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Background and aims
The Economic Committee (EC) held a joint Round Table Discussion on Strategy for Reducing Administrative Burdens with OECD on 25 July 2009.  The motive of this Round Table Discussion was to strengthen the efforts in reducing administrative burden across the board in order to identify general principles for simplification strategies.  This could be beneficial for the reduction of administrative burden in various procedures and thus complement the implementation of the EoDB initiative for which EC had been playing a leading role.
Summary of discussion

The Round Table Discussion was chaired by EC Chair and consisted of two sessions; 

Session 1 : 
Strategy for Reducing Administrative Burden


(Moderator: Dr. Omori, EC Chair)

Session 2 : 
Building an Institutional Framework for Regulatory Impact Analysis


(Moderator: Ms. Mao, Hong Kong, China)

<Session 1>
EC Chair, made the opening remarks, explaining the background and the aim of this Round Table Discussion as in the Issue Paper 2009/SOM2/EC-OECD/RT/002.

Mr. Konvitz, Head of Regulatory Policy Division of OECD, made a presentation with documents 2009/SOM2/EC-OECD/RT/003 and 004, as the lead speaker of Session 1.
Following OECD’s presentation, Canada, Chinese Taipei and Mexico made presentations on their experiences and/or current policies with their presentation documents 2009/SOM2/EC-
OECD/RT/005(Canada), 2009/SOM2/EC-OECD/RT/008(Chinese Taipei), 2009/SOM2/EC-
OECD/RT/007(Mexico).
Key points of each presentation were as follows;

OECD

OECD introduced the “Dutch Model” which reduced administrative burdens by 25% as one of the good practices.
<Main features of the “Dutch Model”>

· Development and use of a method for measurement

· Establishment of quantitative target

· Strong co-ordination at centre of government

· Independent “watchdog”
· Linking to the budget cycle and reporting obligations

· Strong support from government and across political parties

Other key points for a successful reform are;
· Cultural change across government needs to be promoted

· Learning from past experiences are important
· Communication is essential in order to engage all stakeholders including SMEs and foreigners as well as general public

· Incentive mechanisms should be used

Canada

Canada, taking into account the complex and cumbersome regulatory system, recently moved to create a new performance-based regulatory system of which the major planks are;
1. 
Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation (CDSR)

2. 
Paper Burden Reduction Initiative (PBRI)

3. 
Major Projects Management Office (MPMO)

The CDSR came into effect in 2007 in order to ensure that efficiency and effectiveness are key considerations in the development and implementation of new federal regulations.
Under the PBRI, the Canadian government committed to reduce the administrative and paper burden of small business by 20% by 2008.
The MPMO was introduced to provide a single window on the federal regulatory process for large natural resource projects and also to consolidate and streamline regulatory processes.
Canada also works on other burden reduction initiatives such as reducing the tax compliance burden especially for small business.
Chinese Taipei

There is a strong political support for “deregulation” in Chinese Taipei.
Four areas were defined as Target Areas for Reform;
· Entry barriers to the service industry

· Cross-industry business operation

· Flows of capital and human resources

· Regulation of business operation

As for the mechanism for administrative simplification, roundtable discussions with multi- disciplinary specialists such as lawyers and public accountants were coordinated.

Chinese Taipei recognises the following as the “Barriers to the Reform”;

· Resistance to change

· Conflicting interests

· Lack of information and supporting data

In order to overcome these barriers, Chinese Taipei, with strong high-level political supports, enhanced “research and analysis” and promote intensive consultations with stakeholders.

Mexico

As a federal state, Mexico faces the complexity of federal and local governments’ procedures and/or formalities.
As one of the measures to cope with this problem, Mexico introduced Rapid Business Start-Up System (SARE) to facilitate establishment of business.
They also promote “Biennial Regulatory Reform Programs” under which all federal ministries and agencies have to formulate a Regulatory Reform Program every two years (hence it is called “Biennial”).  This program allows all productive sectors to learn about and comment on the future actions regarding the creation, modification or elimination of formalities and regulations.
Another program they promote is “Simplification Program for External Trade” which, for example, contemplates tariff reductions and/or eliminations in 8300 tariff lines.
Mexico stressed key elements for reform are;
1. 
High level political support

2. 
Communication is necessary as to obtain understanding from public and within the government.

Hong Kong, China, Australia, and Singapore also shared their experiences.

