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Issues and Techniques for Regulatory Impact Analysis

Lee Seong Uh

As a key instrument to reform regulation, regulatory impact analysis(RIA) has been
instituted in many OECD countries since 1990s. The experiences and practices of RIA
in Korea since 1997 has been evaluated unsatisfactory by many scholars and experts.
This research is aimed to suggest a systematic guide for the techniques of RIA. This
research presents many methodological issues and huddles in doing RIA. This paper also

deals with techniques involved in complex analytical problems.

Key words : regulatory impact analysis, issues and methods of RIA, cost-benefit
analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis, decision-making under uncertainty,

multi-attribute analysis.



