
14    

REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT © OECD 2020 
  

 

Box 2.1. Best practice principles for regulatory impact analysis 

1. Commitment and buy-in for RIA 

 Governments should: 

o Spell out what governments consider as “good regulations”. 

o Introduce RIA as part of a comprehensive long-term plan to boost the quality of regulation. 

o Create an oversight unit for RIA with sufficient competences. 

o Create credible “internal and external constraints”, which guarantee that RIA will effectively 

be implemented. 

o Secure political backing of RIA. 

 Securing stakeholder support is essential. 

 Governments have to ensure transparency of decision making to enable public control of the 

RIA process 

2. Governance of RIA – having the right set up or system design 

 RIA should be fully integrated with other regulatory management tools and should be 

implemented in the context of the Regulatory Governance Cycle. 

 RIA and its implementation should be adjusted to the legal and administrative system and 

culture of the country. 

 Governments need to decide whether to implement RIA at once or gradually. 

 Responsibilities for RIA programme elements have to be allocated carefully. 

 Efficient regulatory oversight is a crucial precondition for a successful RIA. 

 RIA should be proportional to the significance of the regulation. . 

 Parliaments should be encouraged to set up their own procedures to guarantee the quality of 

legislation, including the quality of RIA. 

3. Embedding RIA through strengthening capacity and accountability of the administration. 

 Adequate training must be provided to civil servants. 

 Governments should publish detailed guidance material. 

 There should be only limited exceptions to the general rule that RIA is required. 

 Accountability- and performance-oriented arrangements should be implemented. 

2 Best practice principles for 

regulatory impact analysis 
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4. Targeted and appropriate RIA methodology 

 The RIA methodology should be as simple and flexible as possible, while ensuring certain key 

features are covered. 

 RIA should not always be interpreted as requiring a full-fledged, quantitative cost-benefit 

analysis of legislation. 

 Sound data governance strategies can help produce, collect, process, access and share data 

in the context of RIA. 

 RIA has to follow all stages of the regulation-making process and has to start at the inception 

stage in order to inform policy development. 

 No RIA can be successful without defining the policy context and objectives, in particular the 

systematic identification of the problem. 

 All plausible alternatives, including non-regulatory solutions must be taken into account. 

 It is essential to always identify all relevant direct and important indirect costs as well as benefits. 

 Stakeholder engagement must be incorporated systematically in the RIA process. 

 Insights from behavioural science and economics should be considered, as appropriate. 

 The development of enforcement and compliance strategies should be part of every RIA. 

 RIA should be perceived as an iterative process. 

 Results of RIA should be well communicated. 

5. Continuous monitoring, evaluation and improvement of RIA 

 It is important to validate the real impacts of adopted regulations after their implementation. 

 RIA systems should also have an in-built monitoring, evaluation and refinement mechanism in 

place. This includes early plans for data collection or access to data. 

 A regular, comprehensive evaluation of the impact of RIA on the (perceived) quality of regulatory 

decisions is essential. 

 It is important to evaluate the impacts in cases where the original RIA document does not 

coincide with the final text of the proposal 

 Systematic evaluation of the performance of the regulatory oversight bodies is important. 

As a minimum, every process of regulatory impact assessment should follow the steps summarised in 

Box 2.2. For RIA to be successful, it needs to have the following elements: 

 RIA has to start at the inception stage in order to inform policy development ; 

 Clearly identify the problem and desired goals of the proposal; 

 Identify and evaluate all reasonable potential alternative solutions (including non-regulatory ones); 

 Always attempt to assess all potential costs and benefits, both direct and indirect; 

 Be based on the best reasonably obtainable evidence and scientific expertise; 

 Be elaborated in consultations with stakeholders and well communicated. 
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Box 2.2. Basic steps in the regulatory impact assessment process 

1. Consultations and stakeholder engagement – Use inputs from all potentially affected 

stakeholders as well as other relevant experts in all stages of the RIA process. 

2. Problem definition – Describe assessment of the nature and extent of the problem to be 

addressed by the regulatory proposal, preferably in quantitative terms.1 

3. Objective – Clearly state the policy objective(s) and goal(s) of the regulatory proposal. 

4. Description of the regulatory proposal – Describe the existing regulatory framework, the 

proposed draft, identify administrative bodies and institutions responsible for drafting, 

implementing and enforcing the proposal, outline the enforcement regime and proposed 

strategy for ensuring compliance. 

5. Identification of alternatives – List the practical alternatives, including any non-regulatory 

approaches considered as potential solution of the identified problem. 

6. Analysis of benefit and costs – Clearly outline the benefits and costs expected from alternatives 

identified in previous steps. 

7. Identification of the preferred solution – Outline how and in what ways the identified regulatory 

proposal is superior to the alternatives that were considered. 

8. Setting out the monitoring and evaluation framework – Describe how performance of the 

regulation will be evaluated and anticipate the necessary data requirements. 

Notes: RIA is an iterative process; therefore some of the steps might be performed repeatedly using inputs from the subsequent ones. 

1. Qualitative terms might also be important, e.g. for public health issues. 

The Principles are divided into the following five sections: 

1. Commitment and buy-in for RIA; 

2. Governance of RIA – having the right set up or system design; 

3. Embedding RIA through strengthening capacity and accountability of the administration; 

4. Targeted and appropriate RIA methodology; and 

5. Continuous evaluation and improvement of RIA. 

Commitment and buy-in for RIA 

While RIA can be looked at as a “good policy-making process”, naturally, there might be forces militating 

against its use, be it bureaucratic inertia, political need for speed, an appetite to adopt certain politically 

sensitive proposals without much scrutiny, etc. Therefore, it is necessary to create frameworks that will 

secure RIA in practice and will counter the efforts to avoid or undermine it, factoring in flexibility which 

should help facilitate buy-in from across government stakeholders. Political commitment has always been 

an important factor for RIA to be successfully integrated into regulatory policy. However, the type of 

commitment is also important in the relevant governance systems.  

