

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t in

 a
ch

iev
ing

 R
es

ult
 9

 o
f t

he
 "B

ett
er

 
Pu

bli
c 

Se
rvi

ce
s 

for
 B

us
ine

ss
" 

pr
og

ra
mm

e 
(fo

r 
mo

re
 d

eta
ils

 s
ee

 
ww

w.
mb

ie.
go

vt.
nz

/w
ha

t-w
e-

do
/be

tte
r-p

ub
lic

-se
rvi

ce
s/m

ea
su

rin
g-

pr
og

re
ss

), 
a 

sa
mp

le 
of 

bu
sin

es
se

s i
s s

ur
ve

ye
d 

ev
er

y y
ea

r f
ro

m 
20

13
 to

 
20

17
. T

he
 re

su
lts

 o
f t

he
 2

01
3 

su
rve

y 
ar

e 
av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e 

an
d 

co
nta

in 
ind

ica
tor

s, 
su

ch
 a

s 
the

 p
er

ce
nta

ge
 o

f b
us

ine
ss

 th
at 

thi
nk

 th
at 

the
 e

ffo
rt 

to 
de

al 
wi

th 
go

ve
rn

me
nt 

ha
s i

nc
re

as
ed

 o
r d

ec
re

as
ed

 si
nc

e 
the

 p
re

vio
us

 
ye

ar
. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Ne
w 

Ze
ala

nd
’s 

Mi
nis

try
 

of 
Bu

sin
es

s, 
Inn

ov
ati

on
 

an
d 

Em
plo

ym
en

t (
20

13
), 

Ef
fo

rt 
of 

de
ali

ng
 w

ith
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t a
ge

nc
ies

: 2
01

3 
Fi

nd
ing

s 
fro

m
 th

e 
Bu

sin
es

s 
Re

fe
re

nc
e 

Gr
ou

p,
 w

ww
.m

bie
.go

vt.
nz

/pd
f-

lib
ra

ry/
wh

at-
we

-d
o/b

ett
er

-p
ub

lic
-se

rvi
ce

s/e
ffo

rt-
of-

de
ali

ng
-w

ith
-

go
ve

rn
me

nt-
ag

en
cie

s-2
01

3-
16

7-
kb

-p
df,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Po
lan

d 

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f E
co

no
my

 p
ub

lis
he

d 
in 

20
10

 a
 re

po
rt 

on
 th

e 
sta

te 
of 

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n 

of 
the

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t’s

 g
oa

l t
o 

re
du

ce
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 

bu
rd

en
s b

y 2
5%

 by
 th

e e
nd

 of
 20

10
 in

 7 
pr

ior
ity

 po
lic

y a
re

as
.  

So
ur

ce
: P

oli
sh

 M
ini

str
y o

f E
co

no
my

 (2
01

0)
, R

ap
or

t n
a 

tem
at 

re
ali

za
cji

 
ce

lu 
re

du
kc

ji 
ob

cią
że
ń 

ad
m

ini
str

ac
yjn

yc
h 

w 
sie

dm
iu 

pr
ior

yte
to

wy
ch

 
ob

sz
ar

ac
h 

pr
aw

a 
[R

ep
or

t o
n 

the
 im

ple
me

nta
tio

n 
of 

the
 p

ro
gr

am
me

 to
 

re
du

ce
 th

e 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

 in
 s

ev
en

 re
gu

lat
or

y 
pr

ior
ity

 a
re

as
], 

ww
w.

mg
.go

v.p
l/fi

les
/up

loa
d/8

58
2/R

ap
or

t_n
a_

RM
_2

6.1
0.2

01
0.p

df,
 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Ind
ica

tor
s 

av
ail

ab
le 

in 
the

 re
po

rt 
(se

e 
tab

le 
on

 p
. 4

 w
hic

h 
sh

ow
s 

the
 

re
du

cti
on

 o
f a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

ns
 in

 7
 p

rio
rity

 a
re

as
 o

f g
ov

er
nm

en
t, 

as
 

we
ll a

s p
lan

ne
d r

ed
uc

tio
ns

 in
 or

de
r t

o r
ea

ch
 a 

25
%

 ta
rg

et 
of 

re
du

cti
on

.) 
 

So
ur

ce
: P

oli
sh

 M
ini

str
y 

of 
Ec

on
om

y 
(2

01
0)

, R
ap

or
t n

a 
tem

at 
re

ali
za

cji
 

ce
lu 

re
du

kc
ji 

ob
cią

że
ń 

ad
m

ini
str

ac
yjn

yc
h 

w 
sie

dm
iu 

pr
ior

yte
tow

yc
h 

ob
sz

ar
ac

h 
pr

aw
a 

[R
ep

or
t o

n 
the

 im
ple

me
nta

tio
n 

of 
the

 p
ro

gr
am

me
 to

 
re

du
ce

 th
e 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
 in

 s
ev

en
 r

eg
ula

tor
y 

pr
ior

ity
 a

re
as

], 
ww

w.
mg

.go
v.p

l/fi
les

/up
loa

d/8
58

2/R
ap

or
t_n

a_
RM

_2
6.1

0.2
01

0.p
df,

 
ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

. 

  



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
31

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Po
rtu

ga
l 

Th
e 

Po
rtu

gu
es

e 
Ag

en
cy

 f
or

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 S
im

pli
fic

ati
on

 (
AM

A)
 

pu
bli

sh
es

 a
nn

ua
l 

re
po

rts
 o

n 
the

 p
ro

gr
es

s 
of 

its
 a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 an

d b
ur

de
n r

ed
uc

tio
n p

ro
gr

am
me

.  
So

ur
ce

: A
ge

nc
y 

for
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 S

im
pli

fic
ati

on
 (A

MA
), 

Re
lat

ór
io 

de
 

At
ivi

da
de

s 
de

 
20

11
 

[R
ep

or
t 

on
 

ac
tiv

itie
s 

20
11

], 
ww

w.
am

a.p
t/im

ag
es

/do
cu

me
nto

s/A
MA

_R
A_

20
11

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
14

 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 
 

Mo
re

 
inf

or
ma

tio
n 

on
 

Po
rtu

ga
l’s

 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
an

d 
leg

isl
ati

ve
 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 

pr
og

ra
mm

e 
(“S

im
ple

x”)
 

is 
av

ail
ab

le 
on

lin
e: 

ww
w.

am
a.p

t/in
de

x.p
hp

%
3F

op
tio

n=
co

m_
co

nte
nt&

tas
k=

se
cti

on
&i

d=
14

&
Ite

mi
d=

36
.ht

ml
.  

