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1. UK Finance and HM Treasury (HMT) officials have held discussions relating to the early 
stages of the financial-services future regulatory-framework review. In these discussions, 
we recommended HMT consider how regulators measure and report on the discharge of 
their duties. This was raised in light of the National Audit Office’s (NAO) observation that: 
 
Performance measurement is important in helping regulatory organisations to make sure that 
they are achieving their objectives, and making the best possible use of their resources. It is also 
important for accountability, since regulators are accountable for their activities to Parliament, 
to government departments, and ultimately to the public who depend on them. Stakeholders—
particularly those who fund the activities of regulators—have an interest in whether the 
resources they provide to regulators are being used efficiently and effectively.1 
 
and its recommendations that regulators should: 

a) Do more to translate their high-level intended consumer outcomes into what this means in 
practical terms. This should be underpinned by detailed indicators or targets that, where possible, 
are attributable to their regulatory performance, and that can be used to measure performance 
in protecting the interests of consumers. It is up to regulators to determine where targets may 
not be appropriate (for example where they are likely to lead to unintended consequences), and 
to demonstrate how they plan to measure success and drive improvement. 

b) Work together, for example through UK Regulators Network, to develop a consistent 
approach to modelling and measuring regulatory influence and impact, and providing links 
between regulatory activities, outputs and consumer outcomes. 

c) Ensure that their public reporting of performance includes clear benchmarks, trends over time 
and analysis of the underlying factors affecting outcomes.2  

2. HMT officials were interested in this and asked for further thoughts. 

3. We subsequently engaged Baringa Partners to support this work. This resulting paper is 
designed to:
• critique the existing mechanisms by which the performance of financial-services 

regulators is measured and reported against their statutory objectives (section 3), 
and

• make recommendations to HMT about how those mechanisms could be improved 
(section 4). 

4. This paper has been drafted over a five-week period on a best-efforts basis. The themes, 
challenges and recommendations outlined in the paper are all true to the best of our 
knowledge. A longer period of time would have permitted a more-detailed review, but 
we are confident that the recommendations in section 4 would bring about significant 
improvement to the framework for measuring and reporting on regulators performance 
if implemented in the right way.

 

1 https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Performance-measurement-by-regulators.pdf.

2 https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Regulating-to-protect-consumers-in-utilities-communications-and-financial-service-

markets.pdf.

1. INTRODUCTION
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SCOPE 

5.  The regulators in scope for this paper are:
• the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA),
• the Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA), and
• the Payment Systems Regulator (PSR).

APPROACH

6. In drafting this paper, Baringa Partners undertook desk-based research (see annex 1) and 
engaged with us and our members. In engaging with firms to discuss this topic, Baringa 
Partners conducted:
• one-to-one meetings to discuss and critique the way they perceive how 

regulators currently measure and report on their performance, and
• four workshops with a sample of mid-tier, retail, wholesale and payments firms. 

Each workshop debated the questions—
o what are the challenges with the way that regulators currently measure and 

report on their performance? and
o what recommendations could improve the way that regulators measure and 

report on their performance?

7. The paper was distributed widely to our members for review and feedback.

8. In drafting the paper, we have considered examples and lessons from each regulator 
individually. However, the recommendations we have made are generally applicable 
unless otherwise stated.

STRUCTURE 

9. The main body of this report is laid out in four main sections:
• a summary,
• a critique of the measurement and reporting of regulators’ performance,
• recommendations to improve measurement and reporting of regulators’

performance, and
• other issues identified during the drafting of this paper.
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10. While the NAO has rightly noted that performance measurement and reporting is 
important, it is also very difficult to get right. In practice, regulators must measure and 
report on their performance to the UK parliament and government while retaining 
their independence and autonomy. They must navigate the need for transparency and 
consistency in their activities while delivering systemic change at pace to meet the 
needs of diverse stakeholders and sectors often with competing needs. They must also 
retain credibility and “teeth,” which could be put at risk by performance-measurement 
frameworks that do not achieve the right balance of holding regulators to account for 
failure while celebrating and empowering decisive and sometimes controversial action. 

11. This report considers how the UK’s financial-services regulators measure and report 
on the discharge of their duties in order to inform the next phase of HMT’s future 
regulatory-framework review. As part of our research, we have looked at performance 
measurement and reporting by other sectoral regulators in the UK such as Ofcom, 
Ofgem and Ofwat. We have also looked to other jurisdictions and considered how 
European and international regulators measure and report on their performance. While 
we have found inspiration and ideas, we have not discovered a model of regulator 
performance reporting and measurement that we consider to be a clear example of 
success. This demonstrates the scale of the challenge at hand and how difficult this 
topic is to address. 

12. Taking into account the scale and complexity of the challenge, this paper aims to 
highlight some of the key challenges of the current approach of UK financial-services 
regulators to measuring and reporting against their performance. It then makes a 
number of recommendations that we consider have the potential to improve the way 
this is done without undermining the ability of regulators to make and enforce difficult 
decisions. 

