2019. 11. 12. - 17.

KDI

L

1 E 2 =X

1) SSEIL WKMOILE &4
(] ‘European Institute of Public Administration(e]3} EIPA)’ + EU 2 OECD
3= T A FXT AR IARES R 29 ZAX YT
7HImpact Assessment) nlS- AlP|U-E A A
o AA] AARFAA F& YHAA 7ted Fa3 HFS AAA S 9
v FFHIMA)E A=A AFHoE oAWA =Ystar Aok

sh=x WS o] B EIPA Avte] F 2H.

2) AW IHME ST MEIL HE
(] EIPA ¥AAReke] A Fall EU 7A93 7= &9 2= vfeta
NE=AR e thall 3R
O A FAATAE WellA YA 2 Al F8 ABFo] Ha Y= F
2ol thsll 7 2 =9
o AHQle A FA AAF J|FE, AEUS FFH7MIA)S A st

T ATAle] 24713, AAFHIE D T dE EAE =9



2 EZ UL
O o 4k FAAF
O 71 k20199 11€ 12¥93h ~ 179(%), = d=Y 23
O 44 UE= nfxE3E
O &4k & 24
ol & &4 2 A
1 7173 KDI #AATAE A=A+ dZdT7d
2 EARAR KDI #AATAE EAE7IE dZd7d
3 oo
Q= ks & Hl 3
08:00~11:00 | ] 5 (MF AP &) AW (T F-3])
KE 925
11/12 | 1400-1830 EIFQAATIT-GzEEd 27 | (BB ATELe 11/09(F)
! Z3%) E=1(KE 905), 139 LAl &
& 4 vlaEelsER A o))
19:00~20:00 ;E;Aﬂ%g%ﬁq}iﬂ]g% NS 2=
12:00-1500 | | Sl AET SYATEE g e
g3 EY
o A&7} Theo Jans
16:00~18:00 | A&7} Wgh: EUS JFH 7t
11/13 4 EIPA Maastricht
(‘)r\‘) 2129 The
2H4: Theo Jans, Wim Marneffe,
19:00~21:00 | FE3]: Fh=ro] FFEA WHE | V1A, A
74 Brasserie Monopole
ASAEY ‘Working with Impact
Assessment at the EU Level’ 14x}
1114 - o U2 Fﬁﬂl% Pt
=) 08:30~17:00 | - %?%’—]%i} FEgFH 7] BAEA Z+Z~: EIPA Maastricht
- It Azdle] 22 9 Ax}
- AR, AAEFeL FH(EEF
-aE 9 BEAER)

LSAHY ‘Working  with Impact
Assessment at the EU Level’ 2€2}
- PARG NG FFRERE
11/15
; 09:00~17:00 | - HEA FAn Lo AHAE) | A& EIPA Maastricht
=) - B9 4Pt =7 % W
- SR RN (UE)
- A7t
o] Z(nfAEZ S EY g E2Y _
13:00-16:00 | S\ oo "INS 2e
11/16 s2)
N(AzHET FFIEAE|
(£) | 17:00~18:00 Srel® e NS 4=
%)
21:00~16:00 drEHEYE  2IEFIF2
| %"1%(;‘: | 22 1533 KE 926
11/17 | (+1) 33
(&) | 17:00~20:00 | °l5(AHFFAF) A 2 2(F e F-37)

[ EIPA ZSA =Y AEYA

Working with Impact Assessment
at the EU Level

Seminar Overview
Date: 14 November 2019 — 15 Nevember 2019
Location: EIPA Headquarters Maastricht

(Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 22, 6211 HE Maastricht, Netherlands)
Project number: 1920302
Attendees: Scholars, Institutes, Government officials from various
countries

[Day 1] Thursday 14" November — Maastricht

08.45 Registration of participants

Welcome and introduction
09.00 Presentation of the lecturers and the seminar objectives
Dr Theo Jans, Associate Professor, EIPA Maastricht

Better Regulation and Impact Assessments in comparative
perspective

09.15
A brief presentation of the European Better Regulation strategy
and the role of Impact Assessments in these efforts to improve




the quality of the regulatory environment.