Inf
or

ma
tio

n 
on

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 re
du

ce
d 

is 
av

ail
ab

le 
in 

the
 re

po
rt 

on
 th

e S
im

ple
x p

ro
gr

am
me

 (p
. 1

7)
.  

So
ur

ce
: A

ge
nc

y 
for

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 S
im

pli
fic

ati
on

 (
AM

A)
, S

im
ple

x 
’10

, 
ww

w.
sim

ple
x.p

t/d
ow

nlo
ad

s/p
ro

gr
am

as
im

ple
x2

01
0.p

df,
 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 
14

 
Ma

y 2
01

4. 
 

  

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
 

A 
re

po
rt 

on
 t

he
 s

tat
e 

of 
bu

sin
es

s 
en

vir
on

me
nt 

in 
Sl

ov
ak

ia 
wi

th 
pr

op
os

als
 fo

r i
ts 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t i

s 
pu

bli
sh

ed
 e

ve
ry 

ye
ar

 b
y 

the
 M

ini
str

y 
of 

Ec
on

om
y 

of 
the

 S
lov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
/ G

ov
er

nm
en

t O
ffic

e 
of 

the
 S

lov
ak

 
Re

pu
bli

c. 
 

So
ur

ce
: M

ini
str

y 
of 

Ec
on

om
y 

of 
the

 S
lov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
/ G

ov
er

nm
en

t 
Of

fic
e 

of 
the

 S
lov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
 (2

01
3)

, S
pr

áv
a 

o 
sta

ve
 p

od
nik

ate
ľsk

éh
o 

pr
os

tre
dia

 v
 S

lov
en

sk
ej 

re
pu

bli
ke

 s
 n

áv
rh

m
i 

na
 j

eh
o 

zle
pš

ov
an

ie 
[R

ep
or

t 
on

 t
he

 s
tat

e 
of 

bu
sin

es
s 

en
vir

on
me

nt 
in 

Sl
ov

ak
ia 

wi
th 

pr
op

os
als

 
for

 
its

 
im

pr
ov

em
en

t], 
ww

w.
ro

ko
va

nia
.sk

/F
ile

.as
px

/V
iew

Do
cu

me
ntH

tm
l/M

ate
r-D

ok
um

-1
53

33
9?

pr
efi

xF
ile

=m
_.,

 ac
ce

ss
ed

 
14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Co
nta

ine
d i

n r
ep

or
t. 

So
ur

ce
: M

ini
str

y o
f E

co
no

my
 o

f th
e S

lov
ak

 R
ep

ub
lic

/ G
ov

er
nm

en
t O

ffic
e 

of 
the

 S
lov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
 (

20
13

), 
Sp

rá
va

 o
 s

ta
ve

 p
od

nik
at

eľs
ké

ho
 

pr
os

tre
dia

 v 
Sl

ov
en

sk
ej 

re
pu

bli
ke

 s 
ná

vr
hm

i n
a 

jeh
o 

zle
pš

ov
an

ie 
[R

ep
or

t 
on

 th
e 

sta
te 

of 
bu

sin
es

s 
en

vir
on

me
nt 

in 
Sl

ov
ak

ia 
wi

th 
pr

op
os

als
 fo

r i
ts 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t], 

ww
w.

ro
ko

va
nia

.sk
/F

ile
.as

px
/V

iew
Do

cu
me

ntH
tm

l/M
ate

r-
Do

ku
m-

15
33

39
?p

re
fix

Fil
e=

m_
., a

cc
es

se
d 1

4 M
ay

 20
14

.  



13
2 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Sl
ov

en
ia 

Re
po

rt 
on

 p
er

for
ma

nc
e 

of 
the

 ta
sk

s a
nd

 a
ch

iev
em

en
ts 

of 
the

 g
oa

ls 
in 

the
 fi

eld
 o

f b
ett

er
 re

gu
lat

ion
 a

nd
 o

f t
he

 A
cti

on
 P

ro
gr

am
me

 fo
r a

 2
5%

 
re

du
cti

on
 o

f 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

s 
by

 2
01

2. 
Th

es
e 

re
po

rts
 a

re
 

pu
bli

sh
ed

 b
y 

the
 M

ini
str

y 
of 

Ju
sti

ce
 a

nd
 P

ub
lic

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
on

. T
he

 
Mi

nis
try

 p
re

pa
re

s 
the

 re
po

rts
 y

ea
rly

, a
nd

 a
lso

 p
re

pa
re

s 
the

 re
po

rts
 

wh
en

 t
he

 p
ha

se
 o

f 
the

 p
ro

gr
am

me
 i

s 
fin

ish
ed

; 
ne

xt 
re

po
rts

 a
re

 
ex

pe
cte

d i
n D

ec
em

be
r -

 Ju
ne

 – 
De

ce
mb

er
.  

 So
ur

ce
: S

lov
en

ia 
Mi

nis
try

 o
f P

ub
lic

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
on

 (
20

11
), 

Vm
es

no
 

Po
ro
čil

o 
O 

Izv
aja

nju
 N

alo
g 

In
 R

ea
liz

ac
iji 

Ci
lje

v 
Na

 P
od

ro
čju

 P
rip

ra
ve

 
Bo

ljš
ih 

Pr
ed

pis
ov

 T
er

 P
ro

gr
am

a 
Za

 O
dp

ra
vo

 A
dm

ini
str

ati
vn

ih 
Ov

ir 
In

 
Zm

an
jša

nje
 A

dm
ini

str
ati

vn
ih 

Br
em

en
 Z

a 
25

 %
 D

o 
Le

ta 
20

12
 Z

a 
Le

to 
20

11
 [i

nte
rim

 re
po

rt 
on

 th
e 

im
ple

me
nta

tio
n 

of 
tas

ks
 a

nd
 o

bje
cti

ve
s 

in 
ou

tpu
t  

fie
ld 

be
tte

r 
re

gu
lat

ion
 

an
d 

a 
pr

og
ra

m 
for

 
the

 
eli

mi
na

tio
n 

of 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
ba

rri
er

s 
an

d 
re

du
ce

 a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
ns

 b
y 

25
%

 b
y 

20
12

 fo
r 2

01
1],

 w
ww

.st
op

bir
ok

ra
cij

i.s
i/fi

lea
dm

in/
us

er
_u

plo
ad

/m
ju/

Bo
ljs

i
_p

re
dp

isi
/N

ov
ice

/P
or

oc
ilo

_V
RS

_B
R_

mi
nu

s2
5_

OA
O_

20
11

.pd
f, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
.  

