i o+ |1 = T
: e THAE B E
W \ml =.__= i mu.w
<fFl = iy
Wu m el - ;
~— H_O ol =
...Al_u - = —
Kl __a_u sses —
IH wer & 110 =
2 110 0 TIIT1IT
wE o255, "Il
@Io ™0 _ﬂ @ o sse ®
i - S
_.._u B = TITIIIT
N
) e 8 8 aess
—— T T asee
| L 1T
™



QUHmI} AT 12-24-0

H

UL AXISZE=A(RIAINIAME
HAMSY YEHE HA
- 21 SALC| HILE FACE -

=

Neassaas! ULEH T Oi12)
i E3ENITE

KOREA LEGISLATION RESEARCH INSTITUTE



HLICH FHSEARAIAC)
AR W= o1

- Ol=df FEAS] HluS %é!QE -

A Study on Law and Economics Methodologies

in Canadian Regulatory Impact Analysis
— Comparison with U.S.A. and European Union -

A2} - FAENYE} Trinity Western University 224
Yoo, Sung—Min

2012. 10. 31.

Neassessl OFLHH X 04 1 2)
TTTTTE Ot EH || A 1 ¢

I KOREA LEGISLATION RESEARCH INSTITUTE



1.7 2 =23

Dymww-%mmdqzaﬁaﬁ%wwz% JRIAS Y &
qet 27E % onww+ﬂ4q4 A a2 A (RIA)A
o] Axel YAASY PPEe ARss AL F2Y
AP B =] =ojo] Abgat E%Ol 2 Ao AR,

A= 28MA= AAISFEARIAY GAE st
A 3= AUt AAIFEHRIA)G EA
A8 sk 4o E Ayt A FFEA(RIA)
HAASE FHES F 7HA Y A9 @A AAE &
HEI S Myt FAYFEARIA)S U= 7
Hade] A SFB7HRIA)LE ZHEFolA Bl Fof 67of
Ae AASEFR7IA = Aol disiA HeFstAl H 7

L]
2

1o

0. 58 4&

(] AMubhe] FAGFEARIAY AREo| the o] Aol
=gE

O FAAZA gt dHFiL

O FA|F& olu] &4 A(Triage Statement) Z}A]



A & 35 A A (Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement)Z}A

ARG FAGTARTE 5]

Avkeh FAGFEHRIAY AAE 7hed] SYH B
e FAAY A uAoR Fustu A A
ohe AT 30U B BT Ho] o] HFAREo] I
AANE B = 9k /19E gol AFAH: A FAY
& uEANE AAstel FALY Qe A7|e whehA
FAGFLEAY HES el Grhe Zolth

Auere] FAGFEARIA ASHE WAATE WY
22 J|EHoE HGHUBAYHE|L A PR

H~——

2 HgasanEgEEe] AHEE. 591‘4 7HAE o
A

NAB RS Aokl AN AR A g e

Miptre] FAGFEAA S 0 R $AAT] FALT
EAAEE usE AR PR AE FAEel B
ou FAGFEA WAL Hol7t wrk et o]
T FAGFEAY WYt FA D v 93

ALY AL A ooz U, FAY AL T

SFE A (Impact Assessment)S A 3§ 3t}



O FASERAA =] Ao daijA e 2 sze=
3 7k}
O FAGFEAL Fotel FAMLY GBI BHo AMHNE

FEHS Bt FAY ARE Y APt 3

m. 7|t &3

L) AHuehe] A SFE2HRIA)Y FA52S =9 AMB7}

2=

L iy
A S

SYse o FL 427 8 ¢ U4

o FAGFEHRIAY PHEEY TAHA g
o WY FAGFRAY PUE FFo] J2AR

2 olg8 & e

» FHO -

T

AWUT, #MEBEA, YBMGH GYE, HEBAEHN,



Abstract

I . Background and Purpose of the Research

[ ] Canada is one of few countries which introduced regulatory im-
pact analysis in early 1980s as part of regulatory reform process.
Understanding the procedures and law and economics methodo-
logies of Canadian regulatory impact analysis would be beneficial

for the discussion of Korean legislative impact assessment.

[ ] In chapter 2, a brief history of regulatory impact analysis will
be introduced. In chapter 3, the research will focus on the
procedures of Canadian regulatory impact analysis. In chapter
4, two main law and economics methodologies of Canadian
regulatory impact analysis will be discussed with two case
studies. In chapter 5, we will briefly compare the regulatory
impact analysis of Canada with that of U.S.A. and European
Union. In chapter 6, we will briefly discuss the effects of re-

gulatory impact analysis in general.

II. Main Contents

[ ] The procedure of Canadian regulatory impact analysis is as

follows:



O Early notice of plan of new regulation

O Draft of Triage Statement which is preliminary regulatory impact

analysis
O Draft of Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement

O Draft of proposed regulation and approval of proposed regulation
by The Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat's Regulatory Affairs

Sector

O Pre-publication of the proposed regulation with regulatory impact

analysis at Part I of Canada Gazette for at least 30 days

O Approval by cabinet and publication of regulation at Part II of

Canada Gazette

[] Two distinctive merits of procedure of Canadian regulatory im-
pact analysis are extensive consultation of stakeholders of the
proposed regulation and preliminary regulatory impact analysis

which leads to proportional regulatory impact analysis.

[ ] The primary law and economics methodology in Canadian regu-
latory impact analysis is cost-benefit analysis. The secondary
methodology is cost effectiveness analysis. Even though it is
not easy to provide monetary value to some benefit, the re-
vealed preference method and stated preference method are used

to provide monetary value to non-market benefit.



[ ] There are similarities among regulatory impact analyses of Ca-
nada, U.S.A. and European Union in terms of law and economics
methodologies. However, the scope of regulatory impact analyses
of Canada and U.S.A. are confined to regulations while the scope
of impact assessment of European Union covers regulations,

legislations and policy initiatives.

[ ] The effects of regulatory impact analysis are evaluated accor-

ding to the following criteria:

O Function

- Did regulatory impact analysis improve the decision making pro-

cess?

O Qutcome

- Evaluate whether ex ante outcome in regulatory impact analysis is

predicting well ex post outcome of the regulation

O Contents

- Evaluate the regulatory impact analysis by law and economics

methodologies

Ill. Expected Effects

[ ] The procedure of Canadian regulatory impact analysis could

be a reference for Korean legislative impact assessment model.



[ ] The methodologies of Canadian regulatory impact analysis and
their application in case studies could be used as reference
for development of methodologies of Korean legislative impact

assessment.

» Key Words : Canada, Regulatory Impact Analysis, Law and Eco-
nomics Methodology, Cost-Benefit Analysis, Monetary

Value of Benefit
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I. #YFTE=HRIA)Y HA}
1. LICH] A8 R (RIA) 23AL

Autche] FAGFEARIA)L 1970t THE AP=7] A2
Afh AMARE OECDRAE FolA FALFEARIAE 714 @
A NWE R4S F9) shifolth 19789 Abrhel AMARE A%
bl B FRF FASS AW Aol ABAAA G (Socio-
Economic Impact Analyses)S 3t=E FATCZHN A FFEAH(RIA)
2 AgoR =gy

1 %o 1979 o) oA A A A 9 Y 3] (Economic Council of Canada)
AMe Ee A= dstd FAIFEARIA)S APstes B
A s vtk dRAERE @AY /AR ALE FALYFAE=
(The Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat's Regulatory Affairs Sector, TBS-
RAS)S] AAIQl A|7H & £ ¥ 3](Office of the Coordinator, Regulatory Re-
form)& A HED 19809 Aviciete] FAARSRY LM F
AAFRARIAG AFL Botn AESGES Z2H

T wt 1986d AUttddARtE Ee AEL FAES =4T
b &2 7€ FAES HAY fo AAAY FFEAS = A

2 ousste FAlCl B AL ZAWTH 1 T2 FALTEA

2) George F. Redling, Regulatory Impact Analysis in Canada: Success and Challenge, (paper
presented at April, 25, 2006): 6; Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Regulatory Re-
form through regulatory impact analysis: Canadian Experience, (1997): 20; Delphi Group,
“Assessing the Contribution of Regulatory Impact Analysis on Decision Making and the
Development of Regulations” Ottawa, ON: Delphi Group, (2000): 13

3) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Regulatory Reform through regulatory impact
analysis: Canadian Experience.[Ottawa], 1997: 20

4) George F. Redling, Regulatory Impact Analysis in Canada: Success and Challenge,
(paper presented at April, 25, 2006): 6; France Houle, Regulatory History Material as
an Extrinsic Aid to Interpretation: An Empirical Study on the Use of RIAS by the
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Federal Court of Canada, Canadian Journal of Administrative Law and Practice, (July
2006): 1

5) Government of Canada, Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation, April 2007

6) Andrea Renda, Law and Economics in the RIA World: Improving the Use of Economic
Analysis in Public Policy and Legislation (Intersentia, 2011), 26
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7) Andrea Renda, Law and Economics in the RIA World: Improving the Use of Econo-
mic Analysis in Public Policy and Legislation (Intersentia, 2011), 46.

8) Andrea Renda, Impact Assessment in the EU: The State of the Art and the Art of
the State, Center for European Policy Studies, [Brussels], 2006: 52-53

9) Andrea Renda, Law and Economics in the RIA World: Improving the Use of Econo-
mic Analysis in Public Policy and Legislation (Intersentia, 2011), 61
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10) Government of Canada, Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation, April 2007

11) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Guide to the Federal Regulatory Development
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12) Scott Jacobs, Regulatory Impact Analysis in Regulatory Process, Methods and Coope-
ration, Working Paper Series 026, Policy Research Initiative, 2006: 33-36
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i AAE Sl MR A

13) OECD, Regulatory Impact Analysis: A Tool for Policy Coherence, OECD Publishing,
2009

14) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Triage Statement, 2009: 1-2

15) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Triage Statement, 2009
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LR
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1. #APHE el HX}=(Regulatory Process)

AREe] A% 9 v gHel
Aol At AH 7t ERsH=Tt?