13. In considering each of the regulators in scope—the FCA, the PRA and the PSR—
we note there are examples of good practice for each. The FCA has a multitude of 
examples of trying to measure its performance in a transparent way and a high level of 
engagement with firms. The PRA engages with firms and communities through “agents” 
in roundtables on a regular basis to measure its performance. The FCA and the PSR also 
use BritainThinks surveys to gain the views of various stakeholders on how they are 
performing. In conversations with our members, the FCA, the PRA and the PSR have 
each been cited at different times as strong examples of good practice. 

14. However, one of the key challenges we have identified is that the approaches taken are 
inconsistent and firms do not feel the framework within which measuring and reporting 
performance are done in practice is clear or transparent.  

15. On our behalf, through a combination of desk-based research and both interviews and 
workshops with our members, Baringa Partners has documented a series of challenges 
with the current approach and proposed a number of recommendations for HMT to 
consider. The tables below summarise these challenges and recommendations, which 
are discussed in detail in sections 2 and 3 of this paper respectively.  

2. SUMMARY
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16. While we recommend that HMT investigate each of these recommendations in detail, 
they are designed to be read in isolation, and each could be taken independently or as 
part of a wider suite of change in order to improve the current framework for measuring 
and reporting performance.  

Challenge Recommendations

Overall regulatory 
framework

C1. Lack of clarity over the design of the regulatory framework for 
financial services R1, R2, R3

C2. Lack of clarity over the approach of each regulator R1, R2, R3, R4

Accountability

C3. Regulators are held to account in isolation R1, R3, R5

C4. Scrutiny of regulators may disproportionately focus on high-
profile topics R2, R4

C5. Regulators’ accountability is purely to the UK parliament R4, R8, R9

Objectives C6. Regulators are not required to define tangible outcomes for 
performance measurement R1, R2, R3, R4

Principles C7. Performance should be measured by both what regulators deliver 
and how they deliver it R2, R3, R4

Operational activities C8. Lack of transparency in identifying and prioritising operational 
activities R2, R3, R5, R6, R9

Measuring success C9. Performance assessments in annual reports are perceived to be 
subjective R3, R4, R6, R7, R8

Continuous improvement C10. There may be a conflict for firms in providing critical feedback to 
their own supervisors, but alternative mechanisms are not effective R8

Recommendations

Measuring 
regulators’ 
performance 

R1. Expand the remit of the Regulatory Initiatives Forum

R2. Require each regulator to document its approach to translating its statutory objectives into operational 
activities

R3. Implement centralised minimum standards for regulators’ approaches

R4. Require regulators to predefine indicators of success

Reporting 
regulators’ 
performance

R5. Pan-regulator performance reporting 

R6. Regular formal self-assessment reports based on a centralised template

R7. Require formal post-implementation reviews of policy and supervisory change

Establishing a 
feedback loop

R8. Additional feedback mechanisms for regulators to receive and respond to feedback

R9. Strengthen practitioner panels
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THE REGULATORY LANDSCAPE 

17. Before considering the measurement and reporting of the performance of individual 
regulators against their statutory objectives, it is important to consider the wider 
regulatory framework and assess how the range of regulatory activity in the UK delivers 
overall.  

18. Each regulator has statutory objectives that are set by the UK parliament and contribute 
to the overall delivery of:
• the integrity of the UK financial system,
• protection for consumers, and
• competition. 

19. While different regulators specialise in different aspects of regulation, there is inevitably 
some crossover with relation to the activities, priorities and concerns of each regulator. 
Many of the firms with which we engaged suggested that the approaches of regulators 
were often not coordinated. This has already been the subject of an HMT call for 
evidence,3  to which we responded,4  resulting in the establishment of the Financial 
Services Regulatory Initiatives Forum5 and the publication of the first Regulatory 
Initiatives Grid.6  However, we must emphasise that the measurement and reporting of 
the performance of regulators against their statutory objectives can only be complete, 
accurate and ultimately meaningful when it is presented in the context of the overall 
regulatory landscape. 

20. For example, a single regulator may measure the relative success of a single policy 
change by looking at its overall cost to firms and the expected benefits to markets 
or consumers. However, this measure may not be accurate if multiple regulators were 
conducting enquiries, interviews, consultations and data requests with firms over a 
similar period of time. 

21. Therefore, several parts of this paper comment on improvements that could be made to 
the measurement and reporting of the performance of regulators against their statutory 
objectives in the context of the regulatory landscape. In particular, we note that we 
welcomed the launch of the Forum,7 and recommendation 1 considers whether its remit 
might be expanded to accommodate the challenge of measuring and reporting on the 
aggregate performance of regulators against their objectives.

3 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/819025/Future_Regulatory_Framework_

Review_Call_for_Evidence.pdf.

4 https://www.ukfinance.org.uk/system/files/HMT%20call%20for%20evidence%20on%20regulatory%20coordination%20-%20UK%20

Finance%20response.pdf.