In addition to the support from inside the administration, a buy-in from stakeholders external to government 

creates a demand for good RIA. Activating key stakeholders that are in the private sector, civil society, 

media, and parliament not only creates demand for RIA but also provides mechanisms making policy 

makers and civil servants more accountable for their decisions to these stakeholders. This creates an 
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incentive for political leadership, legislature and regulators to support RIA. Nurturing the “demand” for 

better regulation can help incorporating RIA in the regulatory policy cycle. 

There are many ways in which governments can show their commitment towards RIA in the long run. To 

make sure this commitment and buy-in are sustainable, governments should: 

 Spell out what governments consider as “good regulations” to which RIA should contribute. 

More generally, governments should explain that RIA is used to ensure that their regulation abides 

by the principles of necessity,1 effectiveness,2 proportionality,3 predictability,4 transparency,5 

accountability,6 simplicity7 and participation.8 

 Introduce RIA as part of a comprehensive long-term plan to boost the quality of regulation. 

RIA alone will never be successful in improving the quality of regulation, unless coupled with 

additional regulatory reform tools such as the use of consultation, the adoption of a “policy cycle” 

approach with use of monitoring and ex post evaluation alongside with regular reviews of existing 

legislation (see also the forthcoming OECD Best Practice Principles on Stakeholder Engagement 

and on Reviewing the Stock of Regulation), etc.  

 Create an oversight unit for RIA with sufficient competences. Preferably, depending on the 

governance system of a given country, the unit should be located close to the centre of government 

due to the horizontal nature of RIA. The level of political commitment for RIA is maximised 

whenever governments create an institutional setting that leads to an enhanced control over the 

development of the RIA system. This aspect is central to the effectiveness of RIA introduction, and 

is also related to the need for governments to “signal” their commitment to external stakeholders, 

and civil servants within the administration and other institutions (see also the following section). 

 Create credible “internal constraints”. A commitment to RIA is more credible the more 

governments create internal procedural constraints that make RIA an (almost) inevitable 

requirement. Such internal constraints may include, for example:  

o a well-structured system of regulatory planning, which encourages administrations to start their 

work on regulatory proposals early enough that RIA can be accommodated in the regulatory 

process;  

o a requirement that all new (or at least major or those with significant impacts) regulatory 

proposals be coupled with a RIA document, to be presented in due time to gather comments 

from the oversight body;  

o the creation of dedicated RIA units for each department with sufficient analytical capacities, in 

charge of co-ordinating RIA work, with a clear incentive to promote the drafting of sound RIAs 

inside their administrations;  

o budgetary incentives related to compliance with RIA requirements, depending on the 

administrative system of a given country. This might even include limitation of budgetary 

resources to those administrative bodies systematically not complying with the obligation to 

conduct RIA.9 

Create “external constraints”, which guarantee that RIA will effectively be implemented. Constraints 

of external nature are also important to enhance the level of political commitment signalled to external 

stakeholders. The options for creating such constrains may include the following: 

 a commitment to “open government”, and in particular to a timely, sufficiently extended, fully open 

and participatory consultation process on major decisions;  

 the publication of yearly reports based on clear indicators, which track the government’s progress 

in implementing RIA;  

 the creation of dedicated representation bodies in charge of representing specific external interests 

as attached to the administration, or external to it;10 
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 the adoption of specific “screens” in the RIA methodology, which ensure that governments will be 

considering specific impacts in all policies, and that failure to consider such interests could even 

be seen as grounds for corrective measures, potentially even invalidation of the legal text by 

administrative or constitutional courts, the Council of State, etc. (e.g. think small principle, 

consumer impacts, trade impact assessments, fundamental rights IA, etc.);11 

 contemplating a role for other institutional bodies at arm’s length of the government in the regular 

or ad hoc scrutiny of the quality of the RIA process, and/or in-depth analysis of the quality of 

individual RIAs; 

 carrying out perception surveys on the government’s ability to carry out high quality RIAs in support 

of better regulatory outcomes among civil servants, policy-makers and/or also external 

stakeholders. 

Secure political backing of RIA. A key element that helps the consolidation of RIA and the credibility of 

government commitment towards regulatory reform is the stability of the reforms proposed. This is why 

securing bipartisan (or “multi-party”, depending on the level of fragmentation of the political landscape) 

consensus is fundamental to regulatory reform. Possible ways to achieve such a widespread endorsement 

could be, for example, the following:12  

 seeking the broadest possible political agreement on the proposed regulatory reform plan as well 

as on the RIA methodology; 

 appointing an independent oversight body or a parliamentary committee on regulatory reform,13  

 introducing the requirement for RIA in primary legislation (or even the country’s constitution14) as 

a general rule that will apply to the regulatory process for the coming generations. 

Securing stakeholder support is essential not only as a way to create consensus on a given better 

regulation strategy and secure support by key constituencies over time. In most of the countries that have 

successfully introduced RIA, the centre-of-government has managed to convince bureaucrats of the need 

to draft high quality RIAs also by creating expectations among, and a constant dialogue with, external 

stakeholders. Importantly, publicity of RIA and adequate consultation of RIA drafts can also increase the 

quality of the debate and of the final RIA document, and stimulate the birth and development of think tanks, 

industry and consumer associations, who need to strengthen their ability to respond quickly to government 

consultations. 

Governments have to ensure transparency of decision making to enable public control of the RIA 

process. Consultation on the draft RIA document is particularly useful since it can focus on the structure 

of the document, the data used, the alternative options selected, the criteria applied for comparing options, 

and the overall quality of the analysis adopted to select a specific preferred policy option. It is, in other 

words, a technical consultation process, rather than a political one (which focuses on the substance of the 

regulation and can be carried out later or at the same time), and as such can help administrations collect 

valuable information and avoid macroscopic mistakes from the outset. 

Governance of RIA – having the right set up or system design 

Apart from building consensus around the introduction of RIA by showing political commitment and 

securing backing from stakeholders and public officials, another key element in the design of a successful 

RIA system is governance. Making the right choices with respect to a number of governance-related 

aspects is essential to trigger virtuous dynamics and sufficient incentives inside government. 