M gEe B aokRe] M, A% ugw Wolo] X3
ol Gt

it
ne

e
=1

rr

4o Z3g 2TT > 3

57

vii. A A& 9] A (Rationale)

MR R AT olAYPAREY JAFHE Fitel o
2 Ay FALel o= gEAp

AeE FAte] Aueh AA Hso sdele ATt

L Aol A9 E =7}

g FAte] FA BAS FHFHEA

AeE FATe]l A7 BA) g Wetoln BEag w
HH AFe AAC e BE mHA Bk Aol BEIA

A

o, B, Bxol WAL FHAY GFol AAAHAD ¥R

Q1 Gl M43t HYEI

Aee FAte]l 719 FHH S Ha3 A7l Weto] &
i

247190 E23F Fayt QJAE FA ok v E Q=)0
e ENEESG

= FAke] Autete] FAA TS
FAGE AT q FAH FHe nYF HPE

vii. 2] 74 4>2 (Consultation)

fr 2 1 pe 1o

o)A o] AwE g}
gAL AN o HFARES T AT

AL AT olATARGE] ARNEL aoFH YTt
A9, ERT oIS Ad] He wUe vy

=

l
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. A AL B

- A FARSYLS FALBYLo] ATHT foFso] 9

=71
- FAE AN off B&sHA 2 o= dEiA £ &
Hatn YEN?

TAE &2 W A7le A4S dud I EAss =5

o getol AAIH A7

x. A 4B Bt

- FAR AAA BASE AVES AT £ YE A E(ndi

cator)E°] 7o J=71?

I
o
i)
N
H
i
filo
of
ok
£
oZ
>,
(i

N
H
i
o
=1
)
nict

f
lo

X,
&

=
- FARES BAG 4 9k PEEe] ANHYEA
- QWIS AE Qi FANTZAT B7HA S A (PMEP, Per-

formance Measurement and Evaluation Plan)S 8 4 & H

oto] AE o] Y7t

() FALY 24

FAGGRANN FAE FAGE Ak ARl PREoA
£49 AES 517 "t WEH AEA g9 AEe] nHHThY)

- AR FAICke] AeEEIA S FA A
- Ak Aol FAMBAA HAT WS Aol PoR B
MARHOE YA A

- At ATHE

18) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Guide to the Federal Regulatory Development

Process, accessed July 21, 2012; available from http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rtrap-parfa/gfrpg-
gperf/gfrpg-gperf01-eng.asp
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1. #APHE el HX}=(Regulatory Process)

(S) TAFFEHA L} AL dTd =7HAE AL FADFA=

(The Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat's Regulatory Affairs Sector,
TBS-RAS)9] %<l

TADFAET A A=d A9

lysis Statement)=

3 &F 5 4] A (Regulatory Impact Ana-
dEstel Wbt B3Rty Buol Hu Ao
I FA G FE A A (Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement)ES A E T 5
Aol drad &= Qltk o] AAAFATFTY Ve AAITEA
RIA)Y] F4= FAst= d 8% 92 994 "o

L_

6) TAINY FAFSFEAAE At AFAFF S #HQ Canada
Gazette 15-of ojv] F31
TFAIGT FAFFEIAE T

H o] Canada Gazette 159 Z13S
23 ol PARS T} w

WA RIS o] AQhE AT A FeEEA A
of HalN BAAOR 4ALS AET 4 Uk 718 2A H2 A
A 9o dAME HEF FAAGY FAGTENAES Fatel 74
gRAe gH¥se 58 4 QA "o

ol

(7) B2 308 FUH olHFAREY FATT FAGFEHA

Agre FAe] FATA JFS nAE APl Avek A

Auold FARAPH Web ERY R} 97 GEe] s
759 Fok Fasof Frhi9)

(8) AL gk Wze

E RERIE

o|»

9% o] Z%=(Governor in Council)2]

19) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Guide to the Federal Regulatory Development

Process, accessed July 21, 2012; available from http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rtrap-parfa/gfrpg-
gperf/gfrpg-gperf01-eng.asp
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(9) Ayt AYAF S FTEQ Canada Gazette 250 FA 9 5F3
-5 3

TAYFEAAL} A HFHez PeEd FAS #EQl Canada
Gazette 2 Z5HA He=d HE AAIFERAANE F

dE gdse Y gHsE =23EHA "o

4z
=2
ol
Ju
o
R
ol

2. NG SEN(RIA)Y EAIS

FASFEARIAE 317 Aol WA A ool gaia sl
sjok gt GRAMAAAAL At Sodo] AFe FoA T
oz wWEEc A8H Tl Frist "k oA Fgolt Ao o
3 AR FAT flol AR5 B At S0 wEo] A3
4 Zag FYstets welth Leut 9% & ah(Extemality)7} £
o, £40 AFAMEE 7H BARSo] Y u, Fujxe wu)
Azrel Aol wg gl EAY T Age BEHOR 4UL W
3 4 g Ea ol we AU ZATT. ol et A

} 2T o, AR FA Baiol A7 A

=2

tlo Mt oo
[t
2
>
ofd
_|>:1,

Y= FAT T it BAS 5HA e AFol 2T 4
golld FledS wiEstd AGFUEY A I9F
o mof FEITE SRR o] Aol AZATIE EA st
o A 8ol A7EH.

A g AR ES 7Hd AARbsel e "ol Astu
S99 AN AR o] AdE ] A A& (Deadweight Loss)o]
Aokl Abela A (Social Welfare)o] Z|tshe| 2] groba A7} &

st of W FRel FAS B AAZA Baiol A7Ark

o
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2. #HGEEARIA)S EXtE

A7t AEe] g TR HEA § Be FRE X
At Aol AFS B4 Aol AgHor WEEA gonm

AATIL ZAST FRY A "aigol A At FA Lo
Hol el o] Fol FAGFEHRIAE AN T}

A HA AN FAE St HBstE = EAl(ssue)o T
e A5 W= Aol dasi.

= HA dANAE FAV =AdHA FkE Aol TASHA He
= 7 AgstA +43te Aol Bosit. o o A A
# ofyzt wFe] TASA He A&l dEiA e F&eiA &
gofoF ot A7 =AHA &= 7ol TAske At vl
A3 7] B A U] 2 (baseline scenario)2tal ghch. FA] G 3FE A (RIA) O A]
< AR dste] A= F7HA Q] 9 F(incremental impact)S 4
st=d HAIE Q3] WASt= ASta 7]E A U] 2 (baseline scenario)

2 ujwslo] 27189 G By gEY B Ao
Aletel gAY BHe Husiw pAHow

Y A A AL AR FAt] BRe 48] A dHe
2 T2 FAYLSO vFAR e Y5 sk

ol
)
2
é
2
(i,
=
2
2
i)
i)
i
=1
2
2
il
o
flo
]
=1
2
Y
Lo
i
gl
ol
2
(il
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Q
>

SANA olFA 4" A WekE FolA A w

érsi'}a
iy

AL FAE A
AL FA 4oE
Bt AEshs Were

g oh
z
ol
ol
=]
2
o
ol
ol
rr
ol
=
filo
A
o
ot
v

ro
2 12 e

X
e rEoE R

—

M X

Al

1o
oX.
A=)

3. wAMI2ZIER H[FAMIE 2 B2 IS (Regulatory

and Non-regulatory Options)2{ &S

TAFFEA(RIA) AZLo] ¥ AR dANA= A B &
A3tz HelA o2 AAEGST BAAA S BdES NS ES 3t
I Tk o] W HAZ WetES 27| 3 E4S(Analytical framework
for selecting instruments)©| & Q s}c}.20)

olelst BABE olgs Hu elEABAcA e TPl T
a1 SJAER 9] A A /d(cohesion)o] ZrEEW HTh b wpet
58 28 4 E Fs4ol Eoldnh oled BABE olgale {
&

93 PSS e FALRE ey 2o

(i) FAE EHA A28 EAY 939 73

FAE Ftel AFstels AU 999 445 AASS 39
7 AR Aol ule Fastth EAY A¥e AT Hol @A
Aol BAG gH®e ohugt ulee] Aol of EAU $de] o

A4 Aol Fady olF PANE EAY

7o) RASL TeldA BAY 970l ol¥A WalE AUAE 7
obsfof gttt o]y 3t BAS A7|4 ¢ E A (Dynamic risk assessment)
olgbx g}, olET 71H AURAL BelA FFEAe] YAH =

20) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Assessing, Selecting, and Implementing Instru-
ments for Government Action, 2007
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3. AMtET UMM Q! HEeh=(Regulatory and Non-regulatory Options)2| 7H2+

304, BAY 98 A5 o dold AR Fe @44, &
A 8 B4 Sol daiA £H5A ANT 5 UA Ak

@A EAE FAS geth EAS HAst At &
24 4 9tk A SolA AN TAFE FAUE oYt BA
2 FAst=e] et saycte] detdth dA=) TARYE &
HASL BT WY FANA HW FAZ Bl 1 WY I
Ashe o] shuke] et @ olth SAw AA=] FABY
g9 2 2A NEY EAY @ Ao FHAA HE FAAY
oJub M AAEAABE Fol sAWete] I Aol

(i) 3A=EEY 4%

BAES Aty feide ARNAY Fxet A Fete Aol
A HA dgsfoF ot FrE} Aot e nEA 2dH
qE oA "= o G EolEr ExEtd AFste A
olF oA ALAESE 30% E°le Aol 2 5 Utk olHF F3
Fote AAE A=t oM HIGHARH0] Ees & F
kA AFste A4S A4S  HH vjES B st 4
d Z87F Utk

rK
;g-ﬁflr
Lo £ 2

o

(iii) 7} 7)1 1 & E(intervention points)2] 2] ¥

ofr
r°"