5 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/871673/FRF_Phase_I_-_Response_Doc_

FINAL.pdf.

6 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/corporate/regulatory-intitiatives-grid.pdf.

7 https://www.ukfinance.org.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/20200623%20Regulatory%20Initiatives%20Grid%20-%20UK%20Finance%20

feedback.pdf.

3. CRITIQUE OF THE MEASUREMENT 
AND REPORTING OF REGULATORS’ 
PERFORMANCE
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CURRENT APPROACH TO MEASURING AND REPORTING ON 
REGULATORS’ PERFORMANCE 

22. The regulators’ objectives are set in statute by the UK parliament. Their success should 
be judged according to whether these objectives are being progressed successfully. This, 
in turn, requires their performance to be measured and reported, as observed by the 
NAO. 

23. Through the desk-based research and firm engagement that we have undertaken, six 
features of the measurement and reporting framework have arisen as key themes.

24. Each regulator has a number of tools that it uses to measure and report on performance 
against its statutory objectives. These are summarised below and outlined in more detail 
in annex 2.

Accountability
How are regulators held accountable for delivering statutory objectives?
e.g. UK parliament, consumers, other stakeholders

Objectives
How are regulators held accountable for delivering statutory objectives?
e.g. UK parliament, consumers, other stakeholders

Principles
What operating principles will the regulator adhere to in delivering its objectives?
e.g. efficient use of resources

Operational activities
What activities are necessary and important to deliver its objectives?
e.g. supervision, market research, policy change

Measuring success
How will the regulator determine whether it has been successful in delivering its objectives?
e.g. consumer detriment avoided

Continuous improvement
How will the regulator identify and act on lessons learned to continuously improve?
e.g. action plan for performance improvement

FCA PRA PSR

Accountability
FCA board
HMT
Treasury Committee

Bank of England Court of 
Directors
HMT
Treasury Committee

FCA
Treasury Committee
PSR board
Practitioner panels

Objectives
Statutory objectives
FCA outcomes
Sector views

Strategic objectives
Approach documents

Strategic Objectives
PSR purpose
Regulatory framework

Principles FCA mission Approach documents Regulatory principles

Operational activities
Annual business plan
Practitioner panels

Business plan
Statistical data gathering
Agents
Periodic summary meeting (PSM)
Practitioner panel

Annual plan
PSR focus
Practitioner panel

Measuring success

Annual report
Service standards
Formal consultations
Firm feedback
BritainThinks surveys

Annual report
Annual competition report
Firm feedback
Agents

Annual report
BritainThinks surveys

Continuous improvement Mission statement
Business plan
Practitioner panels

Business plan
Strategy consultation
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CHALLENGES OF THE CURRENT APPROACH 

25. The approaches of each regulator outlined above theoretically combine to provide a 
comprehensive measurement and reporting framework covering the six key features 
outlined in paragraph 23 above: accountability, objectives, principles, operational 
activities, measuring success and continuous improvement. However, based on the 
work we have undertaken, we consider there are challenges with the way in which these 
approaches operate in practice that can undermine their effectiveness. This will be 
compounded in the medium and long terms by the UK’s departure from the EU and is of 
particular importance in the context of the future regulatory-framework review. 

OVERALL REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

26. Before discussing the specific challenges in relation to each of the six key features of the 
measurement and reporting framework, one theme that has emerged through our work 
relates to the clarity of the overall regulatory framework.

 
C1. Lack of clarity over the design of the regulatory framework for financial services 

27. Regulators are generally striving to achieve common outcomes. However, there is very 
little clear articulation of how the regulatory framework is designed for these regulators 
to work together. Memoranda of understanding are in place, but firms do not believe 
that these provide necessary clarity about how regulators operate when working toward 
common outcomes, working across many of the same firms and considering many of 
the same themes.8 
 

28. One result is that firms and regulators miss opportunities for efficiency. We heard from 
some firms that realised efficiencies by asking the PRA and the FCA to attend interviews 
together to discuss common themes,9 but other firms did not have the opportunity to 
do this. Anecdotally, it appears that such opportunities for streamlining are not generally 
initiated triggered by the regulators themselves.

29. This lack of clarity may heighten the barrier to entry and expansion for firms that do not 
have the experience or expertise to navigate its complexities

 
C2. Lack of clarity over the approach for each regulator 

30. As summarised in paragraph 24 above, each of the regulators has a number of tools 
that it uses to measure and report on performance against its statutory objectives. 
There may be benefit in allowing each regulator to adopt the approach that best fits its 
activities. However, failure to require regulators to consistently apply the key elements 
of a common, robust measurement and reporting framework (e.g. mapping statutory 
objectives to tangible outcomes with predefined measurement criteria) leads to the 
perception that the regulatory framework is poorly designed and the conclusion that 
performance assessment can be opaque and subjective.

 

8 Source: one-to-one meetings with firms.

9 Source: workshop with wholesale firms.
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ACCOUNTABILITY 

31. As outlined in annex 2, there are ways in which each regulator is held to account, and 
there is some evidence of regulators being held accountable for failures. However, we 
believe there is evidence of weaknesses in the accountability model for regulators.