RIA should be fully integrated with other regulatory management tools and should be implemented 

in the context of the Regulatory Governance Cycle.15 A responsive administration performs an ex ante 

RIA, but also provides for monitoring, data collection and evaluation indicators and an ex post evaluation, 

which itself leads to the identification of the need for further action and a new ex ante assessment phase. 



   19 

REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT © OECD 2020 
  

The evaluation of existing regulations should always take part before launching the development of new 

ones. Awareness of the entirety of the policy cycle is very important for a government that considers the 

introduction of RIA. Successful implementation of RIA is not possible without a functioning legislation 

planning system. Also, the implementation and enforcement phase should be taken into account already 

during the RIA process (which institution will be responsible for enforcing the regulation, how will regulated 

subjects be informed, etc.). RIA should also be coordinated with other potential assessment processes 

(e.g. policy costing or spending reviews done as part of the budget process). RIA should make use, where 

relevant, of existing data and evaluation indicators – e.g., for countries monitoring performance indicators 

as part of the budget process, those collected by Ministries of Finance and audited by the Supreme Audit 

Institution. 

RIA and its implementation should be adjusted to the legal and administrative system and culture 

of the country, e.g. the level of skills and resources, the location of skills within (or outside) the 

administration, the level of consensus among external stakeholders, the existence of a culture of open 

government within the administration and among stakeholders. There are countless paths towards the 

establishment of a successful RIA system: as diverse as RIA systems are, even more diverse are the paths 

to each of the variants of RIA available on a global scale. Nevertheless, the ultimate goal should always 

be a full-fledge RIA framework implemented through improvements over time, especially in terms of 

resources and skills inside the administration. 

Governments need to decide whether to implement RIA at once or gradually. Given the limited 

resources and experience with RIA, gradual implementation might be advisable for most countries. When 

RIA is being implemented, it is desirable to develop an implementation plan with measurable goals. Once 

the basic preconditions are met or at least planned, there are different possible paths to the gradual 

introduction of RIA, as described below: 

 A pilot phase, then the institutionalisation of RIA for all or all major regulations; 

 Starting with a simplified methodology, and then expand; 

 Starting from some institutions, and then expand RIA to others; 

 Starting from major regulatory proposals, and then lower the threshold to cover less significant 

regulations; 

 Starting with binding regulation and then moving to soft-law; 

 Starting with single- or multi-criteria qualitative analysis, and then gradually moving to quantitative 

analysis (CBA or other); 

 From concentrated RIA expertise to more distributed responsibilities. 

Responsibilities for RIA programme elements have to be allocated carefully. Since government 

bodies develop regulatory proposals, these institutions should also be responsible for the preparation of 

RIA. While some countries have relied on external consultants to carry out some of the components of the 

start-up phase, e.g. pilot projects or initial steps, it is important that the country develops a core team that 

has a “cross-functional” nature,16 i.e. involving individuals with different backgrounds and skills. Creating 

inter-disciplinary (including inter-ministerial) groups where possible is essential for RIA to be balanced and 

drafted by people with a diverse range of expertise. Appointing sub-units with RIA expertise within relevant 

ministries or departments can prove essential, as it concentrates the need for advanced skills in the hands 

of a few experts per administration. This, in turn, requires that a strong oversight body is able to challenge 

the conclusions these experts have reached. 

Effective regulatory oversight is a crucial precondition for a successful RIA. The Recommendation 

of the Council on Regulatory Policy and Governance recommends creating the oversight body “close to 

the centre of government, to ensure that regulation serves whole-of-government policy”; to set forth its 

authority in mandate, such as statute or executive order, and to make it independent from political influence 

when exercising its mandate. Depending on the legal and administrative system, the administration has to 
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decide whether to locate the oversight body inside or outside the government and where inside the 

government administration. However, the body should be independent from the one developing the draft 

regulation being assessed. The oversight body needs to be given a consistent mandate which must be 

accompanied by suitable instruments.  

RIA should be proportional to the significance of the regulation. RIA must be carefully/proportionately 

targeted in line with the size of the regulatory impact. Policy makers should target RIA towards regulatory 

proposals that are expected to have the largest impact on society, and ensure that all such proposals be 

subject to RIA scrutiny. The depth of the analysis should depend on the significance of the regulation being 

analysed. RIA, if carried out properly, takes time and resources. To ensure the right focus of the RIA 

framework, it is advisable to focus on the most important and impactful regulatory measures. Not all 

legislative proposals should go through the same level of analysis. Possible alternatives for sorting out 

which legislative proposals have to go through a certain level of analysis are: 

 setting quantitative thresholds (e.g. potential impacts over 100 mil. USD in the USA);  

 introducing a set of criteria (on issues such as the extent of the impact on competition, market 

openness, employment, productivity, innovation, investment as well the number of people affected 

by the proposed regulation.),  

 multi-criteria analysis17 or  

 a general principle of proportionate analysis (such as the one used by the European Commission). 

The choice of how deep should the RIA can be left to the administration itself, based on a principle 

of proportionality. At the same time, such choice requires the scrutiny of an oversight body able to 

intervene and suggest a deeper analysis in case the proportionality principle has not been applied.  

It is very important that the application of the threshold is transparent, and that the results of the application 

of the threshold are publicly shared. In addition, the role of regulatory oversight in ensuring that RIA is 

focusing on the most significant regulations is crucial.  

Many countries are using different stages of RIA (“small”/preliminary, vs. „big“ RIA). A two-step approach 

involves a preliminary RIA to identify regulations which should be subject to a detailed RIA. In such cases, 

a filter would be applied to most regulatory proposals, and a full RIA undertaken only for certain proposals, 

on the basis of defined thresholds. The fact that a regulation is required for compliance with international 

standards or supranational regulations is in some countries taken as a factor for deciding that a detailed 

RIA should not be applied. This might be dangerous as such regulations might have significant regulatory 

impacts and there still might be some “marge de manoeuvre” in terms of detailed implementation impact 

of which still has to be analysed. Other criteria for conducting a full RIA could be potential impacts on the 

competitiveness of the economy or a disproportionate impact on a sector or a group of stakeholders. 