 

 
 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
33

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Sw
ed

en
 

Th
e 

Mi
nis

try
 o

f E
nte

rp
ris

e 
su

bm
itte

d 
an

nu
all

y 
a 

re
po

rt 
to 

Pa
rlia

me
nt 

ab
ou

t p
ro

gr
es

s i
n t

he
 ro

llin
g a

cti
on

 pl
an

 fo
r s

im
pli

fic
ati

on
 an

d r
ed

uc
tio

n 
of 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s 

for
 b

us
ine

ss
es

 2
00

6-
20

10
. A

fte
r t

he
 re

vie
w 

by
 t

he
 N

ati
on

al 
Au

dit
 O

ffic
e 

(p
re

se
nte

d 
in 

sp
rin

g 
20

12
) 

of 
the

 
Go

ve
rn

me
nt’

s 
wo

rk 
on

 
sim

pli
fic

ati
on

 
an

d 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

 
re

du
cti

on
 2

00
6-

10
, t

he
 M

ini
str

y o
f E

nte
rp

ris
e 

su
bm

itte
d 

as
 a

 re
sp

on
se

 
to 

thi
s 

re
vie

w 
a 

re
po

rt 
to 

Pa
rlia

me
nt 

in 
Se

pte
mb

er
 2

01
2 

wi
th 

the
 

Go
ve

rn
me

nt’
s 

op
ini

on
 o

n 
iss

ue
s 

hig
hli

gh
ted

 in
 th

e 
au

dit
 re

po
rt 

(sk
r. 

20
12

/13
:5)

. T
he

 re
po

rt 
by

 th
e 

mi
nis

try
 a

lso
 in

clu
de

d 
a 

de
sc

rip
tio

n 
of 

the
 G

ov
er

nm
en

t’s
 b

ro
ad

en
ed

 a
pp

ro
ac

h 
to 

sim
pli

fyi
ng

 m
att

er
s 

for
 

bu
sin

es
se

s, 
wi

th 
a 

co
nti

nu
ou

s 
ov

er
all

 o
bje

cti
ve

 t
o 

br
ing

 a
bo

ut 
a 

no
tic

ea
ble

 
ch

an
ge

 
for

 
the

 
be

tte
r 

in 
da

y-t
o-

da
y 

co
nd

itio
ns

 
for

 
bu

sin
es

se
s. 

No
wa

da
ys

, a
 p

er
for

ma
nc

e 
re

po
rt 

ab
ou

t p
ro

gr
es

s 
in 

the
 

ov
er

all
 w

or
k t

o 
sim

pli
fy 

ma
tte

rs 
for

 b
us

ine
ss

es
 a

re
 in

ste
ad

 in
clu

de
d 

in 
se

cti
on

s 
of 

the
 a

nn
ua

l B
ud

ge
t B

ill 
tha

t t
he

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t s

ub
mi

ts 
ev

er
y 

au
tum

n t
o t

he
 P

ar
lia

me
nt.

 

Th
e 

Go
ve

rn
me

nt 
an

no
un

ce
d 

in 
au

tum
n 

20
12

 fi
ve

 fo
cu

s 
ar

ea
s 

for
 a

nd
 

se
ve

n 
ne

w 
tar

ge
ts 

for
 S

ma
rt 

Re
gu

lat
ion

 in
 o

rd
er

 to
 e

ns
ur

e 
tha

t t
he

 
ov

er
all

 ob
jec

tiv
e t

o b
rin

g a
bo

ut 
a n

oti
ce

ab
le 

ch
an

ge
 fo

r t
he

 be
tte

r in
 da

y-
to-

da
y 

co
nd

itio
ns

 fo
r b

us
ine

ss
es

 is
 re

ac
he

d. 
Th

e 
se

ve
n 

tar
ge

ts 
ha

ve
 a

 
ho

riz
on

 o
f 2

02
0, 

bu
t a

re
 su

bje
ct 

to 
co

nti
nu

ou
s 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
an

d 
fol

low
-

up
. 

Se
e 

“C
on

tin
ue

d 
wo

rk 
to 

sim
pli

fy 
for

 
bu

sin
es

se
s”:

 
ww

w.
go

ve
rn

me
nt.

se
/sb

/d/
20

25
/a/

21
40

09
  

In 
the

 re
po

rt 
"T

he
 E

co
no

mi
c E

ffe
cts

 of
 th

e R
eg

ula
tor

y B
ur

de
n"

 pu
bli

sh
ed

 
by

 t
he

 S
we

dis
h 

Ag
en

cy
 f

or
 G

ro
wt

h 
Po

lic
y 

An
aly

sis
 (

20
10

) 
the

 
pe

rce
nta

ge
 o

f a
dm

ini
str

ati
ve

 b
ur

de
n 

co
mp

ar
ed

 to
 th

e 
20

06
 b

as
eli

ne
 is

 
pr

ov
ide

d (
se

e p
. 2

2)
: 

htt
p:/

/ec
.eu

ro
pa

.eu
/en

ter
pr

ise
/po

lic
ies

/in
du

str
ial

-co
mp

eti
tiv

en
es

s/ 
co

mp
eti

tiv
en

es
s-a

na
lys

is/
se

mi
na

rs/
file

s/b
bs

_fa
lke

nh
all

_r
ep

or
t_e

n.p
df

.  
 