C3. Regulators are held to account in isolation 

32. Regulators are generally striving to achieve common outcomes. However, there are 
limited means of measuring the aggregate impact of their activities against them. There 
is also a risk that holding regulators accountable for delivering their own objectives in 
isolation means there is insufficient incentive for them to work together and identify 
where efficiencies could be achieved, particularly where it is difficult to do so.

 
C4. Scrutiny of regulators may disproportionately focus on high-profile topics 

33. There tend to be serious consequences for failures in relation to themes with a high 
profile in the media or the political realm (e.g. the handling of the FCA’s announcement 
of proposed supervisory work on the fair treatment of long-standing customers in 
life insurance10). However, there are few examples of regulators being visibly held to 
account for less “popular” failures, in particular relating to technical regulation that is 
poorly understood by the media (e.g. access to advice following the Retail Distribution 
Review—RDR). This may result in an incentive for regulators to:
• misallocate resource to issues because of their profile rather than their significance,
• adopt an overly cautious approach to high-profile issues for fear of public failure, 

and
• pay less attention to getting low-profile but significant regulation right first time. 

C5. Regulators’ accountability is purely to the UK parliament 

34. As recently identified by the International Regulatory Strategy Group,11  judicial review is 
relatively little used against the regulators (particularly by larger firms) due in part to the 
time, cost and uncertainty involved but mainly to the risk firms feel they may face to 
their relationship with the regulators should they do so. This amplifies the importance 
of the role of the UK parliament in identifying the right problems on which to focus and 
having the technical expertise to implement robust accountability. Without a clearly 
defined and functioning framework for accountability, there is a risk that profile persists 
as the key determining criterion for how regulators are held to account, not their 
success or failure in delivering against their statutory objectives (see C4 above).

10 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-30383659

11 https://www.irsg.co.uk/assets/Resources-and-commentary/The-architecture-for-regulating-finance-after-Brexit-Phase-II.pdf
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OBJECTIVES

C6. Regulators are not required to define tangible outcomes for performance 
measurement 

35. The high-level nature of objectives means any activity could be argued to evidence 
success unless predefined outcomes and measurement criteria support this.12 Coupled 
with the lack of a robust accountability framework, firms highlight that this results in an 
insufficient focus by regulators on self-reporting, particularly in relation to identifying 
failures and acknowledging the impact of unintended consequences of regulation.13  

36. While regulators try to define tangible outcomes to mitigate this risk, there have been 
varying degrees of success in practice.
• The FCA has published multiple documents that aim to translate its objectives into 

tangible outcomes (see paragraph 110 below). However, outcome indicators appear 
to be ex post rather than predefined, and there are is limited analysis showing how 
outcome indicators have been interpreted.

• The PRA identifies outcomes it expects of firms,14 but it is difficult to find an 
articulation of tangible outcomes that should result from PRA regulation, and there 
do not appear to be predefined criteria for measuring success against outcomes.

• The PSR is due to consult on clear outcomes as part of the development of its 
future strategy,15 but tangible outcomes do not currently appear to be defined. 

37. The lack of clearly articulated outcomes and outcome indicators that are transparent 
and predefined can lead to a perception that the measurement of performance against 
statutory objectives is ad hoc and subjective in practice.

PRINCIPLES

C7. Performance should be measured by both what regulators deliver and how they 
deliver it 

38. The measurement of regulators’ performance should focus not only on whether 
strategic objectives are being delivered but also on whether regulators are discharging 
their duties in the right way. 

39. As articulated in paragraph 24 above and annex 2, each regulator has articulated the 
principles to which it will adhere in discharging its duties. The FCA outlines principles of 
good regulation in its mission statement, while the PRA talks about its principles in its 
approach documents, and the PSR adopts the principles set out in the Financial Services 
(Banking Reform) Act 2013 (FSBRA). 

40. There may be benefit in allowing each regulator to apply principles that best fit its 
activities. However, it can be argued that many of the principles of good regulation 
should be common to all three regulators, and common standards could result in 
common measures that would simplify reporting performance against such principles. 

12 Source: all workshops.

13 Source: all workshops.

14 https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/prudential-regulation/publication/2016/pra-approach-documents-2016.

15 https://www.psr.org.uk/psr-publications/news-announcements/psr-announces-development-of-new-strategy-for-a-changing-

world%E2%80%AF



UK Finance 10Improving measurement and reporting of the performance of 
financial-services regulators

41. In addition, there are varying degrees of success in how regulators actively measure 
their performance against their principles. While the FCA sets service standards that 
speak in part to how it has delivered regulation (e.g. the level of engagement with firms 
and consumers),16 we have not been able to find direct evidence of the PSR or the PRA 
measuring success against their principles of good regulation.