Parliaments should be encouraged to set up their own procedures to guarantee the quality of 

legislation, including the quality of RIA. As the institutions responsible for approving legislation, 

parliaments can exercise oversight and control over the application of better regulation principles for new 

and amended regulation. Parliaments should actively use and the government RIAs and checks their 

completeness and, if possible, quality. Indeed, regulatory practices cannot be “cut and pasted” from the 

executive and need to be carefully designed to fit into the legislative setting.  

Embedding RIA through strengthening capacity and accountability of the 
administration 

Embedding RIA into the existing policy-making and decision-making processes is important. When RIA is 

a “stand alone” initiative it is not integral to the regulatory policy cycle and as such has limited if any effect 

on regulatory design/outcomes/societal welfare. RIA should be connected to the machinery government 

and the decision-making body of government, such as the cabinet or council of Ministers.  
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Governments must be aware of the fact and explain to stakeholders that RIA and better regulation are a 

medium- to long-term investment for the quality of regulation and of the political debate in a country: rather 

than being a panacea that solves all problems within a short timeframe, RIA and related better regulation 

tools such as ex post evaluation can trigger a learning process that will improve legislation over time, with 

the help of all stakeholders. 

Adequate training must be provided to civil servants that will potentially be charged with the drafting 

of RIA documents, as well as to understanding it and using it in their daily activities. Therefore, the training 

should, besides techniques for problem definition, setting policy objectives, identifying alternative solution, 

impact assessment, stakeholder engagement, and implementation of RIA, focus on real-life practical 

examples and case studies. Pilot projects can be used to make RIA training more targeted and relevant, 

which helps secure buy-in of the regulators who are to implement RIA. These can range from the large-

scale rolling out of RIA in selected government departments to very small-scale, half-day workshops to 

discuss a particular RIA with policy-makers and stakeholders. (Adelle et al., 2015[1]) Competent and 

committed public officials have shown to be a key ingredient of a successful RIA system, convincing them 

on the usefulness of RIA is therefore crucial. Skills are essential for RIA: knowing how to draft and also 

how to read a RIA document is a very challenging activity, which requires good expertise and the ability to 

communicate and trigger adequate learning. At the same time, training should not become just a one-off 

experience: training will only become useful to motivate civil servants if they know they will be rewarded 

with their ability to master RIA in their daily work.  

Governments should publish detailed guidance material, typically covering both the procedural 

requirements associated with RIA and the substantive aspects of RIA preparation. In addition, guidance 

on various analytical techniques should be made available. Given the technical nature of these techniques 

(such as CBA), general RIA guidance documents sometimes refer readers to separate, more detailed 

guidance documents. More recently, a number of countries have developed software-based tools that can 

be used to assist in RIA development.18 These calculators are, in some countries, accessible also to 

stakeholders, which can calculate the costs of current, drafted or potential regulations or their changes. 

There should be only limited exceptions to the general rule that RIA is required.19 Legitimate cases 

for exemptions (e.g. budget laws, national security matters) and exceptions (e.g. emergencies, market 

sensitive issues) from the RIA requirement exist. Nevertheless, too many exceptions to the obligation to 

perform RIA can become an alibi for administrations, whose role could become that of looking for the best 

excuse to put forward for not carrying out the analysis. 

Accountability- and performance-oriented arrangements should be implemented in accordance with 

the legal and administrative system of a given country. These could include, for example: 

 specifying the name of the responsible person for every regulatory proposal that is tabled by 

government and published online;  

 sign-off of RIA statements by responsible ministers/high-level officials/heads of administrative 

authorities; 

 including the evaluation of RIA work as an element in the evaluation of the performance and the 

determination of productivity of the civil servant;  

 specifying that skills in RIA are an element to be considered for career promotion to specific high-

responsibility positions in the administration.  

Targeted and appropriate RIA methodology 

It is often said that there is no “one size fits all” for applying RIA. This may also be relevant for the RIA 

methodology. Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) is one methodology that has been applied successfully but the 

complexity of the methodology varies across countries and even within countries. Other methodologies 

include comparing positive and negative impacts, qualitative and quantitative methods, multi-criteria 
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analysis, partial and general equilibrium analysis, as well as assessing direct and indirect effects. The RIA 

methodology must first suit the objective of RIA as well as the administrative context and capacity. 

The RIA methodology should be as simple and flexible as possible, while ensuring certain key 

features are covered. This is particularly the case when in “start-up” mode. Being able to adapt to the 

needs of decision-makers is key to maintaining the relevance of RIA. It can also address one of the main 

barriers to RIA implementation, which is the public official perception of RIA as being overwhelming and 

unrealistic. The examples could include not always requiring full-fledged CBA (see below), not requiring 

quantification if data are objectively not available, etc. 

RIA should not always be interpreted as requiring a full-fledged, quantitative cost-benefit analysis 

of legislation. A full assessment of macroeconomic impacts necessarily requires the adoption of 

sophisticated economic modelling. It is unlikely to be feasible in the majority of cases, given the general 

scarcity of expertise and resources available for the conduct of RIA in most countries. In such 

circumstances, implementing requirements to undertake substantially more demanding analyses involving 

general equilibrium models risks having perverse impacts, by diverting resources and focus from more 

feasible RIA tasks. Various methodologies can be used to compare positive and negative impacts of 

regulation, including qualitative and quantitative methods, cost-benefit analysis and multi-criteria methods, 

partial and general equilibrium analyses. Rather than always engaging in quantitative cost-benefit analysis, 

it is essential that officials in charge of RIA identify all possible direct and indirect impacts of alternative 

options that can in principle address and solve the identified policy problem. (See Box 2.3 for examples of 

various possible methods). Still, the goal of the administration implementing RIA should lie in making cost-

benefit analysis integral to a RIA.  