 
 



13
4 –

 A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 

  

O
EC

D
 F

R
A

M
EW

O
R

K
 F

O
R

 R
EG

U
LA

TO
R

Y
 P

O
LI

C
Y

 E
V

A
LU

A
TI

O
N

 ©
 O

EC
D

 2
01

4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Sw
itz

er
lan

d 

Th
e 

20
11

 r
ep

or
t 

co
nc

er
nin

g 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e 
bu

rd
en

s 
for

 b
us

ine
ss

 
co

nta
ins

 i
nfo

rm
ati

on
 o

n 
su

rve
ys

 c
on

du
cte

d 
wi

th 
bu

sin
es

se
s 

(se
e 

se
cti

on
 2

.3)
 a

nd
 p

ro
vid

es
 in

dic
ato

rs 
su

ch
 a

s 
the

 a
mo

un
t o

f h
ou

rs 
sp

en
t b

y S
ME

 to
 fu

lfil
l a

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 re

qu
ire

me
nts

:. 
 So

ur
ce

: S
wi

ss
 F

ed
er

al 
Co

un
cil

 (2
01

1)
, A

llé
ge

m
en

t a
dm

ini
str

ati
f d

es
 

en
tre

pr
ise

s: 
Bi

lan
 

20
07

-2
01

1 
et 

pe
rsp

ec
tiv

es
 

20
12

-2
01

5 
[A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 b

ur
de

n 
re

du
cti

on
 fo

r b
us

ine
ss

 : 
Re

vie
w 

of 
20

07
-2

01
1 

an
d 

pe
rsp

ec
tiv

es
 fo

r 
20

12
-1

5],
 w

ww
.ne

ws
.ad

mi
n.c

h/N
SB

Su
bs

cri
be

r/
me

ss
ag

e/a
tta

ch
me

nts
/23

92
3.p

df,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Ind
ica

tor
s c

on
tai

ne
d i

n r
ep

or
t. 

 
 So

ur
ce

: 
Sw

iss
 F

ed
er

al 
Co

un
cil

 (
20

11
), 

Al
lég

em
en

t 
ad

m
ini

str
ati

f 
de

s 
en

tre
pr

ise
s: 

Bi
lan

 2
00

7-
20

11
 e

t p
er

sp
ec

tiv
es

 2
01

2-
20

15
 [A

dm
ini

str
ati

ve
 

bu
rd

en
 re

du
cti

on
 fo

r b
us

ine
ss

 : 
Re

vie
w 

of 
20

07
-2

01
1 

an
d 

pe
rsp

ec
tiv

es
 

for
 

20
12

-2
01

5],
 

ww
w.

ne
ws

.ad
mi

n.c
h/N

SB
Su

bs
cri

be
r/m

es
sa

ge
/

att
ac

hm
en

ts/
23

92
3.p

df,
 ac

ce
ss

ed
 14

 M
ay

 20
14

.  

Tu
rke

y 

Ev
er

y y
ea

r t
he

 P
rim

e 
Mi

nis
try

 p
ub

lis
he

s a
 re

po
rt 

on
 its

 a
cti

vit
ies

 w
hic

h 
als

o 
co

ve
rs 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

sim
pli

fic
ati

on
 

an
d 

bu
rd

en
 

re
du

cti
on

 
pr

og
ra

mm
es

. 
Fo

r 
ex

am
ple

 t
he

 2
01

2 
re

po
rt 

lay
s 

ou
t 

ho
w 

the
 

pr
og

ra
mm

e 
ca

n 
be

 i
mp

ro
ve

d 
(e

.g.
 i

mp
ro

vin
g 

on
lin

e 
se

rvi
ce

s 
an

d 
inc

re
as

ing
 aw

ar
en

es
s o

f o
nli

ne
 se

rvi
ce

s, 
se

e p
. 4

2)
. 

So
ur

ce
: 

Pr
im

e 
Mi

nis
try

 
(2

01
2)

, 
An

nu
al 

Re
po

rt,
 

ww
w.

ba
sb

ak
an

lik
.go

v.t
r/H

an
dle

rs/
Fil

eH
an

dle
r.a

sh
x?

Fil
eId

=2
26

88
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

Th
e 

an
nu

al 
re

po
rt 

of 
the

 P
rim

e 
Mi

nis
try

 p
ro

vid
es

 t
he

 a
mo

un
t 

of 
ad

mi
nis

tra
tiv

e b
ur

de
n t

ha
t w

as
 re

du
ce

d (
se

e 2
01

2 r
ep

or
t, p

. 4
2, 

58
). 

So
ur

ce
: 

Pr
im

e 
Mi

nis
try

 
(2

01
2)

, 
An

nu
al 

Re
po

rt,
 

ww
w.

ba
sb

ak
an

lik
.go

v.t
r/H

an
dle

rs/
Fil

eH
an

dle
r.a

sh
x?

Fil
eId

=2
26

88
, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

 
 



A
N

N
EX

 A
. I

N
D

IC
A

TO
R

S 
A

N
D

 R
EP

O
R

TS
 O

N
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 B

Y
 C

O
U

N
TR

Y
 –

 1
35

 
  O

EC
D

 F
R

A
M

EW
O

R
K

 F
O

R
 R

EG
U

LA
TO

R
Y

 P
O

LI
C

Y
 E

V
A

LU
A

TI
O

N
 ©

 O
EC

D
 2

01
4 

Co
un

try
 

Re
po

rts
 

In
di

ca
to

rs
 

Un
ite

d K
ing

do
m 

BR
E 

St
ate

me
nt 

of 
Ne

w 
Re

gu
lat

ion
, p

ub
lis

he
d 

by
 th

e B
ett

er
 R

eg
ula

tio
n 

Ex
ec

uti
ve

 (p
ar

t o
f t

he
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f B

us
ine

ss
 In

no
va

tio
n 

an
d 

sk
ills

), 
ev

er
y 

six
 m

on
ths

, r
ep

or
t o

n 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 in
dic

ato
rs 

un
de

r t
he

 O
ne

-in
, 

Tw
o-

ou
t (

OI
TO

) R
ule

 (p
re

vio
us

ly 
On

e-
in,

 O
ne

-o
ut 

(O
IO

O)
 R

ule
), 

wh
ich

 
me

as
ur

es
 th

e 
ov

er
all

 re
gu

lat
or

y 
bu

rd
en

 o
n 

bu
sin

es
s 

an
d 

civ
il s

oc
iet

y. 
Th

e l
ate

st 
re

po
rt 

(a
s o

f M
ay

 20
14

 th
is 

is 
the

 S
ev

en
th

 st
at

em
en

t o
f n

ew
 

re
gu

lat
ion

) c
an

 be
 fo

un
d o

nli
ne

. 
So

ur
ce

: U
K 

De
pa

rtm
en

t f
or

 B
us

ine
ss

, I
nn

ov
ati

on
 a

nd
 S

kil
ls 

(2
01

3)
, 

On
e-

in,
 

tw
o-

ou
t: 

sta
tem

en
t 

of 
ne

w 
re

gu
lat

ion
, 

ww
w.

go
v.u

k/g
ov

er
nm

en
t/c

oll
ec

tio
ns

/on
e-

in-
tw

o-
ou

t-s
tat

em
en

t-o
f-n

ew
-

re
gu

lat
ion

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
6 M

ay
 20

14
.  