Hong Kong, China has been introducing plenty of business facilitation initiatives and working closely with the business sectors but there are both positively affected and negatively affected stakeholders.  Hong Kong, China pointed that it is necessary to find ways or give incentive to those who are negatively affected.  (2009/SOM2/EC-OECD/RT/006 and 006a)
Australia appointed Minister of Finance as a minister “responsible for deregulation” as in the Dutch Model and also created two new bodies within the Department of Finance to oversee the deregulation.  One is the office of best practice regulation of which one of the tasks is to enforce hard rules about RIA, and the other is a deregulation policy division which has responsibility for assisting agencies in reducing administrative burdens.  The Australian government also focuses on Stock-take Bill to repeal unnecessary regulations.
Singapore set up Pro-Enterprise Panel (PEP) ten years ago. PEP is a public-private collaboration through which private sectors send their proposals or suggestions directly to the heads of regulatory agencies.  They can check the responses to their proposals through website.
Following elements were commonly pointed out in the presentations as keys for regulatory reforms;

· Cultural change across government(s)
· Strong and continuous political support, especially from high-level
· Obtaining understanding both from public and inside the government, and needs for communication as a tool
Some of the responses from economies are;

Indonesia raised a question of how we could get the political support in the first place.
Chinese Taipei asked for the elaboration of “incentive mechanism”, especially in the context of the traditional philosophy of government employees, “less action then less mistakes”.
Hong Kong, China noted that comprehensiveness and targeting can go hand in hand. Prioritising is necessary but governments should not project an image that they are favouring one sector in the expense of others.
USA commented on how we ensure that the public knows the administrative sections actually heard their suggestions.
Japan shared its experience of failure as a lesson for other economies, self-analysing that the lack of long-term political support was the one of the main reasons of the failure.
Singapore noted that comprehensive approach may not always be applicable.  For example, if the political support is not sufficient, or if the political initiative is strong but the civil service does not move, then taking agenda by agenda approach, starting from a small targeted area may be relevant.

<Session 2>
New Zealand and Japan explained their current Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) regime or framework with their documents 2009/SOM2/EC-OECD/RT/011 and 010 respectively.
Key points of each presentation were as follows;

New Zealand

The Treasury was assigned responsibility for the regulatory management system, expanding its role into the following areas;
· RIA

· Prioritised regulatory review work programme

· Strategic co-ordination of the regulatory quality system

New Zealand’s RIA aims to deliver a high quality information base for decision-makers and transparency around decision making.

As for critical success factors, New Zealand recognises the following.

· There need to be “buy-in” from stakeholders.  They need to understand the value of doing RIA.
· Strong leadership and advocacy from senior Ministers is required.  New Zealand established a specific Minister responsible for regulatory reform, as well as a Minister acting as a champion for regulatory quality within Cabinet (the Minister of Finance).
· All participants need to be clear on their respective roles and right incentives need to be in place to encourage everyone to perform their expected role and be held to account for its delivery.
· The skills and capability to perform their role is also important.
Japan

· The RIA in Japan is based on enforcement order of Government Policy Evaluation Act, which was amended in 2007 and the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications are responsible for the implementation of RIA.
· All ministries are legally obliged to conduct ex-ante evaluation when establishing, abolishing or revising regulations and each ministry need to announce the result to the public when they conduct RIA.

Some of the responses from economies are;
Singapore commented that it is important to find right people to carry out RIA to avoid it become merely an administrated bureaucratic process of reporting numbers.
OECD noted that there are two important points for RIA; one is to be sure that it is done early enough to make difference to political decisions and the other is creating a record that we can re-evaluate the regulation in the future.
Australia pointed there are two misunderstanding for RIA.  One is that costs and benefits, especially benefits have to have monetary figures and the other is if options within RIA are politically impossible or unfeasible, it is not appropriate to refer them in RIA.
Hong Kong, China noted there is a pressure in society asking for monetised figures.
Thailand questioned how certain aspects such as environmental impacts are taken into account in RIA framework and Japan explained the RIA in Japan is a money-based assessment and it has another framework for environmental assessment overseen by Ministry of Environment.
OECD noted that RIA is still in a learning-from-experience stage. Therefore, OECD encourages economies to start implementing RIA and appreciates feedback.
Hong Kong, China commented that several indicators are used for assessment but there may be some conflicts between different interests. Benefits for some may be costs for others.
Summary
In summarising the discussion, EC Chair noted that there are still some important questions to be addressed, such as
· How to introduce incentive mechanism
· How to find right people for conducting RIA with unbiased expertise
· How to capture and weigh intangible benefits of reducing administrative burdens
The discussion confirmed the usefulness of the following 3-dimensional approach to structural reforms;

1.
Five LAISIR agenda

2.
Specific “hot spots” as in EoDB

3. 
Seeking horizontal strategies for simplification which may lead to standardisation of

administrative procedures that facilitates activities.
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