Box 2.3. Choosing the right methodology: Towards more sophisticated RIA methods? 

One of the key challenges in performing RIA is the choice of the most appropriate methodology to 

assess the impacts and compare alternative regulatory options. A first important choice to be made is 

the choice of whether to perform a partial equilibrium analysis or a general equilibrium analysis. The 

latter typically requires modelling abilities, and as such can and should be chosen only when a number 

of specific conditions are met: in particular, indirect impacts have to appear significant, and spread 

across various sectors of the economy; in addition, there must be sufficient skills within the 

administration, or the possibility to commission a general equilibrium modelling analysis from a high-

quality, reliable group of researchers inside or outside the administration. General equilibrium analysis 

is preferred by many scholars for its ability to capture very dispersed indirect impacts of regulation. For 

the time being, however, it is likely that the overwhelming majority of administrations will continue to 

use partial equilibrium analysis in RIA. However, where a regulation will materially affect one or more 

closely related markets or will have diverse and far reaching effects across the economy, a general 

equilibrium framework is required to assess these impacts.  

When performing partial equilibrium analysis, typically the methodological choices available to 

administrations are the following:  

 Least cost analysis looks only at costs, in order to select the alternative option that entails the 

lowest cost. This method is typically chosen whenever benefits are fixed, and the 

administrations only needs to choose how to achieve them.  

 Cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA) entails that administrations quantify (not monetise) the 

benefits that would be generated by one USD of costs imposed on society. The typical method 

used to compare options is thus the so-called benefit-cost ratio, which means dividing the 

benefits by costs. This method is normally used to all expenditure programs, as it leads to 

identifying the “value for money” of various expenditure programs. A typical question that can 
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be answered through cost-effectiveness analysis is “how many jobs will be created for every 

Dollar invested in this option?”; or, “how many lives are saved by every Euro spent on this 

option?”. 

 Cost-benefit analysis (CBA) entails the monetisation of all (or the most important) costs and 

benefits related to all viable alternatives at hand. In its most recurrent form, it disregards 

distributional impacts and only focuses on the selection of the regulatory alternative that exhibits 

the highest societal net benefit. Accordingly, the most common methodology in cost-benefit 

analysis is the “net benefits” calculation, which differs from the “benefit/cost ratio” method that 

is typically used in cost-effectiveness analysis (being benefit minus costs, rather than benefits 

divided by costs).  

 Multi-criteria analysis allows a comparison of alternative policy options along a set of pre-

determined criteria. For example, criteria chosen could include the impact on SMEs, the degree 

of protection of fundamental rights, consumer protection, etc. Multi-Criteria Analysis is 

particularly useful when Impact Assessment has to be reconciled with specific policy objectives, 

and as such is used as an instrument of policy coherence. This method is more likely to capture 

distributional impacts, although this crucially depends on the criteria chosen for evaluating 

options.  

Source: (OECD, 2015[2]), "Regulatory Impact Assessment and regulatory policy", in Regulatory Policy in Perspective: A Reader's Companion 

to the OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2015, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264241800-5-en. 

Sound data governance strategies can help in building the right foundations to produce, collect, 

process, access and sharing data in the context of RIA. Delivering value implies stressing the 

importance of evidence-based policymaking. In this light, tapping the value of data and new technologies 

(e.g. big data, AI) can help in better design, deploy, monitor and evaluate the impact of policy and regulation 

(OECD, 2019[3]). This implies involving relevant data holders and all potential sources of unbiased data 

(academics, institutes of statistics, etc.) in order to ensure that those data helps governments take the best 

possible course of action, based on the most complete and reliable information set. For instance, as 

discussed in the 2019 OECD Report The Path to Becoming a Data-Driven Public Sector (OECD, 2019[3]), 

OECD countries are increasingly benefiting from deploying shared data governance frameworks in the 

context of their regulatory activity (see Box 2.4). This helps is ensuring the enhanced access to and sharing 

of data (EASD) for a meaningful problem definition, for a careful analysis of the alternative solutions 

available, and also for an estimate of the compliance and enforcement costs associated with each of the 

alternative policy options. Increasingly involving statistical institutes and other relevant data holders within 

and outside the public sector is crucial to ensure streamlined data management and real-time data 

processing practices that can help in ensuring the access to trustworthy data sources informing RIA. For 

instance, complete and constantly evolving data on the performance of existing legislation, on the 

perception of citizens and industry, on the quality of existing rules, and on the potential impact of 

exogenous factors in the short- to medium-term. The potential of using and processing big data for 

developing better regulations is currently examined by many countries and should be fully exploited in the 

future. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264241800-5-en
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Box 2.4. Netherlands: Promoting shared data governance frameworks in the context of 
regulatory compliance  

The definition of a common data governance framework (from regulations to data federation tools 

and standards) in the context of regulatory activity can help in promoting data integration; and 

increase the adoption of good data management practices. The OECD model for public sector data 

governance (see Figure 2.1) highlights a set of elements and components that can help 

governments, line ministries, agencies and public sector organisations to deploy data sharing and 

access practices that can be fostered by the application of new technologies and tools (e.g. big data, 

linked data, APIs). The model is scalable for its replicability and can be applied to data sharing and 

access practices across organisations, levels of government, policy areas, sectors and borders. 

Figure 2.1. Data governance in the public sector 

 

Source: OECD (2019[3]), The Path to Becoming a Data-Driven Public Sector, Paris, https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/059814a7-en.  
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identifying the best available solution and there is an opportunity to consider alternatives to regulation. It 

is only if RIA is commenced at an early stage of policy development that there is any real possibility of it 

being adopted as an integral part of the policy process, rather than as a separate, procedurally-based 
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Regulatory actions that do not explicitly point to a failure of private markets or public institutions underlying 
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unjustified regulations and difficulties in monitoring and assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of these 

regulations. 