2 BASE BHNA ARAYY E&AO] A S
2 WA 4+ gk BA Aol A st B3
%

AR Fokol HAFE BAS Folk FRY GRHA AY
02 H2E 4+ 9t BAE QA FRY G5 AYuoR 9
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(4) &A A (Fairness): A&HE 4|
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T
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il

(5) AAA 27 (Political accountability): A] ¥
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H
i

—

0
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ool
ol

o FRAT FADE

(6) 58 A(Transparency): A

._01—

H
ol

70
o
Wk

A A

Adoz gFAREoIY vtA 7| TS0 AFE A

(7) TAIEE AIBWA] A FE4(compliance)7}

=
=

Al
=

j o

Fot AldE A

9]

L o] 38

3t

A7kg Bt
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TAEEY &

14 a3 glevt
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- FAY GFL W @S] FAS £ R

- FAY 9T e FAEY WY 254

- FAE 2EA G 0 TSRS AR FA AR =
- FANE FHHA Sabgle] AT H gl FE

- FARSAGS AT BB

- FASe] AL BE

- FASNA HuE BE

- AL SEEA Qo) e

(Vi) ABARE Vel AR 44

AAHTHE G 440 o8 4T ARSS HHen 27

A e e GRS et ASH Aot AALLE Huste A
ukoto] gytAlS AAsth A7)1F 9 E E 4] (Dynamic risk assessment)
= T AHoe AAAEE FRRHezE SHSY dSHAY A1
Y AA Ao AP S vlwsio] FAte] angdS J
At

4. ISt

FAGFRARAG AR ohAT AR FALTRSAT S o)
w2 o] gtk Avich Aol Aol T hzHA % A (Cabinet Di-
rectives on Streamlining Regulation)8] Ao W2 FAAL=A 1} H7}
A& A (PMEP, Performance Measurement and Evaluation Plan)E 4| F&&E

A X (Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement)o]] EZ3JHA|Z7| =& F o Qlt}2D)

21) Government of Canada, Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation, April 2007
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—

FAAT 253 BAAYACPMEP)S) SAE FALEC] Hxo 7
A BEe A&HoR SGH}T E Bad Ao AEHOR 24
o] ES sl Utk FALHEHT HAAYAPMEP)E FALE
= Agsta, S35k, Hristal, 235 Basr] HsiA utdE 4
T (Road map)ztil & = it}

FARTFZAT A S M PMEP)S] 67h B4 225
2z

oh&

rlo

D) Mete wxetel &

et 2o YEES 9%l T AdE FALE AgHos A
gt

- AekR FAGto] AL EAF LA}

- AR FA A FFS W AAY N BES RTUAN

- AekE FA gHA AL we YuEe Ak

- AlgtE FAGte] A GFL B Aot e PE W

she ofu ojejof shevp
2) =2| 2 & (Logic Model)

Al 28 5= A’ S (Inputs), TFA1E-5(Activities), 41&-5 2
A= (Outputs), 7F+A19 F&F= e A= (Target groups), TFAY 4
TH(Outcome) Afolo] =& HASS =8 =2 A8 A& =
2] 2 & (Logic model)o]gtal gttt

TA 28 EHE AA2LES FAZT st A¥AAY A4
A Age gt FABST FATTRAS A ANEL W

22) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Handbook for Regulatory Proposals: Performance
Measurement and Evaluation Plan, 2009
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4 A=Y T

—_

E7] A8iA st FHES Yokt dEdd dAdNRE: GE R
A &) Ab(inspection)@} 3 7H(licensing)E & = ATt -ﬁLZﬂ—J A=
TFAGZRAANA FAZES Fto] e W 2RES n|eeh
aE) 3 A FFS W AdE(target groups) 2 FH FAE e
ARG A4 dFol FFE vA= G BF 3 ot
Aaro g2 1419 43 (Outcome)= FAGZTHAL g 7HA] FA&FC
237 ot et FERA AAY EFY AR & 4+ U

3) X|HE =(Indicators)

A &5 (Indicators)> #4129 A3t iAle] AHES A8 Al
A s AolM A =22 % (logic model)S S3iA AN
of gt AES2 Thedtd AR BHHOOF st FAHA A&
o AFole AEHoli T/ AFEoAoF . A RS
i asfor & AFES HEH 2k

- A F= A At (relevant) EFE 3] of(valid) fﬂ-E]-.

- xS AT b SAeHE FolA & 8% 2S5
k=g

- ZE Aol #FHY A& AA

- 9u7k da olsfsty] Al A& AA

- A7) A AR A7 AA

- A AN ZAE HE 5 A= AE MY

CugEHoA BEEHoR 2R + Uk AR MY
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ATt 2RSRA = ATE, 4T, AE, AXE 2Fete 8 A
45 279 E*(Data source), AR, WIE, Z]
2 oA A" =L I

o] W AFEEH = ARG FFHoE= WA A= (Administrative data), &
3t 242 YA - E 1A E(primary data), TFE 22 A 5
A= 22}A}HE (secondary data)F©] QUTh PR = FAILGITEA A
s7heh A4 5€ st BHoIA +NE ARE Talu 1IAHRE 4
BEZA AE7F JARAST Zo] EXTE BFoz £3H zAgo|d
AR RE FARTAAN OE BHL AN =P AA, BA #
st A2 E W3

+3
1o
1
3

I
b

o,

dH AR BEAES AASE WUES TheT go| Thersit.

- FAT BastA ¢
- A g EA
- BA A ESH 0] BEA
- o2 Yol AL A

5) "7t 2f(Evaluation Strategy)

A 24e FAe A7E By deH Bad 4o

Sol 28 AAEA s3, 1 AYAE HTBARS0] el AH
of ZulEo] QA s, WS A o "adt JuxRSe] 7o
A% wobstzd Ytk

_I.

6) FMUA S HESHEHS Al SHE2FS HES

rJ

oz ato 2 JAEFe Hx7F EAHA Y dREExe} ojdA A
HiRE =52 Ay
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5. 9|74 1} (Consultation) 2| &S24

oJ¥A FANT ZAT FAAYNPMEDE FAFORA FAY
G A ERE BAL HSE QLE Addos 4T &

QA =t
5. MBI (Consultation) F 2%

At FAGFLEHRAY RS EF F
ditgel =wgolth Autte =wWd oAsATHLS AUt 1A
osfz,k-s— JRIA)O FHo2 F7hEm ot %

o 7 Q

Fete nrEsy] fEiA Hed 22

El

4ol A4 AL AL BR} o AIARIETY BAT A
&7, AMA, AEITHE BA G Atk olgT WA FA5 §

Rt Bl 4 FALE Adorel o4 2

g7o] F2F P& vlAk A 293 ok Ak A
d FAG FAA WA & gk R M= 2y ¥
S ARPAAE QAT REA A& WFHe2 A

gol A sfoF .

T AR A A <Eell Hi 2l
Fo{ A of et

F: ARG REA L} oJsFARE AtolS] #
AdA AZE 457 A= FEAE0] BRFH oF Tt

23) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Guideline for Effective Regulatory Comsultations,
2007
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EED $rgg w}@ww g4, ol FAE o

o o £y So] By ofof At

() SAsEA A QoA BREAS A AL FRACA
AR dsel B FAGE Hdsted A

L
4 M
>
2
rS
%

A4E

o}a:lL AV aEn gy

o] 4S5 QA My Ady FAL] TI3E

Sol A&® Fol AFY FAYdol AY=L A4FHRH o

4w TgE E& gAcEe Wl thahH FHaA FHUE
2

011/\1 HED 5+ e F22

iy
o{N

3) Ao 28t o 42 AM(Environment analysis)
Al et WRAAEA T YRR S ok WA 4 oA
< TAEETEA WolAe FAlo gt JHdES FAES L ALH

ol

N

Agto] ARl AWML ANFETt & AEUT
gRolAR Aol FA A hF AZEAL AMAWEY ZAo]
R4, o SFARIE L] AE FAIGke] T A4, olHFAAEY F
Aol het 129 ANEY AE, SHHA 1we] FA i AL
m A, FAE Eokel WOl A7 HE olATARE] HE A
LT AROA BAT FAYLE AFHEA G FAE Sol

Z3HT)
ol et WRAALAT oReABNE Fstel JALH W9}
gAY PHES AR 4 At
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| 2|lA=E0} Ef BXee| ofAHAXE

ol

¥ ob

2

o

(o]

st 4= 9tk A" A
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o FAEC %
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(i) °l

(i) EE=2A
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(v) 338

(v) EA R H(focus group) HE

(vi) AHE 9132

(vi) AHL R oAS AEs=E 8%
(vii) TFAIQEA] gt ZHolX] 2

I A A ABLAGUS FAN AUE FALS FA
JASEEEES et o
& Aol e o AP AL AN o ofd

ofd 7leHd AE7hEed & At JAFHELAANA FAD o]

(1) olsigAtAE2 Zrojef W4

(ii) Fofz2E AQ7+ 44

(i) FeAAp=2 Foj7heolF

(iv) At FAGT GAFE Aleto] AL AT AHLSo] ojgt
2}

(v) daR== 27 AsiA BFAl 8%
8) elA+EHaZol gt "ot

o AsAINA g Bl Teol AgSoe]l EetE

(1) JA+-EAAANA =3"d FJE} AES EZ digt 7}
H oAEo] At HFEHU=A o I Bt
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S.