 
OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES
 
C8: Lack of transparency in identifying and prioritising operational activities 

42. Each regulator publishes its regulatory plans and priorities each year. However, firms 
feel the process by which regulators determine what their plans and priorities will be 
lacks transparency. This results in a perception that activities may not be sufficiently 
risk-based or forward looking17 and speculation that there is insufficient engagement 
of individuals with appropriate industry knowledge and experience to inform a clear 
view of the potential impact of regulatory plans and priorities on firms, consumers and 
markets. 

43. There is also uncertainty about how regulators resolve tensions between their strategic 
objectives. An FCA survey of the firms it regulates showed that they perceived the 
relative importance of its consumer-protection objective to be 98 per cent compared 
to its competition objective at 82 per cent.18 While a focus on the former may be 
appropriate,19 delivering one objective to the detriment of another, when coupled 
with a lack of predefined outcomes and measurement indicators, could simply be an 
unintended consequence for which regulators should be held accountable and from 
which they should learn. 

44. While all regulators engage with practitioner panels, our firm discussions and research 
identified a lack of transparency and confidence in their role and influence, particularly 
in their success at ensuring the impact of regulatory activities and priorities on 
consumers, firms and markets is fully taken into account in annual plans.20 At a glance, 
engagement through these panels appears to be relatively low: the 2019 FCA and 
practitioner-panel survey saw a 29 per cent response rate from a population of almost 
10,000 firms,21 and anecdotal evidence suggests PRA and PSR practitioner panels have 
even less engagement from firms.22 

 

16 https://www.fca.org.uk/data/service-standards-2019-20

17 Source: workshop with retail firms.

18 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/annual-reports/annual-report-2018-19.pdf

19 Examples of FCA regulation designed to protect consumers but that reduced competition include the RDR, changes to overdraft charges and 

the high-cost-credit review. Source: mid-tier, retail and wholesale workshops.

20 Source: one-to-one meetings with firms and all workshops.

21 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/annual-reports/annual-report-2018-19.pdf

22 Source: wholesale and payments workshops.
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MEASURING SUCCESS
 
C9: Performance assessments in annual reports are perceived to be subjective 

45. Each regulator provides a retrospective assessment of performance against its 
statutory objectives and some high-level assessment of performance against its 
regulatory principles in its annual report. However, a lack of predefined outcomes and 
measurement indicators (particularly for the PRA and the PSR) leads to a perception that 
this assessment of performance can be subjective and does not focus sufficiently on 
lessons learned and areas for improvement.23 

 
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT
 
C10: There may be a conflict for firms in providing critical feedback to their own 
supervisors, but alternative mechanisms are not effective 

46. Feedback from firms could be a valuable source of information for regulators striving to 
measure their performance. However, we identified there is a conflict for firms that may 
be nervous about providing critical feedback to the regulators that supervise them.24 
We also identified that alternative mechanisms for providing feedback, including the 
general call centre and complaints process, are perceived to be inefficient.25 

23 Source: all workshops.

24 Source: all workshops.

25 Source: all workshops.
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47. Based on the challenges to the current approach to measuring and reporting on 
regulators’ performance outlined in section 3, we have identified a number of 
recommendations that we suggest HMT consider as part of the future regulator-
framework review. We have explored each of these recommendations with our 
members and highlight a number of the potential benefits and challenges of each. 

MEASURING REGULATORS’ PERFORMANCE 

48. The first set of recommendations relate to establishing and articulating a framework 
within which regulators can objectively measure their performance in a way that is 
transparent and consistent.

R1. Expand the remit of the Regulatory Initiatives Forum

OUTCOMES

49. Several of our recommendations seek to improve the measurement and reporting of 
regulators’ performance in the context of the overall regulatory landscape. As such, 
having welcomed the launch of the Regulatory Initiatives Grid by the Regulatory 
Initiatives Forum, we recommend considering whether the remit of this body could be 
further expanded to:
• oversee the establishment of consistent minimum standards and centralised 

templates for regulators relating to recommendations R2-R7, and
• support pan-regulator performance reporting (recommendation R5 below).

4. RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE 
MEASUREMENT AND REPORTING OF 
REGULATORS’ PERFORMANCE

Recommendations

Measuring 
regulators’ 
performance 

R1. Expand the remit of the Regulatory Initiatives Forum

R2. Require each regulator to document its approach to translating its statutory objectives into operational activities

R3. Implement centralised minimum standards for regulators’ approaches

R4. Require regulators to predefine indicators of success

Reporting 
regulators’ 
performance

R5. Pan-regulator performance reporting

R6. Regular formal self-assessment reports based on a centralised template

R7. Require formal post-implementation reviews of policy and supervisory change

Establishing 
a feedback 
loop

R8. Additional feedback mechanisms for regulators to receive and respond to feedback

R9. Strengthen practitioner panels
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METHOD

50. If HMT agrees it could be appropriate to expand the remit of the Regulatory Initiatives 
Forum to encompass some of these activities, a consultation should be undertaken to 
identify the potential benefits and challenges. 