All plausible alternatives, including non-regulatory solutions must be taken into account. A 

“do-nothing option” – the assumed state of the world in the absence of the regulation (the “counterfactual,” 

or “baseline”) should always be included. RIAs should examine human welfare differences among 

alternative policies. Thus, it is important to look at whether the RIA considers plausible alternatives or if it 

only presents the preferred regulatory approach (perhaps with some unrealistic straw men alternatives). 

Do alternatives vary in their stringency? Are different regulatory instruments considered? Is evidence 

presented that allows you to easily evaluate alternatives and their relative effect on human welfare? Or 

does the RIA seem to focus on justifying a particular regulatory action? (Dudley et al., 2017[4]) For a 

typology of alternatives to “command-and-control” regulations see Box 2.5 

Box 2.5. Alternatives to “command-and-control” regulations 

Performance-based regulations: Performance-based regulation specifies required outcomes or 

objectives, rather than the means by which they must be achieved. Firms and individuals are able to 

choose the process by which they will comply with the law. This allows them to identify processes that 

are more efficient and lower cost in relation to their circumstances, and also promotes innovation and 

the adoption of new technology on a broader scale. 

Process-based regulations: These regulations are so named because they require businesses to 

develop processes that ensure a systematic approach to controlling and minimising production risks. 

They are based on the idea that, given the right incentives, producers are likely to prove more effective 

in identifying hazards and developing lowest-cost solutions than is a central regulatory authority. They 

are particularly useful where there are multiple and complex sources of risk, and ex post testing of the 

product is either relatively ineffective or prohibitively expensive. 

Co-regulation: Under co-regulation, the regulatory role is shared between government and industry. It 

is usually effected through legislative reference or endorsement of a code of practice. Typically, the 

industry or a large proportion of industry participants formulate a code of practice in consultation with 

government, with breaches of the code usually enforceable via sanctions imposed by industry or 

professional organisations rather than the government directly. This approach allows industry to take 

the lead in the regulation of its members by setting standards and encouraging greater responsibility 

for performance. It also exploits the expertise and knowledge held within the industry or professional 

association. 

Economic regulation: A more modern explanation sees economic regulation being less about 

correcting for market failures and more about enabling markets to work more effectively. That is, where 

the disciplines of competition are weak or absent, an economic regulator acts as a ‘visible hand’ seeking 

to guide service providers towards outcomes (e.g. in terms of price, quality or both) that would have 

occurred had the market been subject to those competitive disciplines. 

Economic instruments: At a theoretical level, the use of economic instruments should a priori be the 

preferred means of achieving policy objectives in a wide range of situations. This is because these tools 

– taxes, subsidies, tradable permits, vouchers and the like – operate directly through the market, thus 

harnessing market incentives and avoiding the substantial potential for distorting market incentives 

inherent in most forms of regulation. 

Information and education: The most widely used alternative approach to regulation in OECD 

member countries is information and education campaigns. These approaches address information 

asymmetries and empower citizens and consumers to adopt actions or make informed choices that 
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match their preferences and align their sensibility to risks. While many information campaigns simply 

seek to inform citizens and enhance consumer choice, some information campaigns are more explicit 

in seeking to change behaviour. 

Voluntary approaches: Voluntary approaches are arrangements initiated and undertaken by industry 

and firms, sometimes formally sanctioned or endorsed by government, in which self-imposed 

requirements which go beyond or complement the prevailing regulatory requirements. They include 

voluntary initiatives, voluntary codes, voluntary agreements, and self-regulation and can vary in regard 

to their enforceability and degree of voluntarism. 

Behavioural insights (BI): Uses an inductive approach to policy making that seeks to understand how 

context and biases influence decision-making, and pre-test solutions to determine what works before 

implementing at larger scale. This method uses insights from psychology, cognitive science, and social 

science to anticipate the behavioural consequences of policies and ultimately design and deliver more 

effective policies by using behaviourally-informed strategies to guide decision making.  

Source: (OECD, 2002[5]), OECD Reviews of Regulatory Reform: Regulatory Policies in OECD Countries, Paris, 

https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264177437-en; https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/What-Is-Economic-Regulation.pdf; 

(OECD, 2019[6]), Tools and Ethics for Applied Behavioural Insights: The BASIC Toolkit, OECD Publishing, Paris, 

https://doi.org/10.1787/9ea76a8f-en. 

It is essential to always identify all relevant direct and important indirect costs as well as benefits 

that would emerge if the available regulatory options are implemented. This can enable a more meaningful 

comparison of regulatory options. Regardless of whether RIA is eventually based on CBA or not, identifying 

all groups of stakeholders who would be impacted and how they will be impacted, as well as potential 

disproportionalities in these impacts can enable a more meaningful comparison of regulatory options. It is 

necessary to go beyond direct economic impacts and include various types of impacts, such as impacts 

on environment (see for example (OECD, 2018[7])), social impacts (jobs, public health, gender equality, 

poverty, inequalities and their reduction, working conditions, etc.), impacts on innovation, cross-border 

impacts and also second-round effects and unintended consequences, etc. RIA should also take into 

account the Sustainable Development Goals. Wherever partial impact assessments are being conducted 

separately, they should be integrated into one crosscutting integrated impact assessment. For a taxonomy 

of compliance costs see Figure 2.2, for a methodology on measuring compliance costs see (OECD, 

2014[8]). Given that SMEs represent the largest share of companies in most economies, SME-friendly 

legislation is an important pre-conditions for a favourable business environment. Many countries adopted 

an approach similar to the “think small first” principle which requires public authorities to take into 

consideration the interests and needs of SMEs at an early stage of policy making. RIA mechanisms should 

explicitly consider the impact of the legislation on SMEs (the “SME test”) as an integral part of the 

assessment. The SME test may lead to the exclusion of SMEs (often micro-enterprises) from the scope of 

regulations, or to the introduction of exemptions, transition periods or tailor-made provisions for SMEs. 

https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/What-Is-Economic-Regulation.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1787/9ea76a8f-en
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Figure 2.2. Taxonomy of regulatory costs 

 

Source: (OECD, 2014[8]), OECD Regulatory Compliance Cost Assessment Guidance, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264209657-en. 
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important information on the costs and benefits of alternatives, including their effectiveness. An example 

of an innovative tool that can help in making RIA more open and participatory is the publication of open 

and linked data on draft regulations, or other segments of the regulatory process, making it easier for 

stakeholders to participate in the regulatory process, and monitor and assist in shaping better regulations. 