10.45

Coffee break

11.00

The analytical steps in a European Commission (EC) Impact
Assessment

Presentation of the key features of the EC Impact Assessments
and a thorough discussion of the key analytical steps in Impact
Assessments: problem definition, objectives, policy options, impact
analysis, selection and ranking, monitoring and evaluation.

12.00

The organisational and procedural features of the EC Impact
Assessment system

The procedures, documents, actors, deadlines and quality control
mvolved in EC Impact Assessments are discussed. The
presentation concentrates on a number of practical features of the
process (e.g. interservice groups, Regulatory Scrutiny board,
translation, types of IA documents, etc.), which should help
national officials in identifying and understanding the key features
of an TA.

13.00

Lunch break

14.00

Introduction to the exercises and case studies

The exercises are modeled on two different EC Impact
Assessments: one primarily contains qualitative analysis; the other
provides elaborate quantitative analysis and monetisation. Both
cases are presented by the lecturer and the participants are asked
to study a number of documents in preparation of the exercises.

14.30

Group exercise 1 — Analytical steps of an EC IA: problem
definition, objectives, policy options

The participants are divided into separate groups and, based on a
number of documents and data, they are asked to develop the
first steps of an IA. They will need to describe a
problemdefinition, objectives and at least three policy options.
While conducting the group work,participants will be guided and
assisted by the lecturer who will monitor the work progress.

15.30

Coffee break

16.00

Debriefing group exercise 1 — Presentation and discussion of
problem definition, objectives and policy options

The “rapporteur” of each group presents their group’s work and
the first steps of the ImpactAssessments. The different results are
discussed and commented on by the participants and by the
lecturer. Following the discussion of the different group
contributions, the actual IAs as drafted by the EC will be
presented by the lecturer.

[Day 2] Friday 15" November — Maastricht

09.15

Defining and reducing administrative burdens: the standard cost
model

A discussion of compliance and administrative costs in EC
legislative proposals and implementing measures. The Standard
Cost Model is introduced with a succinct analysis of the tool’s

strengths and weaknesses.

10.00

Group exercise 2 and debriefing — Determining administrative
costs in legislation

The participants receive a piece of legislation and are asked to
calculate the administrative costs involved. Following their
calculations, they are asked to develop an administrative burden
reduction proposal. The group work is followed by a plenary
debriefing during which the real calculations and reductions are
unveiled.

11.00

Coffee break

11.30

Quantitative tools and techniques for Impact Assessments

An overview of the main tools used to conduct a quantitative
analysis in the framework of an IA. The logic and
appropriateness of the different tools are discussed and the
participants receive guidance on which techniques can best be
used for certain purposes. Based on case study materials, the
quantitative techniques used for the analysis of different policy
options are discussed.

Dr Wim Marneffe, UHasselt, Belgium

12.45

Lunch break

14.00

Group exercise 3 — Cost-benefit analysis: assessing costs and
option selection.

A case-study regarding emissions of cars, will constitute the basis
for an exercise on cost-benefit reasoning and selection. The
participants carry out a working group assignment, followed by a
collective debriefing guided by the lecturer. Finally, the
participants will be asked to present the quantitative techniques
they consider using for the case-study developed in their
respective workings groups (see DAY1).

Dr Wim Marneffe

16.00

Evaluation and end of the seminar

17.00

End of the first day

17.15

Reception
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Objective 1 - +
Environmental protection
~ Objective 2 - +
Worker safety (accidents)
Objective 3 + +
Legal certainty

: .

Coherence No, significant Yes, limited
trade-off trade-off
Implementation and Limited risks Limited risks

compliance risk
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The Regulatory Scrutiny Board

From Jeft to right: Nils Bjorksten, Isabelle Schémann, Vossili Lelakis, Mona Bjorklund (Board Secretary), Anne Bucher
(Chair), Didier Herbert, Andreas Kopp, Bernard Naudts
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4) Administrative burden reduction & Standard Cost Model
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