BR
E 

St
ate

me
nt 

of 
Ne

w 
Re

gu
lat

ion
, p

ub
lis

he
d 

by
 th

e 
Be

tte
r R

eg
ula

tio
n 

Ex
ec

uti
ve

 (p
ar

t o
f t

he
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f B

us
ine

ss
 In

no
va

tio
n 

an
d 

sk
ills

), 
ev

er
y 

six
 m

on
ths

, r
ep

or
t o

n 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 in
dic

ato
rs 

un
de

r t
he

 O
ne

-in
, 

Tw
o-

ou
t 

(O
IT

O)
 R

ule
 (

pr
ev

iou
sly

 O
ne

-in
, 

On
e-

ou
t 

(O
IO

O)
 R

ule
), 

it 
co

nta
ins

 in
dic

ato
rs 

re
ga

rd
ing

 ho
w 

we
ll t

he
 pr

og
ra

m 
is 

wo
rki

ng
.  

So
ur

ce
: U

K 
De

pa
rtm

en
t fo

r B
us

ine
ss

, In
no

va
tio

n a
nd

 S
kil

ls 
(2

01
3)

, O
ne

-
in,

 
tw

o-
ou

t: 
sta

te
m

en
t 

of 
ne

w 
re

gu
lat

ion
, 

ww
w.

go
v.u

k/g
ov

er
nm

en
t/c

oll
ec

tio
ns

/on
e-

in-
tw

o-
ou

t-s
tat

em
en

t-o
f-n

ew
-

re
gu

lat
ion

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
6 M

ay
 20

14
.  

Un
ite

d S
tat

es
 

Th
e 

US
 O

ffic
e 

of 
Ma

na
ge

me
nt 

an
d 

Bu
dg

et 
pu

bli
sh

es
 e

ve
ry 

ye
ar

 th
e 

re
po

rt 
In

for
m

ati
on

 C
oll

ec
tio

n 
Bu

dg
et

 w
hic

h 
pr

ov
ide

s 
inf

or
ma

tio
n 

on
 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tiv
e 

bu
rd

en
s. 

ww
w.

wh
ite

ho
us

e.g
ov

/si
tes

/de
fau

lt/f
ile

s/o
mb

/
inf

or
eg

/ic
b/i

cb
_2

01
2.p

df 
 

So
ur

ce
: U

S 
Of

fic
e 

of 
Ma

na
ge

me
nt 

an
d 

Bu
dg

et,
 O

ffic
e 

of 
Inf

or
ma

tio
n 

an
d 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Af

fai
rs 

(2
01

3)
, I

nf
or

m
ati

on
 C

oll
ec

tio
n 

Bu
dg

et 
of 

th
e 

Un
ite

d 
St

at
es

 
Go

ve
rn

m
en

t 
20

12
, 

/w
ww

.w
hit

eh
ou

se
.go

v/s
ite

s/
de

fau
lt/f

ile
s/o

mb
/in

for
eg

/ic
b/i

cb
_2

01
2.p

df 
 

US
 O

ffic
e 

of 
Ma

na
ge

me
nt 

an
d 

Bu
dg

et 
(2

01
4)

, F
ed

er
al 

Co
lle

cti
on

 o
f 

Inf
or

m
ati

on
, 

we
bs

ite
, 

ww
w.

wh
ite

ho
us

e.g
ov

/om
b/i

nfo
re

g_
inf

oc
oll

#
icb

us
g, 

ac
ce

ss
ed

 14
 M

ay
 20

14
. 

As
 p

ar
t 

of 
the

 r
ep

or
t 

In
fo

rm
ati

on
 C

oll
ec

tio
n 

Bu
dg

et 
the

 O
ffic

e 
of 

Ma
na

ge
me

nt 
an

d 
Bu

dg
et 

re
po

rts
 th

e 
tot

al 
ag

gr
eg

ate
 h

ou
rs 

tha
t t

he
 

pu
bli

c 
sp

en
ds

 c
om

ply
ing

 w
ith

 fe
de

ra
l r

ep
or

tin
g, 

re
co

rd
 k

ee
pin

g, 
an

d 
thi

rd
 p

ar
ty 

dis
clo

su
re

 r
eq

uir
em

en
ts.

 T
he

 O
ffic

e 
of 

Ma
na

ge
me

nt 
an

d 
Bu

dg
et 

als
o 

re
co

rd
s 

the
 n

um
be

r o
f i

nfo
rm

ati
on

 c
oll

ec
tio

ns
 th

at 
ha

ve
 

ex
pir

ed
 b

ut 
tha

t a
ge

nc
ies

 c
on

tin
ue

 to
 im

ple
me

nt 
wi

tho
ut 

au
tho

ris
ati

on
. 

Th
e i

nd
ica

tor
s a

re
 pu

bli
sh

ed
 w

ith
in 

the
 an

nu
al 

re
po

rts
.   

So
ur

ce
: U

S 
Of

fic
e 

of 
Ma

na
ge

me
nt 

an
d 

Bu
dg

et,
 O

ffic
e 

of 
Inf

or
ma

tio
n 

an
d 

Re
gu

lat
or

y 
Af

fai
rs 

(2
01

3)
, 

In
fo

rm
ati

on
 C

oll
ec

tio
n 

Bu
dg

et 
of 

th
e 

Un
ite

d 
St

at
es

 
Go

ve
rn

m
en

t 
20

12
, 

ww
w.

wh
ite

ho
us

e.g
ov

/si
tes

/
de

fau
lt/f

ile
s/o

mb
/in

for
eg

/ic
b/i

cb
_2

01
2.p

df;
 U

S 
Of

fic
e 

of 
Ma

na
ge

me
nt 

an
d 

Bu
dg

et 
(2

01
4)

, F
ed

er
al 

Co
lle

cti
on

 o
f I

nf
or

m
ati

on
, w

ww
.w

hit
eh

ou
se

.go
v/o

mb
/in

for
eg

_in
foc

oll
#ic

bu
sg

, a
cc

es
se

d 1
4 M

ay
 20

14
. 