The public, especially those affected by regulations, can also themselves often provide much of the data 

needed to complete the RIA. Consultation and user engagement can furnish important information on the 

feasibility of proposals, on the alternatives considered, and on the degree to which affected parties are 

likely to comply with the proposed regulation. Furthermore, the assumptions and data used in RIA can also 

be improved if they are tested after the carrying out of the RIA through public disclosure and consultation. 

Some form of guidance for stakeholder engagement on the ways of engagement, handling data, topic for 
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issues often contain both structural (i.e. legal, economic incentives, technical, etc.) and behavioural (i.e. 

errors in decision making based on context and biases) drivers. Omitting a behavioural analysis of a policy 

problem can lead to a misunderstanding of the problem itself, and miss an opportunity to incorporate 

behaviourally-informed solutions that can lead to more effective policy outcomes. Broadly, behavioural 
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drivers of policy problems can be categorised according to four key drivers: attention, belief formation, 

choices and determination – or “ABCD” (Box 2.6). This extends to organisational decision making, as 

organisations are made up of individuals and evidence shows that they are influenced via the people inside 

them. OECD (2019[6]) provides policymakers with a toolkit and set of ethical guidelines for applying 

behavioural insights (BI) to any policy problem from start to finish. 

Box 2.6. The “ABCD” of behavioural insights in public policy 

Have you ever missed an important appointment because you had too much to do and forgot? Given 

up on properly filling out a public form because it was too cumbersome and hard to understand? Driven 

a little above the speed limit because all the other drivers were going fast as well? 

These are everyday examples of how context and behavioural biases can influence decision-making. 

A better understanding of human behaviour can lead to better policies. Drawing from rigorous research 

from behavioural economics and the behavioural sciences, behavioural insights (BI) can help public 

bodies understand why citizens behave as they do and pretest which policy solutions are the most 

effective before implementing them at large scale. By integrating BI into policy making, policy makers 

can better anticipate the behavioural consequences of policies and ultimately design and deliver more 

effective policies that can improve the welfare of citizens. 

The “ABCD” framework focuses on four key drivers of behavioural policy problems: Attention, Belief 

Formation, Choice and Determination (Table 2.1): 

Table 2.1. The ABCD framework with examples 

The ABCD of behavioural drivers Sample policy 

problem 

Behavioural strategy Impact 

Attention: people’s attention is 

limited and easily distracted 

Patients fail to attend 
their medical 

appointments 

Send SMS reminders that 
include the cost of a missed 
appointment to the health 

system 

25% reduction in missed 

appointments 

Belief formation: people rely on 
mental shortcuts and often 
over/under estimate outcomes and 

probabilities 

Residents speed up 
at sharp turns, 
resulting in more car 

crashes 

Paint a series of white lines 
to create the illusion of 
speeding up so people slow 

down 

36% fewer crashes in 6 

months 

Choice: People are influenced by 
the framing and the social as well 

as situation contexts of choices 

Households do not 
make sufficient 
efforts for energy 

efficiency 

Send letters to utility 
customers comparing their 
electricity consumption to 

that of neighbours 

2.0% reduction in electricity 
consumption, resulting in a 
reduction of 450k tonnes of 

CO2 and USD 75 million in 

savings 

Determination: Even when people 
make good choices, people’s 

willpower is limited and subject to 
psychological biases that prevent 

long-run success 

Job seekers are 
struggling to find 

work 

Create a “commitment pack” 
that includes meeting with 

an employment advisor to 
create an actionable job-

hunting plan 

23% more job seekers found 

work 

Source: (OECD, 2019[6]), Tools and Ethics for Applied Behavioural Insights: The BASIC Toolkit, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9ea76a8f-en. 

The development of implementation, enforcement and compliance strategies for each option, 

including an evaluation of their effectiveness and efficiency should be part of every RIA. It is important, 

already at the stage of drafting regulations, to develop a realistic, practical and co-ordinated plan for the 

implementation of the selected measure. RIA should clearly state which institution(s) will be responsible 

https://doi.org/10.1787/9ea76a8f-en
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for implementing and enforcing the regulation and also what resources will be needed and how they will 

be made available. In designing the implementation strategy, RIA should also consider alternatives to 

state-led regulatory enforcement (such as market forces, private sector and civil society actions). When 

considering whether state-led regulatory enforcement is truly required, it is important to consider the 

question of compliance incentives. (For more information, see (OECD, 2014[9]). 

RIA should be perceived as an iterative process of considering and evaluating policy alternatives that 

contributes to improving the policy capacities of the administration to make better decisions rather than a 

magic formula which automatically generates the best solution to every problem. In essence, RIA attempts 

to widen and clarify the relevant factors for decision-making. It implicitly broadens the mission of regulators 

from highly-focused problem-solving to balanced decisions that trade off problems against wider economic 

and distributional goals. Far from being a technocratic tool that can be simply ‘‘added on’’ to the decision-

making system by policy directive, it is a method for transforming the view of what is appropriate action. 

Once this is clearly understood, it is easier to appreciate the long-term perspective for a RIA and its role in 

the policy decision process. 

Results of RIA should be well communicated. RIAs should not be written in a way that obfuscates 

important information or skews the analysis to support a particular outcome (Dudley et al., 2017[4]). RIA 

communication should also respect certain prerequisites of information established by regulatory 

authorities but maintain a reasonable level of simplicity and conciseness. To complete the publication, 

references should be made available in annexes to allow interested users to find the background 

information used to undertake the RIA and inform about the robustness of the evidence base, assumptions 

and their limitations, etc. Preferably, each RIA statement should include a short, easy-to-understand 

summary, e.g. in a form of the table, briefly introducing the assessed options, their costs and benefits and 

justifying why the preferred option has been selected. 