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

51. Regulatory Initiatives Forum is relatively new, and an expansion of its remit could be 
challenging and have material budget implications. We nonetheless believe this could be 
a good solution, not least to help the UK parliament scrutinise regulators and perhaps 
even realise efficiencies in the medium term through improved coordination, so we 
believe it would still be worthwhile investigating this recommendation. 

R2. Require each regulator to document its approach to translating its statutory 
objectives into operational activities 

OUTCOMES 

52. Requiring regulators to document their approach would contribute to improved 
measurement and reporting of performance by providing clarity for stakeholders about 
how individual regulators aim to deliver against their statutory objectives. The approach 
would:
• articulate what documents, tools, methodologies and resources are in place for 

each regulator,
• show how these knit together to help regulators deliver against their statutory 

objectives, and
• show the traceability from statutory objectives through to tangible outcomes, 

through to operational activities, through to measurement and reporting of success, 
through to taking on board lessons learned and external feedback. 

METHOD 

53. Each regulator can currently exemplify how it articulates its approach, the clearest 
example being the FCA’s mission statement. However, its weakness is that it does not 
fully explain how the suite of FCA tools come together to deliver a comprehensive, 
efficient approach to regulation. 

54. The approach would benefit from centralised minimum standards (recommendation 
R3 below) to achieve consistency across regulators where appropriate but would at a 
minimum: 
• articulate how all the tools, methodologies and resources of each regulator work 

together to show how it delivers against its statutory objectives and operating 
principles,

• show the traceability from statutory objectives through to tangible outcomes, 
through to operational activities, through to measurement and reporting of success, 
through to taking on board lessons learned and external feedback, and

• highlight opportunities for coordination across regulators to reduce duplication of 
activities and promote more-efficient use of resources, by both regulators and firms. 
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RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

55. A number of risks arise from requiring regulators to document their approaches.
• The scale and complexity of regulation is material, and attempting to document 

these approaches may risk over-simplification that does not reflect how regulators 
act in practice.

• Both the FCA and the PRA have tried to articulate their approaches in the past with 
limited success, but firms continue to feel there is a lack of clarity, so this is clearly 
not straightforward.

• Regulators may feel their approaches, once documented, overly constricting the 
areas in which they choose to intervene. 

56. To mitigate these risks, the following should be taken into consideration.
• Regulators should take on board lessons learned from past approaches (internally 

and from other regulators) to ensure their approach delivers the desired outcomes.
• Regulators should consider working together to design a common approach (see 

recommendations R1 above and R3 below). Such an approach is likely to be more 
easily received and understood by stakeholders, particularly firms regulated by 
multiple bodies.

• The approach must retain sufficient flexibility for regulators to be able to intervene 
where necessary to deliver against their objectives (e.g. the definition of tangible 
outcomes must not prevent regulators taking action to mitigate newly arising risks 
that threaten their statutory objectives). 

R3. Implement centralised minimum standards for regulators’ approaches 

OUTCOMES 

57. Implementing centralised minimum standards for regulators’ approaches would improve 
the efficiency of measuring and reporting their performance as well as stakeholder 
understanding. They should be considered where appropriate (e.g. in applying common 
good principles of regulation and considering whether certain outcomes and/or 
outcome indicators are applicable across regulators). 

58. This recommendation would be supported if, as proposed in our response to its call for 
evidence on regulatory coordination, HMT established a strategy and policy statement 
providing context and guidance about priorities and desired outcomes over the medium 
term in the financial-services sector. 

METHOD 

59. Centralised minimum standards might be set by HMT. If recommendation R1 is 
implemented, they might be designed by the Regulatory Initiatives Forum. If not, they 
could be agreed collaboratively between regulators. 
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60. Minimum standards may consist of the critical components that should be included 
in translating statutory objectives into operational activities (see recommendation R2 
above), for example:
• objectives (what are regulators aiming to achieve), including as set out in any HMT 

strategy and policy statement,
• outcomes (what will be delivered if objectives are achieved),
• operational principles (what guidelines/ways of working will regulators follow),
• predefined measures of success (what evidence will indicate, even qualitatively, 

whether desired outcomes are being realised),
• performance assessment (what factors enabled success and what improvements can 

be made in the future),
• reporting standards (how will successes and lessons learned be reported), and
• standards relating to seeking, receiving, acknowledging and responding to external 

feedback.

61. Minimum standards may also include a reporting template to ensure that consideration 
is given to:
• cross-cutting thematic reviews of regulatory reform,
• the economic impacts of regulatory reform, and
• analyses of international competitiveness. 

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

62. The varied sizes, remits and activities of regulators mean that there are benefits to 
applying approaches tailored to each. These could be put at risk by applying overly 
prescriptive minimum standards. To mitigate this, minimum standards should be 
detailed enough to enable firms to understand key features that would benefit from 
commonality across regulators (e.g. accountability model, principles of good regulation, 
requirement for measurable outcomes) but not so prescriptive as to require regulators 
to apply common approaches where they would be counterproductive (e.g. prescription 
of measurable outcomes or the types of activities regulators should carry out). 