O

| 714=2 115 (Consultation) 2] &2 A

(i) Ads-HAY ZAA7F AUz AFEH A=A Wt F7t

10) €M A+H

= AtE AAG AT FAARE FARSAA FE38] ATt

B, ALY 2w olHYAREAA AT BE FARENA
=0k] AFst=S sof aok
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V. ATt FAFFEMRIAL PR U
HItH 2
(o J = Jig

= 4 W 2(Cost effectiveness analysis)©] 2}

He] wyEoz ZruEc. HEAIENo Y HMEAEYHELL B
T o} BB F¥(Partial Equilibrium)e] B Eo|t}h v LB A HIHE
(Cost benefit analysis)©] Rt} U2 {fA®QS =517 Y3t 2oz
B2AL oA A A AuSE ST AAYLELS AA
3 U7k=tl oA ofF Fa% =99 E(framework)S A5 3HTH24)

2. H|-GEHUEMYBIE(Cost benefit analysis)

FAZ Qdste] wASE weT Welol WAIAE oz Bl
8o beneﬁt)g Aojs} Al71= FAMLS BE uhgolth o2 9
B8-S ZAdor 1 241 uge] el el
44 u]%% A WAL o 8ate] ARTIAR Absof Tt

ARG SATHL SFTEA FYBARAN 2olE AY 2

24) Arrow et al.,, “Is There a Role for Benefit-cost Analysis in Environmental, Health,
and Safety Regulation?”, Science 272, no. 5259 (1996): 221 - 222.
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V. ALere] #AEe=Z4RIA)S| HEXMSHY HHE

Atolgh AnA7E Aty 9 FAsH] A AES & 3
o H5=F T3t =G AN (willingness to accept, WTA)= A}
& = e Sgo Aol AuAst At gee Er18] ¢
A Mo wAwoll ¢ g WiTh @ AT PEE L5
Hioll webA g oJatdfo] A oAt Ry W £ Q)
TAR A3 TSt wmo] ARANAM AEHe Asket &9
Folle BY7HAA A=At dE Astet 99 ARdramAdoR
A & Aok At ol W v A=A v AET)
AAR A=ste Aoy &9 AZ7HE S Aol &v[A Jo{(Con-
sumer Surplus)@} @t} AARA7E Aot S-S ARA Hujd oo
e A7 A AT O A §95 BAakshr] fsiA 28
o Hage vE&S W FYs YA Y o(Producer Surplus)Tal jt
oh. aH oot AR JqE T A ARE do F2 A
S Al (Social Welfare)o|atal gttt A A|Sho)| wh=2H LA 74 A A Ao
A o AFSIE Fajol HejsiEn] ojmo] Ash} $o] F EEF
o2 WEEYTT BT 4 Utk W SBIEHNA BojT v g A
1ol &dolnet benefi) e Hosh ok AL A8d TS Hojs)
e AT 22 Rolth AN skl FAS) Bagol UL u
of ofe] A FASS Wy FolA Ao FAWHE o] 4nH T
Ae Frsiels FAMEA Aol

sd B4 B 74, A% v 74,
ol AM= AR As FASE Ho digh Aol EAHA]
@7 Wzl "Bels SR Frtst=d P 7HA] o el

At SHAIRE FASAA o] ABFEE SEY & e A9

ML 42 oo rIr

AN ot

o
o

ol
r

52 of

4

25) Daniel Kahneman, Jack L. Knetsch, Richard H. Thaler, Experimental Tests of the
Endowment Effect and the Coase Theorem, The Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 98,
No. 6 (Dec., 1990): 1325 - 1348
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2. H2HAZ MBI Z(Cost benefit analysis)

7HA W EE] WEE Utk oy o7 7HA] HHESS A F
7HAY JEHeE 25T 5 de=d A WA= dAAZH I H(re-
vealed preference method)©]3l F WA= HA|AZHLH(stated preference

methods)©| T}

AANAEH I/ oA 7HA FHESO] EATH. BANAEHS
M 24, A% #ed "riAE a9k ddd Agse AR
ol A% ArES 7ML

"} 2 (hedonic price method)
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V. FHLtche] #AHFEA(RIA)S] HE M S
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st Aot 43 Y Hales FEHLE St 3P| ES =49
A2 sto R4S 5t aH3dd e sadsE A5
= Aotk ol ARANA AYEH= Aty 99 s+a¥¢+E FF
st= Ad fFAFSHH

A HA HHEL 3 T3] ul Z(Averting behavior method)o|th. o]
S AN HYTIA Y HH e HYIIAE FHI= o ARE
Hoh & sFedo] AsiAAY 7i k-] die HFol S
ol 250l 4G BAePo o] P dPomyy v
587 A AZSHE W8S FoA BAMMCIL e Wolv)
AE FA45te FHolth dE S04 o WHoAE &HAE0]
== =71 f8iA olsHE= A st= vHE & o Fa=
FAst= HYZHAE A= Aol

v 1A B ES AYH-E54H(Cost of illness method)o]tt. A
A HYZAE FAHo] TS W AYS A8dh= o 28FH=
Hgo 2 FAst= Yot AR =N AYARE A a8
He A &S24 AEHE, AEeE, ddv¥Ese EYStL
Aoz Q3 25744, Aoz Qg 159 HE T IHHEA HE
< A Fa ok AR Hozs AYdYS At A=
AL (WTP) 2] HadS AT 4 QUth20 dutdoz &AL o]
AP 2HEFH A Y 13w A 2482 F=H9Ht}.2)

B. HAIMSE Y

AMBHZYE Aol Az} ol 2ol A g $He] HYt
) Fol AN LuASAA AW AEEHsurvey)E Fhel 2

26) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawal],
2007: 17

27) Rowe, R.D., L.G. Chestnut, D.C. Peterson, and C. Miller, “The Benefits of Air Pol-
lution Control in California,” prepared for California Air Resources Board by Energy
and Resource Consultants, Inc., Boulder, Colorado, (1986)
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2. H2HAZ MBI Z(Cost benefit analysis)
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28) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawa],
2007: 18

29) J. W. Duffield et al., “Field Testing Existence Values for Riparian Ecosystems,”
USDA Forest Service Proceedings RMRS-P-49, (2007): 550-557.; P. A. Champ et al.,
“Using Donation Mechanisms to Value Nonuse Benefits from Public Goods,” Journal
of Environmental Economics and Management 33, no. 2 (1997): 151 - 162.

30) D. C. Macmillan et al., “Valuing the Non-market Benefits of Wild Goose Conserva-

tion: a Comparison of Interview and Group Based Approaches,” Ecological Economics
43, no. 1 (2002): 49 - 59.
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AR Al AREetE = elth o] WS AT we oee AR

&S AFBANA 2T BANACIL HA BYAAT FA
gl @Bolut e BAANG ol FE GAR NE WA Lol
Bolof @th 191 7|29 AFENA ALE RN FelREe)
24, o5 ALY, Fol4E 255F 59 A3 BAF
5%S Poluolol Tk oA 71EY AT AGH HoltE
A8 RAH Szl @A FASAE BAAMCIY Y AANAE
2Rt S AFFAH £FH G o] oHT Ho|YE

dekd Foll 1z ATEY 2RAE 23 AHSEoF Wepy

A% QrAe] B FALTS Bohel 27Tl P FaA)
= ®olo] gt oleist Wole] HAAAL YwHoz Aol B
| 2 7} X|(VSL, value of statistical life)2 =% o] EHtr}. o]
SAA ZEA(VSD)el digt 71&9 dFETEol Wol U
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31) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawal,
2007: 19-20
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2. H2HAZ MBI Z(Cost benefit analysis)

AR = 19964 372 F4% Aotk JfytoA= FAEHA
A oA HEFA QA $5200,0000] E7HEseS At =4H -
g Agstes Agatn Utk

A G AL SlA A7 HY7HAl= A7 R (hedonic price
method), 3] 3] & W}t (averting behavior method), -2 ™ A] Al & B} (stated

preference method)5& &3t FAYE 4+ Ut}

<

2) HIE2| £F

g2 A AdFezn TAst= ALY vH&ez T4 F 7}
A9 AHA vgoR BEFY & 5 Utk A HAE= UHFEEA
H A= FA| &4H]E(compliance cost)o] 3 T WA= A FEE Lo A

U A 51 = &Y A H]-&(administrative cost)©] T}
TAlEFH &l FAE &5517] HsiA 71d=0] AuE FHs|

A A sor St FANEH 1 HUE §4 BedtE WEEL T
BT AE EY WAYE YAW| AN 198 29Ed
W& FASH: X EX

Ao AAEL FAE 2457 AA
o HlEe AASHE MulE Fujste] AN}L 1 HuE HE G4
sof st olejd Aol /USAA FAES Gl WA
o 2 ouge I Au ExpEgw 3 dule §ARfFEgos
2AT 5 D FAZFHES 2T @ QRHoE FAPA o
Pt BE 795l ode HuE HXHL §ARS Wk A
7] Hed olde Agols FAESUES FyH S of W
4 Ak A FARG AL NUE AEAE yAAe2

el go] 2 TAZIHEC] S & A=d ols AV

32) Chestnut, L.G., D. Mills, and R. D. Rowe, Air Quality Valuation Model Version 3.0
(AQVM 3.0), Report 2: Methodology, Colorado: Stratus Consulting, 1999

33) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawal,
2007: 24-25
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V. FHLtetel #MGEEMRIA)C] HEM = SEHE

A7 AYEE AFAE S55t7] feiA dulE Fulstal AR 5
< HE&= #TIHA 3t AFIA HEEH7] wEel ol A7
A=Y FAIETH S AR TASHA FA He Aot

<Od oA H upe} go] FAR st Aiu|Eo] soju=
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3. HE2ssUH|E4] B = (Cost effectiveness analysis)

ol
4z
4
M
=
x
i
oZ,
P|l'4
fr
%
oZi
%

(administrative cost)2 TFAIE ATy
27z S ettt YU golE FAS A

W7 9% 2/ Exu e L8u o] maHT

3. H|-$XSCB|E2A FBIE(Cost effectiveness

analysis)