Continuous monitoring, evaluation and improvement of RIA 

The scope of the analysis should be expanded to cover the policy cycle. It is important to validate the 

real impacts of adopted regulations sometime after their implementation. This will not only help to 

improve the quality of regulations themselves but also inform future ex ante RIAs by gathering data and 

providing feedback on the RIA development process. To be able to do this, appropriate data on impacts of 

regulations must be collected drawing upon the deployment of sound data governance and management 

practices from the beginning (see previous section), which can enhance data trustworthiness and 

accuracy. Recognising the relevance of the Government Data Value Cycle (see Box 2.7) throughout the 

policy and regulatory cycle means data requirements will be considered from the outset during the 

regulatory development phase. By focussing on data requirements at an earlier stage in regulatory design, 

we can more clearly articulate how the achievement of regulatory goals will be measured. Data which 

reflect regulatory outcomes, rather than inputs or outputs, need to be collected. Ex post impact analysis is 

also very important in cases of regulations adopted with an exception from going through ex ante RIA, for 

example in cases of emergency. 
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Box 2.7. Managing and applying data to generate public value 

The Government Data Value Cycle identifies the stages through which data pass in order to be 

managed well. The cycle tracks the journey from handling data (raw, isolated and unstructured 

datasets) to identifying and understanding the relationships between those data, resulting in 

information and knowledge that form the basis for governments to take action and make decisions. 

This happens through feedback loops and ongoing iteration with data informing and affecting the 

nature of decision-making processes, which in turn lead to the production and collection of different or 

more data. 

Figure 2.3. The Government Data Value Cycle 

 

Source: (OECD, 2019[18]), The path to becoming a data-driven public sector, Paris, https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/059814a7-en. 

RIA activities benefit from the governance and management of data according to that cycle but there 

are also opportunities in terms of applying data to generate public value. Considering the flow of data 

from planning, through delivery and into monitoring is particularly relevant for ex post RIA evaluation.  
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Figure 2.4. Where data-driven public sector approaches can generate public value 

 

Source: (OECD, 2019[3]), The path to becoming a data-driven public sector, Paris, https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/059814a7-en. 

RIA systems should also have an in-built monitoring, evaluation and refinement mechanism in 

place. This includes early plans for data collection or access to data. Measuring and demonstrating the 

added value of RIA is also helpful in maintaining sustainable commitment for RIA. The measurement can 
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ministries that are performing well in their RIA implementation. The development of monitoring 
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constitute an important quality assurance mechanism for RIA. 
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In addition, systematic evaluation of the performance of the regulatory oversight bodies that 

co-ordinate and supervise the regulatory governance cycle, and oversee the quality of RIAs is also 

important. Such an evaluation process could contribute to the understanding of emerging problems and 

to the continuous learning of how to improve the practice of regulatory oversight.  

Notes

1 Administrations should only intervene when necessary. 

2 Regulations should lead to achieving its goals. 

3 Proposed solutions should be appropriate to the risk posed, and costs identified and minimised. 

4 The processes and rules for developing, amending and reviewing regulations should be clearly set and 

followed consistently. 

5 Administrations should be open, and keep regulations simple and user-friendly. 

6 Administrations must be able to justify decisions, and be subject to public scrutiny. 

7 Both regulations and regulation-making processes should be simple and easy to understand. 

8 All stakeholders should have an opportunity to express their views. 

9 So far, this approach has not been implemented in practice in any OECD country, according to our knowledge. 

10 Such as the Danish Business Forum. 

11 This should nonetheless be accompanied by an equally important requirement - ensuring that the data 

and evidence procured, collected and used in the RIA reflects the imperative of (i) impartiality and (ii) 

excellence. 

12 The following list is not prescriptive and present only potential options implementation of which depends 

on a legal and administrative system of a given country. 

13 And, potentially, having a member of the opposition to chair it, or members of non-government parties 

to sit in the body’s board. 

14 Using this option depends on the legal an administrative system of the country. 

15 For a description of the Regulatory Governance Cycle, see (OECD, 2002[5]). 

16 However, it has also been argued that the use of external expertise (e.g. through the appointment of 

consultants) is not necessarily inconsistent with the achievement of the cultural change objectives in 

respect of RIA that were cited above. In this view, the fundamental issue is that of the nature of the 

relationship between the consultant and the policy officials: where the RIA consultant is brought into the 

policy process at an early stage, the relationship with departmental officials can be one of dialogue in which 

the work undertaken on the RIA can contribute to ongoing policy development, while also allowing for the 

transfer of expertise to departmental officials as part of the process. Arguably, there is little operational 

difference between the employment of an external policy consultant and the use of departmental staff, who 

can be considered to amount effectively to internal consultants. In both cases, the fundamental issue 

remains that of ensuring a direct and continuing dialogue between the RIA expert and departmental policy 

officials and decision-makers.  
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Still, administrations remain politically accountable and operationally and substantially responsible for the 

RIA. If they opt for outsourcing (parts of) a RIA, they should i) retain full control of the purpose, scope, and 

depth of the analysis; ii) be fully aware of the implications that the recommended option is likely to trigger; 

and iii) ascertain that the final proposed legal text reflects the RIA (and vice-versa). Ideally, any outsourcing 

should occur upon carefully drafted and validated protocols (Terms of Reference) to the attention of the 

contracting party – and such protocols should be made public. The selection of the contracting party 

(consultants, experts) must also be transparent and based on excellence. 

17 For example in Switzerland, a more complex RIA is required when three criteria from a list of 10 are met.  

18 E.g. the Australian Commonwealth Regulatory Burden Measure: https://rbm.obpr.gov.au/home.aspx.  

19 Where exceptions are invoked (and to reduce the incentive for their misuse), it should be mandatory to 

conduct an ex post evaluation in such cases. Data arrangements to monitor the regulation’s impacts must 

be made at the time the regulation passes into law at the latest. This could be facilitated via a post-

implementation review that is currently part of a number of countries’ systems. 
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