ANNEX B. ADDITIONAL TABLES AND FIGURES – 137 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

Annex B. Additional tables and figures 

Table B.1. Countries publishing performance indicators based on the results of 
perception on the usefulness/quality of regulatory management tools and programmes 

Countries publishing performance indicators based on the results of 
perception on the usefulness/quality of regulatory management tools 

and programmes 
Australia  
Austria  
Belgium  
Canada  
Chile  
Czech Republic  
Denmark  
Estonia  
EU  
Finland  
France  
Germany1 1 
Greece  
Hungary  
Iceland  
Ireland  
Israel  
Italy  
Japan  
Korea  
Luxembourg  
Mexico  
Netherlands  
New Zealand  
Norway  
Poland  
Portugal  
Slovak Republic  
Slovenia  
Spain  
Sweden  
Switzerland  
Turkey  
United Kingdom  
United States  

OECD34 + EU 8
 Yes  No 

1. Germany is currently preparing a perception survey on the perceived complexity of law and the 
quality of co-operation with public authorities. First results are expected to be published in mid-2015. 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 
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Table B.2. Overview of publicly available performance reports and indicators on RIA  

  

Performance 
reports on RIA 

Performance indicators on RIA 
  

% of RIAs that comply 
with formal 

requirements/ 
guidelines 

Results of 
perception/opinion 

surveys on the 
usefulness/quality of 

RIA 

Other 

Australia     
Austria     
Belgium     
Canada     
Chile     
Czech Republic     
Denmark     
Estonia     
EU     
Finland     
France     
Germany  1   
Greece     
Hungary     
Iceland     
Ireland     
Israel     
Italy     
Japan     
Korea     
Luxembourg     
Mexico     
Netherlands     
New Zealand     
Norway     
Poland     
Portugal     
Slovak Republic     
Slovenia     
Spain     
Sweden     
Switzerland     
Turkey     
United Kingdom     
United States     

OECD34+EU 20 12 2 2 
  Yes, this indicator is publicly available  No 

1. While Germany does not publish an indicator on compliance with formal requirements for RIA, it 
reports that compliance is always 100%, as legislative drafts must always be accompanied by a RIA. 
Source: OECD (2012b), OECD Survey on Regulatory Policy Evaluation (database). 
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Annex C 
 

Questionnaire of the 2012-13 OECD survey  
on regulatory policy evaluation 

 

About regulatory policy evaluation  

Part III of the 2012 survey focuses on the evaluation of regulatory management 
tools and programmes within OECD countries. They help governments to prepare 
better new rules and improve existing rules. Well-functioning regulatory 
management systems reduce unnecessary burdens on citizens and businesses 
and promote transparency in the design of and access to regulations while 
protecting health, safety, and the environment.  

Improving regulatory management is among the best ways that governments can 
promote economic development, investment and trade. Evaluation of the 
performance of regulatory management tools and programmes is necessary to 
identify implementation gaps and target reforms of the regulatory management 
system. This survey focuses on performance evaluation of the following regulatory 
management tools and programmes:  

Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA): Regulatory Impact Analysis is the systematic 
process of identification and quantification of important benefits and costs likely to 
result from the adoption of a proposed regulation or a non-regulatory policy option 
under consideration. RIA may be based on cost/benefit analysis, cost 
effectiveness analysis, business impact analysis, etc. Regulatory Impact Analysis 
is also routinely referred to as Regulatory Impact Assessment, sometimes 
interchangeably. A Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) documents the Regulatory 
Impact Analysis.  

Consultation practices on draft regulations: Participation of stakeholders in the 
regulatory process aims to ensure that feedback about the design and effects of 
regulation is taken into account when preparing new regulation. Public 
consultation includes public notice and calling for comment, public meetings and 
posting regulatory proposals on the internet for comments. Other forms of 
consultation are consultation of specific groups such as consumer associations, 
trade unions and business associations, consultation of an advisory group or 
formation of a preparatory committee.  

 



140 – ANNEX C. QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE 2012-13 OECD SURVEY ON REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION 
 
 

OECD FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATORY POLICY EVALUATION © OECD 2014 

Ex post analysis/Reviews of existing regulations: Systematic programme 
reviews of the stock of regulation assess regulations against clearly defined policy 
goals, including consideration of costs and benefits, to ensure that regulations 
remain up to date, are cost-justified, cost-effective and fit for purpose. This 
includes an assessment of the economic and social and/or environmental impacts. 
For the purpose of this survey, reviews of existing regulations do not include 
reviews that are limited to an assessment of the administrative burden of existing 
regulations which fall into the category “administrative simplification and burden 
reduction programmes” (see below).  

Administrative simplification and burden reduction programmes: 
Administrative simplification programmes aim to make existing regulations clearer 
to understand, easier to apply and to comply with by removing unnecessary, 
outdated or over burdensome provisions whilst maintaining the original purpose 
and protection of the regulation. Administrative burden reduction programmes aim 
to reduce the costs involved in obtaining, reading and understanding regulations, 
developing compliance strategies and meeting mandated reporting requirements. 
 
Please note that the term "regulation" includes both primary laws and 
subordinate regulations (see glossary). 

Aim of the questions on Regulatory Policy Evaluation 

The questions aim to provide an overview of publicly available performance 
evaluations of regulatory management tools and programmes in OECD countries 
and on ex post evaluation practices of individual regulations. Information provided 
will inform the project on developing a framework for regulatory policy evaluation. 
 
Design of the questions 

Questions for Part III of the 2012 survey have been designed by the Measuring 
Regulatory Performance team, with comments and suggestions from the steering 
group on Measuring Regulatory Performance and OECD experts. For information 
on the programme on Measuring Regulatory Performance, please contact Ms. 
Christiane Arndt, e-mail christiane.arndt@oecd.org.  

Deadline and supporting documents 

Please fill out the online questionnaire by 6 June 2012. Please send supporting 
documents via email to helge.schroeder@oecd.org. Please make clear which 
question a document relates to by adding the question number to the name of the 
document. The deadline for these documents is also 6 June 2012.  

Contacts 

Please address any questions regarding the content of the questionnaire to 
Mr. Helge Schröder, Tel.: +33 1 45 24 85 71, e-mail: helge.schroeder@oecd.org, 
who co-ordinates this survey. 
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Question 1. Are reports published online in your country on the performance of the 
following regulatory management tools and programmes, i.e. how they function in 
practice?  