H| &8 55| 24 (Cost effectiveness analysis) WH 22 Ho71x] 7} 3
Az AuA SHEHA E2 o Ayt AREEHT. AH
A ] H]8 7/ 5H]|(Cost Effectiveness Ratio)= A|tE HFAZ 235}l
WS vgo WAZINE AGH FAR Aste] WASHE Wel
AAA R e SA otk thA] WA FAR Qlskel WAFE T
glo] ol 7] §sto] £REE HES etk A8 Soi4 A
E FAE Sto] T AMFHS ABE ] A 28 FH= HE

i

(MUY G )

o duelrtd e ol HE FAYAL FAAE AP 7
& 5 9l A olgel 7 Aol AEE Taks] AMH LasHE
HgS e PR ZAT S Utk NGESHRAL Bt o

ALs FoAA Hao HEo] 285 AAYLS A

o] Y3t H|E A5 U] E 4 (Cost effectiveness analysis)= A7r7 IH
B AL W R A cost utility analysis)T 2& Jul e o]
9 e 7bd BOISE Shbe] T o)X S(benefit index)2 T of B
9] o] # o] x4 (benefit index)S YEd £Q%F L= vHES =AY &%
Qlth. o] 3t H 2 X4 (benefit index)?] 3+ 7}A| Q] g 2A ARAHLTY
(quality adjusted life years, QALY)S & 4 AUt AR ALTH(QALY)S
AgE +9e) Ao AL +UIIER o) ol AFAS F

34) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawal],
2007: 29
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V. FHLtche] #AFEA(RIA)S] HEM S HHE

stel atth 4H9 Aol AFAL ST A9 A9 A9 12 sm
e #Az o

o 7tA Ael7h kAol ae) e 1my &
AE SolA AgHE AA= <
" 717 Sk &Y Ao TS AI7E 052k A EASP(QALY)S 2.5
"ol Hrtl Hf& a5 EA(cost utility analysis)EdA] o3 71x 2] HA
ks oA AEAFHQALY)S 1d =97 f8iA ca== H&
o FAMES HAT S ATk
) H] B A (Cost effectiveness analysis)®] A HS 2 <A
H]| 9 § 5o ] 24 (Cost effectiveness analysis)= HTGH T H| &
Aol7] "o HAAAQ =W (net benefit)yS X3} s}
& WA AR E ¥ 2E Atk AE S04 A WA
bo] oA ANl waA BoTRAY gL 23 B
oA A ARl & A A vsiA F27F dE53] 2
£ &Wol(net benefig: & R WA FAMRIO] B F 4= ko

4. AR S¥E HEF LRl

TFA FFEA(RIA)A A H]-8&H ] & A (Cost benefit analysis)e]L} H]
a5 8] 24 (Cost effectiveness analysis)= & wjof H]-g3} Ho]
77kl AAA UrehbA Hek ol @ Aol wee] ulgt Bele
SERE T PSE -8}71 gAML AR TALo] Lty
g0l YR £A 43

o2 FAS HH ]% | =83 ¥ITZ AASHA Hi &0

m?‘i @ o) op

_\ﬂ
L
X
1o
=1
2
ol
r o
mlo
>*¥~‘
rr
_\;-L
oX,
2
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o
)
~

35) Viscusi, W. Kip, “The Value of Risks to Life and Health.”, Journal of Economic
Literature, Vol. XXXI, No. 4, December 1993; Garber, Alan M. and Charles Phelps,
“Economic Foundations of Cost-effectiveness Analysis.”, Journal of Health Economics, 16,
1997

36) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawa],
2007: 28
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wetA mEE ] ZhA| 7 dAstH B E del&o] FobAH vl #A
ojo] @AM Woldth e welz uleu o] AsEE T
Aol EorAH | H| &9 FA7IA= Hotdn. wEhA AHHT &
gL Agte A Bl gHIRA A e Fasich

Aol Al Belge Aol mebA s%st 3%E HEHES 5
AUt} 8%= Apciol el Apme] felgolE stn Aol 75U
o] 7| = 3}t}3D 3%+= AFS] A Al 7FA & E&(social rate of time preference)

el o= A HAY R wge] £ Tlshs Solohw FA|=
Va4 Ao Aol Lojips Aol Aol 7 2lu-gel 8%e]

37) Jenkins, Glenn and Chun-Yan Kuo, “The Economic Opportunity Cost of Capital for
Canada— An Empirical update”, QED Working Paper Number 1133, Department of Eco-
nomics, Queen’s University, Kingston, Canada, 2007

38) Policy Research Initiative, Social Discount Rates for Canada, Ottawa, 2007
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V. ALere] #AEe=Z4RIA)S| HEXMSHY HHE

AlgtE FALCHES] #Hojoly vES AT wof o2 7R =%
=8N E T ARGl e #shE A
Aol REoz gt £, v 7le9 W it d59 =
GAA, FAESEe] AE o fHAEolY AAAEY HhSo o
g A5 24U Fol ZFdE. ol EF}HAol EAY FH
o] @A u]-&H 2| E A (Cost benefit analysis)Lt H]-& & 5t H]EA](Cost effec-
tiveness analysis)2 & ZA7l= w9 FQ3F EAo|tt.

Mupclhel A o= wlzE B X (Sensitivity analysis)¥} ZE|7IE2 B
A](Monte Carlo analysis)®] W& AHESIY] £4¢9 Ed4A4AS B
St} R T2 4 (Sensitivity analysis) & 3lAE= WA #HJo|y H|E
zxqg mof 7|&£9 AFARES EA45AY duto] 7] ¥ (Delphi method)
A A7t dAde st F8 HesY FERES
doF sttt W 7PE—‘$‘—/SI(SensitiVity analysis) & B34 4 HsES

mlo e

ml

gt

o] Wskd o 2HEE Welol} vlgol duht wzkelA] Wkl
L= oPo}Ec}, o] 3t W7 E A (Sensitivity analysis)?] =22 #H
Qlojut ulge] 2HA7} ol FaWsEe W] wgelA w-gs
EAE YotEE do Attt o]y st W= A (Sensitivity analysis)of A
L Hojolu 8o HEEZE WAY 4= ks FA Utk ol
5t H17F&= B X (Sensitivity analysis)?] 3HAS Hs= B AubHo| Ey)
7122 EA9HMonte Carlo analysis)o|t}. EH| 7152524 % (Monte

39) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawal,
2007: 37-38
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6. FHLICHS] A M I EHRIA) At2lE

Carlo analysis)o]| A = :ﬁ’-xﬂ Feke] v]gojy HOS FAHdt= o At
€ e T8 HeEY SEREE AHES AFHE ol &% AlE
g o] A (simulation)& F3te] Helo|y H|ES FEFEE FHS= A
o|t}. o]& Eslo] Ho]o|u} H]-&9] 7| X|(expected value)S FAHT 2=
UTH o] of &Y AFdTE SHSHA FotA H| Loy HYSE F
A 1 Fa% 7HH=S e 97 l=dl o | Fa% VM=

YAHos A&T Bast glckso
6. LICEY MG =2 (RIA) AlEIS

AR L | A madAILE AT FAINELY FAl A (RIA)

l

199239 AAEH oY A &E&AA L (Energy Efficiency Act)of 7 3f
A=A d A 'ﬁLZﬂO}—i At Al Hoy Aol ZEA S
AR AFEAIEFSN e FAIE AASHA Hoh A Al WY A
=L 19949 10, 19959 11€3} 1997y 12€¥€9] F3EEQich ot
A v 1A FARE S et AR F(Natural Resources Canada)
o %A A ERYATE UG wee] Apoz =Yt

FAY B qUAANEY BRHS BolA AUty LAAA
(Greenhouse gas)®] EXXE EASIH = AT oy A A AMA o
A 2AZFAZE WS H7] diZo] oAU AAREe aeAS
A7t2ES €9 & Aok o] AANAEGY FAFFEARIA)S A
714 g o2 2

1996 = AX 4| A & A (Federal Regulatory Plan)oll A4|A&& AR

of 3%
1996 =0 Ayttt AFAPFANA AP AuEAS QsiA A

9 ¢ (consultant) -

KeX o]_\g_ii

40) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide, [Ottawa],
2007: 22-24
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V. FHLtetel #MGEEMRIA)C] HEM = SEHE

1997 64: 7yt YA FAA AtHE A%t 2R 5 F¥ 0]
Ao AL o] FAAE YA FHIEA] FAIte] oy
SAE7] Ao FAItE =Y

19984¥ 7¢¥: FA|IeFS T HQl Canada Gazette 150 oB]Fi. FA]
off FAIFS 2,0007H2] o #A 7| o] A HjZ

19994¢ 199: = FAoFS T H 2l Canada Gazette 259 &3

ol FAGFEARIAY AHE BAA X ELAALE ¢
o FAANGE Batel 1549 oA ALAFE et U ag
Qo) Ha 71E2NE BEFES FAHD 249 v AHEABE
gas JUAREHY Ha 71ENS B0

FAAGA] FAGFEARIAY B F o AN Aoud
AP ARANE AL E FAGFEARAES JHH ABEY A
A g3 oA AFg el BE AR FAHS QAW olHT A
22 $%E o] BAYY R WA BAATL.

coz A0l YABE AAHAEE FAolge Yoz
L FATE g @R gcas o2t ARTFAYIES A B

TAARJ] FAFFEARIA)Y FHELZE HEHAZA Y WHl=
AR o] AN BEHAEA O dolMe FHEL 7=
7

of Tt & Hoso] FoA AU AE =4 AA gl
$(base case)e] wlje] o X ARgof I FFHE, W E=EA(sensi-
tivity analysis)®] 7}F3 &9 A HWEsHA 7=t

s
o,

= golo] ARI7HA, v 8] dxﬂﬂx}oﬂ g3t NgERge & oo
%, 7% LI 10%2] AR T2 BALSS AL Ao u
o olgx Aol qeld oy FhHe] ¥e AL, F1t 7HHel A
%2 A9 ASE ol GUE $A4E Yed FEs o
A AAe 2@E0] § 94K ALES gAen uUgE BAL §



6. FHLICHS] A M I EHRIA) At2lE

. @ 7HA ol We ouA Aol A ued FE8L A
StA) ehekths AbAlolth E ohE okl e AEY Sl fa

1

3 o

259 A9 1 AW WA gtk Aolck

Mg HOEA] YUES AL BY AAE oA AE
AFEY BR4H70ES AFHL U SR 2Fstw
H g FACk] ANE Hae AUAREHS A A AE
AFES AN W) 7129 oA AGAEY Yabulo] wshA 371
Moz & H]—Q-fli =g},

J0AARS AU Sash BF oﬂlleaﬂr BFHel uA 7t
o] dEAE, 2 AFEY AAHEH oA Hofo| digt AEE
o] g AR TR AE 7442 (Equipment Technology
Database)©| T}.

o3t AREL o|&WA FHT 2 THA FAE oA AHEAIE
Zo sole] AL Lo < 157 2ok o] uf AgE Tl
& 7%°] .

