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Broad objectives of regulatory policy and
governance
• It seeks to improve public sector outcomes by
changing the way governments design and deliver
regulation.
• It focuses upstream (COG, Oversight bodies,
Parliaments), downstream (regulators, inspectors,
sub-national) and outside of government (civil
society, private bodies)
• Its is not a better business/deregulation agenda.
It’s about making markets work better
• It is a key tool of government to improve social
welfare
• It is responsible for some less tangible but equally
critical public governance outcomes

OECD work on regulatory policy
and governance
• 2012 Recommendation of the Council of the OECD on
Regulatory Policy and Governance
• 2005 APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory
Reform
• 1997 1997 OECD Report to Ministers , which set up a
comprehensive plan for action on Regulatory Reform
• 1995 Recommendation of the Council on Improving
the Quality of Government Regulation

The Regulatory Governance Cycle
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The OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook
• First evidence-based cross-country analysis of the
progress made by OECD countries to improve the way
they regulate
• 2014 Regulatory Indicators covering all OECD
countries and the European Commission
• Covers regulatory policies, tools and institutions
following the 2012 Recommendation of the Council on
Regulatory Policy & Governance
• In-depth review of 3 key regulatory policy tools : RIA,
stakeholder engagement, ex post evaluation
• 4 expert papers in the Companion
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2. Indicators of Regulatory
Policy and Governance (iREG)

2. Methodology of the Indicators of
Regulatory Policy and Governance

The Elements of Regulatory Improvement

Strategic Approach

Institutions

Management Tools

Governance

Policy Statement

Oversight Body

Regulatory Impact
Assessment

Whole of
Government

Political Leadership

Ministries/Regulator Stakeholder
s
Engagement

Designated Minister Parliaments

Ex-post Evaluation

Independent watch Behavioural
dogs/National audit insights/Risked
bodies
based approaches

International
Regulatory
Co-operation
National/Subnational interface

Regulatory Impact Assessment

Regulatory Impact Assessment is
widespread amongst OECD countries
2015 Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG): Regulatory Impact Assessment for developing primary laws
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Note: The results apply exclusively to processes for developing primary laws initiated by the executive. The vertical axis represents the total aggregate score across the four
separate categories of the composite indicators. The maximum score for each category is one, and the maximum aggregate score for the composite indicator is four. This figure
excludes the United States where all primary laws are initiated by Congress. In the majority of countries, most primary laws are initiated by the executive, except for Mexico and
Korea, where a higher share of primary laws are initiated by parliament/congress (respectively 90.6% and 84%).
Source: OECD (2015), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2015, http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/indicators-regulatory-policy-and-governance.htm.
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Note: The vertical axis represents the total aggregate score across the four separate categories of the composite indicators. The maximum score for each category
is one, and the maximum aggregate score for the composite indicator is four.
Source: OECD (2015), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2015, http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/indicators-regulatory-policy-and-governance.htm.

Regulatory Impact Analysis
Assessment of Impacts
Impact on the budget
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Impact on foreign jurisdictions
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RIA: Implementation remains behind requirements

Source: 2015 Regulatory Policy Outlook .

RIA: Need to systematise the identification of net
benefits

Source: 2015 Regulatory Policy Outlook (forthcoming).

2.ii. RIA oversight can be strenghtened.

Source: 2015 Regulatory Policy Outlook (forthcoming).

Regulatory Impact Analysis
Challenges of governance and methodology
• The late timing of impact assessments is an issue.
• Many countries are pondering issue of proportionality.
• Most RIA processes are not integrated but fragmented
covering a range of issues.
• The systematic quantification or monetisation of cost and
benefits is not widespread.
• Requirement to consult on RIA is widespread but, in practice,
ministries go their own way.
• Requirements to publish full RIA are rare.
• The framework of central oversight varies considerably.
• Overall, challenge function remains weak across OECD

Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder Engagement
Broad International Trends
• A process of communication, consultation and
participation that informs the policy process and
regulatory governance cycle
• Both an administrative practice and a mind-set
• A shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance’
• Fundamental for understanding citizens’ and other
stakeholders’ needs
• It can improve trust in government

Stakeholder engagement is widely
used – but often late in the process
2015 Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG): Stakeholder engagement in developing primary laws
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Note: The results apply exclusively to processes for developing primary laws initiated by the executive. The vertical axis represents the total aggregate score across the four
separate categories of the composite indicators. The maximum score for each category is one, and the maximum aggregate score for the composite indicator is four. This figure
excludes the United States where all primary laws are initiated by Congress. In the majority of countries, most primary laws are initiated by the executive, except for Mexico and
Korea, where a higher share of primary laws are initiated by parliament/congress (respectively 90.6% and 84%).
Source: OECD (2015), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2015, http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/indicators-regulatory-policy-and-governance.htm.
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Stakeholder Engagement
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Stakeholder Engagement
Challenges in ensuring effective results
• Lack of awareness - the evidence does not seem to show an
increased participation

• Low participation literacy – insufficient information on how to
take part in the policy-making process