• In other words: Has there been any evaluation of whether these tools and 
programmes (RIA, ex post analysis, consultation procedures or administrative 
simplification programmes) are functioning well and are the results of this 
evaluation available online? The question does not ask whether any of these 
tools and programmes are in place in your country. For example, it does not 
ask whether RIAs are done in your country. Please do therefore not provide 
us with examples of individual RIAs.  

• Please tick all that apply.  
• If you have a programme in your country to assess existing regulations in 

terms of their administrative burdens and you have published a report on the 
performance of this programme, please tick d), not c) (see also definitions on 
page 1).  

• Please note that the term "regulation" includes both primary laws and 
subordinate regulations.  

a) Reports on the performance of Regulatory Impact Analysis on draft 
regulations 

b) Reports on the performance of consultation practices on draft regulations 

c) Reports on the performance of ex post analysis (reviews) of existing 
regulations in terms of their economic and social and/or environmental impact 

d) Reports on the performance of administrative simplification and burden 
reduction programmes 

 

Comments to Question 1 
If you publish performance reports on other regulatory management tools and 
programmes, please specify. Please also specify if you use other ways of publicly 
reporting on the performance of regulatory management tools and programmes 
than publishing reports.  
 

 
1.1 According to your answer to Question 1, reports are published on the 
performance of the following regulatory management tool(s) and/or programme(s). 
Please provide us with the title, website address and author/publisher of these 
reports. Please also indicate how frequently those reports are published. 
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  Title of the 
report in 
English 

Website 
address 

Author/ 
Publisher 

Frequency of publication Year of 
most recent 

report 

Comments 

Eve-
ry 

year

Eve-
ry 

2-3 
year

s 

Ad 
hoc

Other. 
Please 

specify in 
the 

comment
s box 

Reports on the performance of Regulatory Impact Analysis on draft regulations  

1.  
 

2.  
 

3.  
 

Reports on the performance of consultation practices on draft regulations  

1.  
 

2.  
 

3.  
 

Reports on the performance of ex post analysis (reviews) of existing regulations in 
terms of their economic and social and/or environmental impact  

1.  
 

2.  
 

3 
 

Reports on the performance of administrative simplification and burden reduction 
programmes 

1.  
 

2.  
 

3.  
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Data on implementation and quality of regulatory management tools  
and programmes 

Most OECD countries have introduced formal requirements for the use of 
regulatory management tools during the drafting and revision process of 
regulation at the central/federal level. For example, most countries have some 
form of requirement for conducting regulatory impact assessment or consultation 
on at least some new draft regulations. Those requirements vary across 
countries, e.g. few countries require quantification of both costs and benefits of 
new draft regulation. This question does not examine the nature and depths of 
such requirements. It aims to understand whether countries systematically collect 
information on i) compliance with their regulatory management requirements and 
ii) on the quality of their regulatory management tools and programmes. 

 

Question 2. Are the following indicators available to your government?  

 

* Question 2a. Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) - Performance indicators  

Regulatory Impact Analysis is the systematic process of identification and 
quantification of important benefits and costs likely to result from the adoption of a 
proposed regulation or a non-regulatory policy option under consideration. RIA may 
be based on cost/benefit analysis, cost effectiveness analysis, business impact 
analysis, etc. Regulatory Impact Analysis is also routinely referred to as Regulatory 
Impact Assessment, sometimes interchangeably. A Regulatory Impact Statement 
(RIS) documents the Regulatory Impact Analysis.  

 
 Yes, this 

indicator is 
publicly 

available 

Yes, this 
indicator is 
internally 
available 

No 

Percentage of RIAs that comply with formal 
requirements/guidelines     

Indicator of the quality of RIAs (e.g. % of RIAs 
where the cost/benefit analysis was judged to 
be of sufficient quality)     

Results of perception/opinion surveys on the 
usefulness/quality of RIA     
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2a1. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please provide us with the 
data, information on who was involved in the design, data collection and publication 
of the indicators, information on the methodology, years for which the indicators are 
available, and links to relevant websites/reports. 

2a2. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please explain how your 
government uses the indicators, i.e. what does your government/administration do 
with the results? 

 
For example, do you use the results to adjust the design of your tools/programmes, 
to communicate progress etc.?  

 

2a3. If you answered yes to "results of perception/opinion surveys on RIA 
usefulness/quality of RIA", please specify who was surveyed. 

Individual citizens 

Individual businesses 

NGOs 

Business associations 

Administration/government officials

Regulators 

Other. Please specify. 
 

 
*Question 2b. Consultation practices on draft regulations - Performance indicators  
Participation of stakeholders in the regulatory process aims to ensure that feedback 
about the design and effects of regulation is taken into account when preparing new 
regulation. Public consultation includes public notice and calling for comment, 
public meetings and posting regulatory proposals on the internet for comments. 
Other forms of consultation are consultation of specific groups such as consumer 
associations, trade unions and business associations, consultation of an advisory 
group or formation of a preparatory committee.  
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Yes, this indicator 
is publicly 
available 

Yes, this indicator 
is internally 
available No 

Percentage of consultations that comply 
with formal requirements/guidelines     

Indicator on the quality of consultations  
   

Results of perception/opinion surveys on 
the usefulness/quality of consultations     

 

 
2b1. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please provide us with the 
data, information on who was involved in the design, data collection and publication 
of the indicators, information on the methodology, years for which the indicators are 
available, and links to relevant websites/reports.  

2b2. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please explain how your 
government uses the indicators, i. e. what does your government/administration do 
with the results? 

For example, do you use the results to adjust the design of your tools/programmes, 
to communicate progress etc.?  

2b3. If you answered yes to “results of perception/opinion surveys on the 
usefulness/quality of consultation practices”, please specify who was surveyed. 

Individual citizens 

Individual businesses 

NGOs 

Business associations 

Administration/government officials

Regulators 

Other. Please specify. 
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*Question 2c. Ex post analysis/Reviews of existing regulations - Performance 
indicators 

Systematic programme reviews of the stock of regulation assess regulations 
against clearly defined policy goals, including consideration of costs and benefits, to 
ensure that regulations remain up to date, are cost-justified, cost-effective and fit for 
purpose. This includes an assessment of the economic and social and/or 
environmental impacts. For the purpose of this survey, reviews of existing 
regulations do not include reviews that are limited to an assessment of the 
administrative burden of existing regulations which fall into the category 
“administrative simplification and burden reduction programmes”. 