<H 1>
Wo=o | MEBTE | eRlx | melol | uigel | autelol
() HokKW/h) | SRIZIRI($) | SRIZIRI(H) | SHRIZIRI($)

2257 13 184 112.9 21.96 90.9
A8 7] 6.5 779 372.6 228.8 143.8
2g = 20 1111.2 511.6 225 286.7
7128 By 25 1111.2 511.6 225 301.6
Wubera) ) 20 524 418.5 194 224.5
o) & of o] A 15 2575 2209.4 998.1 1211.2

09



V. ALere] #AEe=Z4RIA)S| HEXMSHY HHE

T AFHAAE AHFNA HFASS ANEs= ° sast 4
AT JAsHA S §3Ho] 4FY E 2l(Industry Association), A4
N 7IdE25Y AR AEE ATl A" fAQk] gt 9
A== St gAFHLAAA AAY JAsH FHE0] A
Aoz FAIGFZAARIAS)O A= ATk FAFezE FHS F
3t v, QYIS £33 U, 7|59 AEAA S (trade show)E F3t
v - A B ol A A E(information bulletin)S £3F B So] AR QT

TAFEFEAARIAS) N = dAF-EY BAHS St FAIHE O]
AE A= A=t ¥Rl Canada Gazette 1H-of ofjnv]F a1
gk 2o 2,000o471 2] o AT HENA ATH FAIte] EHEH
ou 1o ujg we Ao +FHYL +PH A5 F49
Ao # aokEel Ygon £YE ALY g FREA
AR dHEE A FFRZAARIAS) AAIS] 7] FE ] S)

¥ g o4 2 rulm e
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14
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%311
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x| 2 gt Aoz HEHYEN S 9T AFE
nEgow A&For 1 TR aHE AHAE Ut o
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9xE & 4 ek

e o

e, (i

=)

A2 LG SRS FTALE] FAGFEARIA)
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o AAHOR we Sz Uth HAs] T & £EY

K

TR dsto AFAT|IIAR A 2ol FUIEA 72
H<

s

¢/

:

At e drlede AvTtAse Aol RFA
& T

40}

2 nALY B3 5gv)wd AW Awd

okt

41) Environment Canada, Final Report of the Government Working Group on Sulphur in
Gasoline and Diesel - Setting a Level for Sulphur in Gasoline and Diesel, 1998
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TAEE] 542 FA] 360 ppm =EQ1 F R 2
AT ZdA AZHu7|7FA 2E9L EoA =24 LRSS o
shedl Usich of FALS T FREAL vt dw @A
(Environment Canada)@ =4 /fyct S HE T H
Protection Act)oll ZASHA FAIE wFARTE. o] FAIMY FAGIF
BARIAY A71A FHe BT o

Canadian Environmental

~~

199549 10€: 7yt =4 AR ﬂi]—ﬂ(Canadlan Council of Ministers
of Environment)o] A 7ttt A4l A RojA FAGU o 33t
GHFALE FEAOR AIFES F77

1996\: Nyt ARy A FolA ol FAAE O] Frodt= *F P
3|5 ARt FALIANAN AAFEFREARIA)S AT A2
3} WA vhdslEs

19974: iyt % SFFA D27t RIASS 2435 &
AEATNA AT FHRAFERA(GWG, Government Working Group)
o A3

o e

ﬂ

199749 6%: B4 ﬂw A7k AEAES] HIA LT

1997¢ 8¥: t)7]3

1998y 34: HAZ =1}
L(GWG)2) oﬂalimg wsstol oGS 97
ek

1998 74: AR AFZA(GWG)0] FHFHIA &SI 3009 o]sfiF
AALZ AN A

19984¥ 10€: 7yt WX Canada Gazette 15-of FfA|SF ov|F 12
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6. FHLICHS] A M I EHRIA) At2lE

=
>
of
o2t
M
~
7
Z
i

2 @ wo] AokE FAYE ol ge] e e

A FALSS o] Ui ume= FE Y FEH
HA F& 5 7] "ol ALEHAT. w77k e Ale T
23 o rupete mH ol sttt 37 B S ¥(Canadian Environmental Pro-
tection Aol A SE A kgty] Wl A<l lcke)

FE YRADAGWGOIHE ofg FALAES Austel Aes
it o] WetEe e Pk

tlo

- 20029 1€ RE AUyt A Ao 39 FHEF= 30 ppme =
o]+ SHAID)

- 2002 1Ry Ao e e FRoA {3 T
30 ppme E°]al 2005 1EFE Ayt AGoA {39 T
S 30 ppm2 2 ZFo]= HCHA2)

- 20029 19%E ANFe erEler YRoA $39) FHFL
30 ppmS £0]3 20049 1€95E WHIEHINA G (G319 &
L 30 ppmo R FoT Uujx AL ue] SFARFT 2

& £ES FATE WHAI)

42) Canada Gazette Part II, Sulphur in Gasoline Regulations, June 23, 1999
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V. FHLtEt el #MEEEMRIA)C] HEHMSHY L2

- 20039 99EE Ayt A AAolA §39] FHFL 150 ppmo
2 oI 1 o|Folt 2o $YPTGF FAY 23E o|B:

HOI-Q]_- (B)

FRARAGWGNAE o8] 742 FALAES AstuA orE
FALAEY v GHIHAE S0 HRYTh oF SoiA (A)9 7

Aot Ao =(ADY FAMQEe] vlisiA He2 B8%E Gt
H-§-2 95%7F &8 F T (A3)Y FASY Foll=(ADS At
of vlsfjA HYLZ 93%E Gt HE2 66%7F 22 HT. (B)Y
Aot Afole (ADY Ak HIsHA HE 68%E EAdst

T H|RL 51%7F A9 Fch4)
TAGFEHRIA)Y FHECRZ = HGHEAY FHES A
sttt WA #HolY YWEESS AuEA Efol =dEH & gt
A5 3}

= Y24 4 El

360ppm | 250ppm | 200ppm | 150ppm | 100ppm | 30ppm

27 ARG T

2001 22 30 35 41 47 53

2020 31 45 54 61 69 82
HEETIdgAs da

2001 78 105 125 145 166 187

2020 110 157 191 215 244 290

43) Environment Canada, Final Report of the Government Working Group on Sulphur in
Gasoline and Diesel - Setting a Level for Sulphur in Gasoline and Diesel, 1998

44) Jenkins, G.P., Chun-Yan Kuo and Avgul Ozbafli, “Cost-Benefit Analysis of Reducing
the Sulphur in Gasoline”, Working Paper, Queens University, 2009
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6. HLICtO] AMELZEARIA) A2l =

360ppm | 250ppm | 200ppm | 150ppm | 100ppm | 30ppm

BB YU g

2001 14 19 22 26 29 33
2020 20 28 34 38 43 52
AT YL Ba
2001 11 15 18 21 24 27
2020 16 23 28 31 35 42
$FA FEAS B2
2001 70 94 113 131 149 168
2020 99 141 172 193 219 261
ANGA AALS Fa
2001 34,200 46,100 55,000 64,000 72,800 | 82,300
2020 48,500 69,000 83,800 94,500 107,200 | 127,500
FEAT A5 Fa
2001 16,200 21,900 26,000 30,300 34,500 | 39,000
2020 23,000 32,800 40,000 44,800 50,800 | 60,400
FHEENPBLS B2
2001 117,000 | 157,500 | 188,000 | 218,000 | 249,000 | 281,400
2020 166,000 | 236,000 | 287,000 | 323,000 | 366,300 | 435,600
FEEFINABAS i
2001 1,000 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,100 2,300
2020 1,380 2,000 2,400 2,700 3,100 3,600
9o <E 2> FAAEL At T EASA WY TSR @
oo FHAAAE o EASY AFY Fe Ade A AFY
39%E ARt AFLFIAGWGE) M= ol#3 TH=AL HY
FRAE ZAR sho] Aud AAY AL FFRAG. A TA
she Welol #3748 2067 AR At AR Wele theo)

<E 3>3 go| 2 ch

45) Jenkins, G.P., Chun-Yan Kuo and Avgul Ozbafli, “Cost-Benefit Analysis of Reducing
the Sulphur in Gasoline”, Working Paper, Queens University, 2009
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V. FHLtEt el #MEEEMRIA)C] HEHMSHY L2

360ppm | 250ppm | 200ppm | 150ppm | 100ppm | 30ppm

Z I\ AR 7 A 829 1,169 1,385 1,591 1,810 2,100
WA ST 57
- 3,013 4,184 5,040 5752 6,555 7,600
AR i
Z571 AR
533 735 874 1,002 1,126 1,324
ORI
PAR A AR d
IR 423 593 717 814 924 1,076
JARS
oA wEAs kA | 2,694 3,733 4,524