R4. Require regulators to predefine indicators of success
 
OUTCOMES 

63. It is important that there are predefined indicators of success for regulators that map 
to predefined outcomes for their statutory objectives. Such indicators will promote 
transparency in performance measurement and mitigate any perception that regulators 
use market indicators to fit a narrative of success. They will also ensure a clearer picture 
of whether certain consequences of regulation are delivered due to active prioritisation 
(e.g. the FCA’s decision to tolerate increased barriers to competition for the sake of 
consumer protection through the RDR) or were unforeseen and have been identified as 
areas for future consideration.

64. Predefined indicators of success should be considered not only at the overarching 
level but also at the level of individual policies (e.g. established as part of consultation 
processes). 
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METHOD 

65. To establish predefined indicators of success, regulators should:
• establish tangible outcomes that map back to their statutory objectives (see 

recommendation R2 above),
• consult with firms, consumer groups and other regulators, and
• strive to balance consistency over time with flexibility to update indicators in 

response to changing external factors and/or lessons learned (e.g. if indicators are 
not providing a balanced view of performance or become obsolete). 

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

66. There is a significant challenge in identifying indicators that portray an accurate and 
objective picture of regulators’ performance. In practice, regulators using such indicators 
would need to:
• rely on a range of indicators considered together,
• incorporate a large volume of qualitative assessment (e.g. feedback from firms),
• focus on trends and direction rather than set targets and thresholds, and
• acknowledge potential weaknesses in the indicators and consider what they are 

failing to prove as well as what they might evidence. 

67. In order to mitigate these risks, the following should be taken into consideration.
• The definition of indicators of success might usefully be implemented alongside 

recommendation R2 above as documenting its approach to translating its statutory 
objectives into operational activities will help to clearly define a regulator’s tangible 
outcomes that indicators should measure.

• Regulators should consider working together to identify indicators (see 
recommendations R1 and R3 above). Such an approach is likely to be more easily 
received and understood by stakeholders, particularly firms regulated by multiple 
bodies, and facilitate pan-regulator performance reporting (see recommendation R5 
below).

• Indicators should undergo wide consultation and a trial implementation period prior 
to finalisation.

• It may be appropriate to consult regularly (e.g. every three years) on the 
effectiveness of indicators to ensure that they remain consistent where possible but 
are continuously improved where necessary. Alternatively, it might be appropriate 
to validate the continued effectiveness of indicators as part of the production of 
the annual business plan.

• The NAO may play a useful role in assessing the effectiveness of performance 
assessments based on indicators to ensure that they are portraying an accurate and 
objective view.

REPORTING REGULATORS’ PERFORMANCE 

R5. Pan-regulator performance reporting
 
OUTCOMES 

68. Ensuring regulators report explicitly on their collective impact on overall outcomes using 
predefined success criteria is critical to holding them to account against their statutory 
objectives and likely to result in their working more efficiently and effectively. 
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METHOD 

69. There are several ways that regulators could be required to report on their collective 
impact on overall outcomes.
• If recommendation R1 above is implemented, the Regulatory Initiatives Forum could 

collate measurement and reporting across regulators.
• Scrutiny by the UK parliament could address cross-regulator performance. This 

would be likely to require regulators to submit a collective-performance assessment 
in advance.

• Collective-performance reports could be subject to independent scrutiny (e.g. by 
the NAO) on a regular basis. 

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

70. Requiring collective-performance assessment reports may be resource-intensive for 
regulators due to the need to collaborate and agree on key messages and findings. It 
could also detract from regulators delivering against their objectives and, in the case of 
any failures, result in a “blame game,” with each regulator aiming to deflect responsibility. 

71. Expanding the remit of the Regulatory Initiatives Forum could help to mitigate both 
risks if it took responsibility for coordinating inputs across regulators and assessing 
performance based on the evidence provided. 

R6. Regular formal self-assessment reports based on centralised template
 
OUTCOMES 

72. The main tool regulators currently utilise to report on their performance is their annual 
reports. As these are designed for all types of stakeholder and cover a multitude of 
topics, their content does not facilitate reflective analysis of performance against 
statutory objectives. 

73. A centralised template to which regulators adhere would be a more robust vehicle for 
reporting performance against statutory objectives. This should be formally submitted 
to the Treasury Committee for scrutiny on a scheduled basis. (The PRA and the FCA 
both appear on a regular basis and the PSR as requested.) 

METHOD 

74. A centralised template to facilitate more-robust performance reporting could be 
designed by HMT. Alternatively, if recommendation R1 above is implemented, it could be 
designed by the Regulatory Initiatives Forum. The NAO may wish to consider it. 

75. The template could include requirements for:
• evidence to support messages of success against objectives,
• a detailed assessment of the unintended consequences of regulatory initiatives and 

instances where conflicting objectives have been reconciled,
• a detailed analysis of opportunities for improved efficiency in the existing 

regulatory framework, and
• feedback from stakeholders, including practitioner panels, trade bodies and 

consumer groups. 
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76. The template could also facilitate reporting on regulators’ success in delivering against
their principles for regulation.