 

 

Yes, this indicator 
is publicly available

Yes, this indicator 
is internally 
available 

No 

Percentage of ex post analysis that 
comply with formal requirements/ 
guidelines    

Indicator on the quality of ex post 
analysis (e. g. percentage of ex post 
reviews where the assessment of 
economic and social impacts was of 
sufficient quality) 

   

Results of perception/opinion surveys on 
the usefulness/quality of ex post analysis 
practices     

 

2c1. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please provide us with the 
data, information on who was involved in the design, data collection and publication 
of the indicators, information on the methodology, years for which the indicators are 
available, and links to relevant websites/reports.  

 
2c2. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please explain how your 
government uses the indicators, i. e. what does your government/administration do 
with the results? 

For example, do you use the results to adjust the design of your tools/programmes, 
to communicate progress etc.? 
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2c3. If you answered yes to "Results of perception/opinion surveys on the 
usefulness/quality of ex post analysis practices ", please specify who was surveyed. 

Individual citizens 

Individual businesses 

NGOs 

Business associations 

Administration/government officials

Regulators 

Other. Please specify. 
 

 
*Question 2d. Administrative simplification and burden reduction programmes - 
performance indicators  

Administrative simplification programmes aim to make existing regulations clearer to 
understand, easier to apply and to comply with by removing unnecessary, outdated 
or over burdensome provisions whilst maintaining the original purpose and 
protection of the regulation. Administrative burden reduction programmes aim to 
reduce the costs involved in obtaining, reading and understanding regulations, 
developing compliance strategies and meeting mandated reporting requirements.  
 

 

Yes, this 
indicator is 

publicly 
available 

Yes, this 
indicator is 
internally 
available 

No 

Reduction of administrative burdens (e. g. 
percentage of reduction compared to 
baseline)     

Indicator on the quality of administrative 
simplification and burden reduction 
programmes     

Results of perception/opinion surveys on the 
usefulness/quality of administrative 
simplification and burden reduction 
programmes  
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2d1. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please provide us with the 
data, information on who was involved in the design, data collection and publication 
of the indicators, information on the methodology, years for which the indicators are 
available, and links to relevant websites/reports.  
2d2. If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please explain how your 
government uses the indicators, i. e. what does your government/administration do 
with the results?  

For example, do you use the results to adjust the design of your tools/programmes, 
to communicate progress etc.?  

2d3. If you answered yes to “Results of perception/opinion surveys on the 
usefulness/quality/results of administrative simplification and burden reduction 
programmes”, please specify who was surveyed. 

Individual citizens 

Individual businesses 

NGOs 

Business associations 

Administration/government officials

Regulators 

Other. Please specify. 
 

 
Role of audit offices in evaluating the performance of regulatory management 
tools and programmes  

*Question 3. Has your audit office: 
(or the body equivalent to an audit office in your country)  

Yes No 

the mandate to review regulatory management tools and/or 
programmes?    

acutally undertaken a review of regulatory management tools and/or 
programmes?    

actually undertaken a review of the performance of regulators or 
inspection authorities?    
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3a. If you answered yes to any of these, please describe. 
(e.g. date of review, focus, results, publication of results, websites)  
 
Ex post analysis of regulations  

Question 4. Do you have any measure/study of:  

• the impact of existing regulation( s) on the economy (e.g. on competitiveness, 
market access etc.)?  

• the impact of existing regulation(s) on their stated broad policy objectives (for 
example, have you measured the impact of your existing health regulations on 
societal health or the impact of your existing environmental regulations (e.g. 
controlling air emissions from facilities) on environmental health (e.g. ambient 
air quality levels)?  

If yes, please describe. Please note that the term "regulation" includes primary 
laws and subordinate regulations (see glossary).  

Additional comments to clarify any of your answers to Questions 1-4. 

Were all questions clear and straightforward to answer? 
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Annex D 
 

Methodology of the 2012-13 OECD survey  
on regulatory policy evaluation 

In 2012, a questionnaire on regulatory policy evaluation (see 
Annex C) was sent to delegates of the OECD’s Regulatory Policy 
Committee. A previous draft questionnaire had been modified 
substantially following comments from members of the Steering Group 
on Measuring Regulatory Performance. All 34 OECD countries and the 
European Union participated in the survey. 

The answers countries submitted were fact-checked and respectively 
adjusted. After the fact-check some answers were modified, taking 
account of the content of the documents and websites countries provided. 
Where answers were missing, it was assumed that countries do not have 
these evaluation practices in place. In some cases, negative answers were 
also changed into positive answers on the basis of information that was 
identified by the OECD Secretariat. Before publication delegates had the 
possibility to comment and provide corrections on the practices in their 
respective countries. 

When analysing the provided answers, an overlap between answer 
categories became apparent. This led to a regrouping into mutually 
exclusive categories. For example for Question 2a there was an overlap 
between indicators based on the a) percentage of RIAs that comply with 
formal requirements/guidelines and b) indicators on the quality of RIAs 
(see Figure D.1). The reason was that in some cases where the formal 
requirements are very elaborate and detailed, the indicators on 
compliance with formal requirements are de facto indicators on the 
quality of the regulatory policy tool/programme. For example in the UK, 
the RIAs are judged against criteria which represent the integral steps in 
the process of producing a high quality Impact Assessments. 
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Figure D.1. Question 2a: Redefinition of answer categories 

 

 
For Question 2d performance indicators on administrative 

simplification and burden reduction programmes were regrouped into the 
following categories: d) reduction of admin burden, e) use of results of 
perception surveys, f) other (see Figure D.2). The answers in the 
category b) on the quality of administrative burden programmes have 
been regrouped into category d), e) or f).  

 

 

a) Percentage of RIAs 
that comply with formal 
requirements/guidelines 

b) Indicator of the 
quality of RIAs 

c) Results of 
perception/opinion surveys 
on the usefulness/quality of 

RIA 

d)Percentage of RIAs 
that comply with formal 
requirements/guidelines 

e) Other

f) Results of 
perception/opinion surveys
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Figure D.2. Question 2d: Redefinition of answer categories  

 

  

a) Reduction of 
administrative burdens 

b) Indicator on the quality 
of administrative 

simplification and burden 
reduction programmes

c) Results of 
perception/opinion surveys 
on the usefulness/quality of 
administrative simplification 

and burden reduction 
programmes

d) Reduction of 
administrative burdens 

e) Other

f) Results of 
perception/opinion surveys
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