• Information overload – confusing intrinsic and instrumental
objectives

• Consultation capture - smaller players and individuals do not see a
real chance to influence the decisions

• Bad experience due to past record - many stakeholders do not
see the real impact of the consultation process on the final product

2.iii. Ex-post evaluation

A broad range of ex post evaluations
Management approaches address “unnecessary” compliance and
administrative costs
•
•
•
•

Red tape reduction targets
“One-in one-out” rules
Cumulative effect assessments
Enforcement strategies by implementing agencies and regulators

Programmed reviews are undertaken on a planned basis to ensure that
regulation is working as intended
•
•
•

Sunsetting, where regulation lapses after a specified period
Reviews directly embedded in legislation
Post implementation reviews

Many significant reviews are often undertaken on an ad hoc basis.
•
•
•
•

Public stocktake reviews
Principles-based reviews
Benchmarking
In-depth reviews

Unexploited potential for ex post
evaluation
2015 Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG): Ex post evaluation for primary laws
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Note: The vertical axis represents the total aggregate score across the four separate categories of the composite indicators. The maximum score for each category
is one, and the maximum aggregate score for the composite indicator is four.
Source: OECD (2015), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2015, http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/indicators-regulatory-policy-and-governance.htm.

Unexploited potential for ex post
evaluation
2015 Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG): Ex post evaluation for subordinate regulations
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Note: The vertical axis represents the total aggregate score across the four separate categories of the composite indicators. The maximum score for each category
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The majority of ex-post evaluation reviews
has been principle-based

The primary focus of principle-based reviews has
been on administrative burdens, competition and
compliance costs

Who prepares ex-post evaluations

Ex Post Evaluation –
Policy Implications
•
•
•
•
•

Prioritising and sequencing the efforts
Planning and embedding evaluation into the policy cycle
Constructing a comprehensive understanding of reality
Promoting the creation of an “evaluation function”
Building adequate organisational and administrative
capacity to support such for evaluation function
• Leveraging on stakeholders engagement
• Ensuring high levels of transparency and accountability

Strengthen Regulatory Oversight:
The Institutional Setting for Law Making

The functions of oversight bodies
Areas of responsibility

Functions

Location

Legal quality

Guidance and training

Within government

RIA

Systematic improvement of GRP

o

Consultation/stakeholder
engagement

Quality control – soft gatekeeping

Centre of government
(e.g. PM’s office, cabinet
office)

o

Ministry of Finance/
Economy /
Treasury/Justice

o

Other ministries

Ex post evaluation
Admin simplification
Other e.g. De-regulation
agenda or E-government

Challenge – hard gatekeeping
Co-ordination of agencies/proposals
Prompt
Advocacy

External to government
o

Independent bodies

o

Parliament

o

Office of Attorney
General

The location of oversight bodies

Areas of responsibility

Analysis of categories across groups:
Stakeholder engagement for developing
subordinate regulations

Source: OECD, 2015 Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance. Online available at: www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/compositeireg.htm
Note: Each pillar represents the percentage of countries in the respective group that score above 0.5 (with the highest possible score being 1)
for the respective category (systematic adoption, methodology, transparency, oversight and quality control). The underlying scores are the
scores for practices in place for subordinate regulations. The groupings are based on countries that score 0.5 above the mean score of 2.08
(“advanced group”, within 0.5 points around the mean score (“intermediate group”), or 0.5 below the mean score (“starting group”). For
stakeholder engagement, 10 countries are in the starting group, 15 countries in the intermediate group and 10 countries in the advanced group.
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Analysis of categories across groups: Regulatory
Impact Assessment for developing subordinate
regulations

Source: OECD, 2015 Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance. Online available at: www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/compositeireg.htm
Note: Each pillar represents the percentage of countries in the respective group that score above 0.5 (with the highest possible score being 1)
for the respective category (systematic adoption, methodology, transparency, oversight and quality control). The underlying scores are the
scores for practices in place for subordinate regulations. The groupings are based on countries that score 0.5 above the mean score of 1.91
(“advanced group”, within 0.5 points around the mean score (“intermediate group”), or 0.5 below the mean score (“starting group”). For
Regulatory Impact Assessment, 11 countries are in the starting group, 12 countries in the intermediate group and 12 countries in the advanced
group.
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Realising reforms in Turkey (1)
• Leadership is critical. Virtually all OECD research
point to the importance of strong leadership – whether
by an individual policy maker or an institution charged
with carrying out the reform.
• Take a system wide approach. The size and
complexities of the regulatory system are not always
understood or appreciated.
• The context matters. Regulatory reform is highly
contextual, and should be tailored to suit existing
government structures.

Realising reforms in Turkey (2)
• Successful regulatory policy take time. The more
successful reforms generally took several years to
prepare and adopt, and often took longer to implement.
• Successful reforms take several attempts. Many of
the biggest reform successes followed earlier setbacks.
• Focus on implementation. Implementation of even
well-designed reforms remains a continual challenge.
• Early and continuous assessment of results.
Development of the regulatory reform agenda is
hampered by a lack of focus on monitoring and
evaluation.
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