5,153 5,854 6,800

A 7 1,307,842 | 1,814,497 | 2,185,633 | 2,500,763 | 2,840,451 | 3,300,000

SEA G A Zha | 634343 | 882402 | 1,062,847 | 1212450 | 1,377,466 | 1,600,000

! 4364822 | 6,049,747 | 7249041 | 8323223 | 9470413 | 11,000,000
AsA4 g
55 F]
' 37,798 | 52078 | 63228 | 71.131 | 82277 | 93,000
1B g
o2 o|ly3t Ho FAHXNE ZAZ B 7HAE FAHIA
ot WA Z7|AAGAS] Aol #Heo MRS AT uo EAI
}HFFH7 A2V o= AEe FAF 7FA|(VSL, value of sta-
tistical life)E ©]-&3dto] b9 <& 4>} Zro] FA 1§ th40

46) Jenkins, G.P., Chun-Yan Kuo and Avgul Ozbafli, “Cost-Benefit Analysis of Reducing
the Sulphur in Gasoline”, Working Paper, Queens University, 2009
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6. HLICtO] AMELZEARIA) A2l =

<Y 4>
sttt =X St FEXR| A5 FHX|
65 AN o]Are] QI+t $2,300,000 $3,800,000 $7,500,000
65 Al o]sle] elF $3,000,000 $5,000,000 $10,000,000
ot A $2,400,000 $4,000,000 $7,900,000

e FANE o3t FRATAGWG)IHE HEHOR 33t

A& $3,000,000, ZF7H=AHAE $5,000,000, Ag A 2]E $10,000,000
2 A3

dam wAsE Welg ZAT u Ao AYWIPLR
dolol 71N E 2Rslok Bt 1 WHoRE HEZAE ok o
= YHI AHXZH]EFAHH(Cost of Illness) O 2 HA He 9 7}
£ FAY o AEgArdy AFA2R[EFHR o dubE < wES

SYAH(WTP)o] AR A BH|-EFFA] 2] 1.3904 2.4u1<]
of APA=BZFAA 9 2819 AL HBYY 7HAE FAHs=H A
ST oA AT AFHALR TS HYY A= v=H

ol gatel Welo] FAE 2Hst WS ALY AwHoz
|

WA BAHEE/ AT FRE Aste] WYIE WY AL A
22AE Bt ABAAWIPE 23T 7129 ATFES 243

A S FEARZ 109 $290,0002 7 FTHA)

47) Rowe, R.D., L.G. Chestnut, D.C. Peterson, and C. Miller, “The Benefits of Air Pol-
lution Control in California,” prepared for California Air Resources Board by Energy
and Resource Consultants, Inc., Boulder, Colorado, (1986)

48) Viscusi, W.K., W.A. Magat, and J. Huber, “Pricing Environmental Health Risks: Sur-
vey Assessments of Risk-Risk and Risk-Dollar Trade-offs for Chronic Bronchitis,” Jour-
nal of Environmental Economics and Management, (21(1), (1991), pp. 32-51; Krupnick,
AJ. and M.L. Cropper, “The Effect of Information on Health Risk Valuations,” Journal
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V. FHLtEt el #MEEEMRIA)C] HEHMSHY L2

= WAz 55714840 JYe Qo= wsE Helo 7
= Ay e g2go] 2E FI £AT ABAAAWIP)E 3
7

=2
ARl FHFEA7E 199 $6,5002 74 = A
]

Al HAZ AFEAEAY JUS EYeEN st HYY 7HA
= AYARYE 28E T FAR A2YAAWTPe FAHH=
g FFFA A7 197 88,3002 A H A

H HAZ SHAYEE E9eEN TSt dY9 THH= 2H
AmvgFAA ) 20 E 5T FAR A2ARQWTP)e FH =
SHEFA7E 1917 $6002 =7 = Ak

oA HAR JAEATE AASEE BEstes UEE S9eEN 8
Aste B9 7HA= dERAE $8] ASYAAWTP)E F4T
71EY A€ Y8 SAHFAA ST 92 AP

AN HAZ AT Ha2 TSt WYY A= HE
ZAHE F5t AEJAY(WTIP)E FAT 71E9 d7ES €884
FTUHFARAE 1499 $742 FAHFUHS0

A& UAZ S43F7IAE d9 da=2 dAs= Hoo 71A
= AERAE 3 AZYAAWIP)E F4% 7€ dts=
L&HAM SUHFAANE 199 s14=2 FHATGSD

of Risk and Uncertainty, 5, (1992), pp. 29-48

49) Rowe, R.D., L.G. Chestnut, D.C. Peterson, and C. Miller, “The Benefits of Air Pol-
lution Control in California,” prepared for California Air Resources Board by Energy
and Resource Consultants, Inc., Boulder, Colorado, (1986)

50) Ostro, B.D., “Air Pollution and Morbidity Revisited: A Specification Test,” Journal
of Environmental Economics and Management, 14, (1987), pp.87-98; Krupnick, A.J. and
M.L. Cropper, “Valuing Chronic Morbidity Damages: Medical Costs, Labor Market Effects,
and Individual Valuations,” final report to the U.S. EPA, Office of Policy Analysis,
(1989)

51) Loehman, E.T., S.V. Berg, A.A. Arroyo, R.A. Hedinger, J.M. Schwartz, M.E. Shaw,
R.W. Fahien, V.H. De, R.P. Fishe, D.E. Rio, W.F. Rossley, and A.E.S. Green, “Dis-
tributional Analysis of Regional Benefits and Costs of Air Quality Control”, Journal of
Environmental Economics and Management, 6, (1979), pp. 222-243; Tolley, G.S., L.
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oAg WAZ obf
3

&9 Aol F 8 g 2 2E
QAR (WTP)S FAF = SUHFAA7E 109 $3602 =4 = U t}.52)
olgA #Hele 7IAE 4T wo A¥tFHoZ AESE HHEL 7]

15

29 A5 238 Welo] JAE o gstel AL Welo|
7] ¥ (benefit transfer method)& A3 T}

tgoz Hge AvmEA WA FARSNES Anwd P
Sol $e) FeFE Zoly] PelA Bad AT By £
£ B4 gAugoR tiroia A7 4 9o

Fursol 2EE $30) FFFL 150 ppmE FolE 7
AHE9o] ERHELS $697,000,0000] 2QFE= Hog FH
SIAbEe] Wid e E4 AW G2 FYsiof H= W82 $88,500,000

2 =g}

=2

82l

o
©
HAL A

sd FAGFEANRAS)NNE FAZESH G| F43AET 3
$o 2uAE Apolo] BHEE ulgo] BaA AAS 7|&s 9l
ol A AZbEE wEe AET 05 AEA IME Aolz

Babcock, M. Berger, A. Bilotti, G. Blomquist, R. Fabian, G. Fishelson,C. Kahn, A.
Kelly, D. Kenkel, R. Kumm, T. Miller, R. Ohsfeldt, S. Rosen, W. Webb, W. Wilson,
and M. Zelder, “Valuation of reductions in Human Health Symptoms and Risks”, pre-
pared at the University of Chicago, Final Reports for the U.S. EPA, (January 1986)

52) Krupnick, A.J. and M.L. Cropper, “Valuing Chronic Morbidity Damages: Medical Costs,
Labor Market Effects, and Individual Valuations”, final report to the U.S. EPA, Office
of Policy Analysis, (1989)
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V. ALere] #AEe=Z4RIA)S| HEXMSHY HHE

FAGFEARANAE FATC] HLFLALASAA W o
= BASLEL Qid 2wAe] AAN ALY FRAHFS FYO
2A HUFEYAABAAL AhH oz Gako] Artn BAstw 9
o st FE Authe HUGSAURSel AN FLHE
St 10 9FASF FAL 200042 E 150 ppmo] L 2005
W5E 30 ppmol7] WEe] Aricke] FAIG MG 2L fAw

S oled W gHARH QoA theH T EAEES A7)
gt}

- HGHERA Y 7S 2002 AF ZAAA BRI

- HE, HFAol iAo &l ditt 48RS

- "o AAH 7HAE FAAL fHAEY d¥e T 0 2
A7b e 7P S0 die AERS

TAFFEARIA)Y HA FToA JA-ERYS AHET o
ARFEO] Al s diEFd oz F 7HA 9 HvE =
Aoz FAIFEHARIAS)O Aestal A

ZEE e AR, oY =AEY AMAR, BFEAE, ASAA
ZAAEL 4oz {39 FGFS 30 ppmeE Fo|= HHol
AePe=d I ol A4l H .
AsA71ee =Yt a5ty gf&o
A FamdAsS 29 FREFSE £
=9 A RxE g WS ATy

mpReto 2 SHpFEHRA ol o] UJA=AE AHEA. Canada Ga-
zette 150 AtE FAIHS Av]FLZ Fof] JAFHS T3k o
=i ol Aol A AR

- &Y dRFS 150 ppme 2 Eole HAY AlAIZIE 2002
1o A 20029 7€= =33t
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I M2 HRIA) Sl EXte| =7tE Hlu

V. U2, 2YAYe FHYTRNRIAIS D
1. MY TEMNRIA)Y EAIY =11 v

TAGFZARIA)E Fot] FAMNFo] AFHLE o] Fo)A7] ¢
gt RAE2 A FAFFELARIA)LY HAL QojA FA FFEARIA)
of Wolsh Alel, AT oYX T A5, EUH 7=
713HE B3 FAIGFEA(RIA)G =ZA 1T (Quality Control), A&7 2] 4
AHE 9950 a3 2SR ARG Tejuz olest )
A 29159 7t Zo|Ae] Fol2 wlmate RS ojugickn shATh

D) AHESEHRIA)L] HPA} HMEHS| = I1E H|w

FAGFEARIAS B Glojd BE ekl d sl el U
(Proportionality Principle)& Z-gs}3l QoL AA o QJojA= I H|F
ol d3s HA™Est=d oA =254 °E SHo| Utk
sHane Aeos FAY BN HAl GeA FFBANY
Zolsh WAl ofuzl AFEsHIA)Y] AAE 2 FEE 7
S 9t B SolA Amage] BH. ol NGNS JALEY
E et did A& 59 ¥FF7HA)Y AAE bgE = St
SAATAAL FAG B GFRAIAY AT BAE o
= 7IEe®: HFAY BAY FFY FUHA, AU A FAFH <
T84, A ™Y AEGA o dut= dFFHIALY AY 5 Al
7HA 71EES AHERTEY R A= ™Y AddA o ot

Olc

53) UK National Audit Office, “Evaluation of Regulatory Impact Assessments” Compen-
dium Report 2004-05, Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General, HC 341 Session
2004-2005, 17 March 2005

54) European Commission, Impact Assessment Guideline, 2009: 13-17
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V. o=, FEdgel #MSSEHRIA)2C] H] W

A 2 gAe Age JFgEsE oA Hol ik SR AstA B
o} WEeto] Hzo| Aol AMQ A (Green papenol A a7
5 A(Action plan)e AHA HEe WEGoR WASE FHNA
FRH1A)E 7+ A9 Ao A BAE SES gww i
Z = x(Green papen)RA A= | F el FFHIHIAE st HE
o dAHE AEYE AFHAIAE =S 5t Yok

A=l JFEIAE HolH AAT A 1A 725 & o
Alel Bae e AoEd HE4stER a1 gk

(i) AT ARY A, A3, BAA Gl AFE A5

(i) FAY Bdo] fPATHBR FAAL BAY AL, o
g 5u AANAS FANAL U TS FASE 7
A A

(i) 1% FASe] FBo2 G AL FAU A=

(v) AU Aol gPATe] Haste] AU AHal
A3 o] Ao AYTA %] AV HE AL

(V) A AR A ko] Uojd 4 9k AL

(Vi) FAY Aol FHATE SAT Frkel FaF 4

,?_

e w2e] AeolE gEREY 1286630 wetd 2T FAS
o M A= 9t FAGFEAS FES FPstel den AFL
SES Pk AE Yt FAGFEH DLW FaY FASY &

ASL theIt 2T

55) Andrea Renda, Law and Economics in the RIA World: Improving the Use of Eco-
nomic Analysis in Public Policy and Legislation (Intersentia, 2011), 30-31

56) Krupnick, A.J. and M.L. Cropper, “Valuing Chronic Morbidity Damages: Medical Costs,
Labor Market Effects, and Individual Valuations”, final report to the U.S. EPA, Office
of Policy Analysis, (1989)
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(i) T2 2AoA Aldstn gAY
g uAAY A2HE 749
(i) AE 9 E X X Z(entitlement),
fee), A F5AH(loan program)o]l A3 A F&= wA=

A 7

4o oX
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iy
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=
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=
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o A7 AL HEH £

Sof thaiAE WA u8H ]2 (quanti-
tative cost benefit analysis)& 3E33F A= Q= FAIFEAH(RIA)S o
=2 3 gk
Avitrel Aol dlu] JFEAAE LS sfo] AE 9
TAFFB7HRIA)E 3foF &&= FAG=

N
FRANA AEstEs F08 125E gt 2o

r>~
e
315
1
Jh
o)
&
£
i)
o 1r

- FAE AT B mA L Gl 2 AL
- AL B wAE Gl
- AL Abelet Batel m =
- AT 3RO el A
- AL AR A Gl = A
- AL Hlga Welo] mAL

- FAZ BB ololo] mAE G FA dF ol AFARE)

J

- FA FRRG gFFRe] Yol mAL GFo] 2 AL

57) Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Triage Statement, 2009
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V. o=, FEdgel #MSSEHRIA)2C] H] W

- FAE FAFES Gl o Fx
- FATE AR Ao} ThE G o] m)x

2) etz Qlnt o|sHEALXI= 2| o|HA+EHuF 2
=7tE Hluw

Myt AHAES FA o Be WYz R Z A (Cabinet Directive
Streamlining Regulation)o]] WZ=2H FAE Y5l FAES B
A 7N e] 14 (Regulatory Process)ol| A HA|Z 2lste] FagFS w7t
 BE ofRAAEC] AHEL SuA dAE AN
N8E Az Bk AT Utk FAS s
TAIZNE S 27 (Regulatory Process) o] A] OI“HD”\}X}COI oA
a5 e BAET O S E9sHA AR stal o] s AR
=0 94 AAIAY HES S Aol wWE AlY el 2o
QoA gHe e 37 aﬂ ole

FAAoR st AR o] TRl Canada Gazette 13- A ¢H
I A G 3FE 714 (Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement)S %4 309 &
e ML aho] OlAPANES] JABE AL 1 Fo| 749
FHANE 4T o] of o AW olSFAAES] oA gt
WSS A ES Hojgohs

=9 ZAfol= 48" FASG e FAIFB7HRIA)L =
o Al HiE FAYFEHARIA) S T FHIE=S G5
Rom FAGFREAE HAT 602 Bt A FAIte] dsA o
HFAAEO] AS ANAE &+ J=F HAsta Qoh £33 /A
ol FAAE 2] A Sl “41?15} HHS Foto] olsfFAAE S o]
AGA = ALl HIHJU=AE A Hol AT

o
=

O

>
Ml %o

T
N
T o O o [ A

4z
X

mlo
)

(

58) Government of Canada, Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation, April 2007: 3-4
59) Scott Jacobs, “Regulatory Impact Analysis in Regulatory Process, Methods and Co-
operation.” Working Paper Series 026, Policy Research Initiative, 2006: 33-41
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I M2 HRIA) Sl EXte| =7tE Hlu

GHATe AolE olalFARAE AsAL FFFA1A)Y 3
2 FAsD Had ggn e 9424_4: BH e ANEE

- AT o|35ty] 4 AsYel B BAS FAoF gt
- gALYS AT MEA AN AREY BASS BEdA ¢

- BE o GAREY AL Ystelok Fitt

- AL FAAC o o HE ATL FEH oo}
st

- AR FAG ] A AL ANG = Qe AT Ha
3 85 o|4folofof k.

- oHAFAREY AL ALHRS Wel A FARNA A4E
A2 stofof k.

- 5RE ol AYAAEY gro] ogA $HH FAILIL ol
S YEAS AYST FFBIHIA)N EFHA A Bt

AHQ LE7|BS S5 FHITEMRIA)L
H|

ARt glom EZH ‘3}% %é‘lﬂl% A5k W<t

Arttte] Aol FAGFRARIAIG FEFFE EYH F97)
TF2A 7MY L3 FA G FEAFE=E(The Treasury Board of Canada
Secretariat's Regulatory Affairs Sector, TBS-RAS)S A XAt FA G FA

2R M= FATGRA ] 77 3 5 A A (Regulatory Impact Analysis

60) European Commission, Impact Assessment Guideline, 2009: 19-20
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StatementyS ST AT FASFEARIAN] o] Fo] 2 Fe
Aol BT 4 Yk BRL ANT AT BABYR Y dgun
= AT ZH7g (Regulatory Process)o] FHA|A}S] H&of & F4ls)
QAThoh FAYRARZ oo hzhe] #7172 91 Y ] (Regulatory Ca-
binet committee)o| A H= AN T FE, HE, 2HS st
Qo AstAdE FASH AFY Y3 (Standing Joint Committee of

Kl

the Senate and the House of Commons for the Scrutiny of Regulations)
= FE7es sy

Auctel A FAES FPots BA o] T4 GFEH(RIA)]
Ayste] A& ES gozn 2RgRe] MY FRFo2H F4

GFEARIAY FAL Eold Itk EF Attt FAGFEA
RIA)O] 3 |2 A(Guideline) 5 HHF 2R FA) GEFE A (RIA)
2 Pkt PAE0] AWLS WEEE sof FAYFEHRIAY E
2

d

dS Eol9 o 23 Auteldes FAIFEARIA)S Fot=
HEAENA AAGFEARIA) BT BS5S FoB2HN A TR

HRIAY EAS FoluA AThe)

m=9 Ffole #AIEFEARIA)S H=ste FHHA Y71
Z A AR FA=F(OIRA, Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs)<
AR Pt A EAAT(OIRA)S FAIGTHA AN 24 Al FFEA
RIS Weg & 9t BAMY AVL AAD dov 228 74
kel BFol= Al Aol AAHA AAIGH FAIFFEHARIA)S HE
. WA FASte ANAdN AEST = wAR Au ols)s
NS AL SAs] UM UT AR B ofujHo
2 AAE] Ao AASFEARIA)E HESIH mAgoz A<t

61) Scott Jacobs, “Regulatory Impact Analysis in Regulatory Process, Methods and Coope-
ration.” Working Paper Series 026, Policy Research Initiative, 2006: 60

62) Scott Jacobs, “Regulatory Impact Analysis in Regulatory Process, Methods and Coope-
ration.” Working Paper Series 026, Policy Research Initiative, 2006: 60
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I M2 HRIA) Sl EXte| =7tE Hlu

of Aoz AYEY] Wo| AR AT FRFAZORAI] 7
AGFEARIA] BFEG ¢ FEEA FALE 7S
AT Aele ks

)=+ 9] 3] A ZAFA(GAO, General Accounting Office)} u|=+ A"} 9
3] o) A= (CBO, Congressional Budget Office)o| = FA9 &R} oAt
T2 =+(OMB, Office of Management and Budget)?] &Fof tiajA H=
e ok oE dHOo= FHAAF(0IRA)Y FH oA o HEF
A =(OIRA)0] AET FAFFEA(RIA)L AIE AAEo2 FA5}
T FAGFEARAN] BE Aot 1 2ARE BATFORA T
AFFEARIA)Y FHS = EF vmox= B EFA=(OIRA)
o] AZE FADFEHARIAY 23L& 9Ro] SYHA HEIES
A B8 axgoRn FALTHY B4 FAhe

AT 9ol FAYFRARNG AEolE Y27 FRA

A H 7} (Impact Assessment Board)S A Xt} H|E FFH7=(IAB)
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