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

77. There is a risk of duplicated effort if the boundaries between the purpose and
content of annual reports and self-assessments are not clearly defined. While the
recommendation is for self-contained self-assessments, they could become a
component of annual reports, either in full or in summary, to avoid duplication.

78. Additional reporting to the UK parliament may also encourage regulators to become
more cautious in their approach (see challenge C4 above). However, parliament can
already hold them to account for failing to act decisively as well as for taking action
that fails to deliver against statutory objectives, so we judge increased reporting by
regulators to be appropriate on balance.

R7. Require formal post-implementation reviews of policy and supervisory change 

OUTCOME 

79. Practices related to conducting post-implementation reviews vary between and within 
regulators. Requiring any change to policy and/or supervision to be followed up with a 
post-implementation review would ensure there is consistent reporting of the 
aggregate effectiveness of regulatory changes and shine a light on its specific impact on 
achieving statutory objectives. As part of this, such reviews:
• could opine on the embeddedness of, and compliance with, any new or updated 

policy, regulation or guidance issued to firms,
• would revisit pre-implementation consultation papers, feedback received and cost/

benefit analyses (CBAs), highlighting how regulatory change has delivered against 
intended objectives and predefined success indicators,

• may highlight the need for additional or remedial action, and
• should look ahead to ensure lessons learned for future improvements are given 

adequate consideration, including—
o detailed assessment of the root cause of any unplanned or negative outcomes 

of the regulatory change,
o assessment of whether the root cause may cause similar unplanned or negative 

outcomes in any future regulatory activity (planned or unplanned), and
o identification of next steps to mitigate the risk of similar unplanned or negative 

outcomes occur in future.

80. Post-implementation reviews might be conducted for a specific change (e.g. a new 
policy) or a suite of changes (e.g. an annual review of minor regulatory initiatives). For 
example, if recommendation R6 above is implemented, they could form part of the 
annual self-assessment.
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METHOD 

81. HMT might require regulators to submit post-implementation reviews in light of policy 
implementation and changes to their regulatory approach. If centralised minimum 
standards (see recommendation R3 above) are implemented, the requirement for 
post-implementation review standards could form part of these. Such standards could 
require:
• evidence to support messages of success against objectives,
• a detailed assessment of the unintended consequences of regulatory initiatives and 

instances where conflicting objectives have been reconciled,
• a detailed analysis of opportunities for improved efficiency in the existing 

regulatory framework as a result of policy/regulatory changes, and
• feedback from stakeholders, including practitioner panels, trade bodies and 

consumer groups. 

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

82. Requiring post-implementation reviews may be time- and resource-intensive for 
regulators. They may also become a tick-box exercise that does not sufficiently focus on 
lessons learned or areas for improvement. Actively seeking and incorporating external 
feedback should help to mitigate against the latter risk. 

83. If post-implementation reviews are not conducted at the right time (e.g. neither too 
soon after implementation nor too late to take corrective action), their value will be 
limited. Their timing should therefore be dictated by the expected timeline of benefits 
from the regulatory change, with both expected benefits and timescales for realisation 
addressed in consultation papers and their accompanying CBAs. 

ESTABLISHING A FEEDBACK LOOP
 
R8. Additional feedback mechanisms for regulators to receive and respond to feedback 

OUTCOMES 

84. The goals of establishing mechanisms for regulators to receive and respond to feedback 
additional to predominant tools (e.g. responses to consultation papers and the 
supervisory process) are to:
• enable external parties to provide feedback on regulators’ performance—perhaps 

anonymously—without fear of any conscious or unconscious impact on their 
supervisory relationship, thus mitigating existing conflicts of interest,

• make this a less process-oriented activity for firms and regulators, improving 
quality and efficiency for both and enabling feedback to be taken on board more 
frequently, across a broader range of topics, without materially increasing resource 
and administration costs. This might encourage feedback at key moments during the 
regulatory journey, such as the draft annual business plan, after industry speeches or 
relating to thematic issues arising, and

• provide firms without a supervisory relationship (i.e. some FCA-solo-regulated firms 
and those regulated solely by the PSR) the confidence that their feedback will be 
received by an appropriate team to review and respond appropriately. 
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METHOD 

85. There are various options for developing additional feedback mechanisms, and 
different mechanisms may be appropriate for different regulators based on the size and 
complexity of their regulated entities. For example:
• regulators’ websites could have online feedback forms accessible at any time 

for external parties to provide feedback on a range of topics. Such forms could 
facilitate anonymous feedback or feedback that would be anonymised prior to 
being seen by supervisors,

• regulators might ask external parties to complete regular questionnaires designed 
to probe performance against statutory objectives. The BritainThinks surveys that 
the FCA and the PSR commission annually are examples of a good operational 
mechanism that could be adopted by the PRA, and

• representative bodies could take a more-active role in collating and submitting 
feedback. 

RISK AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

86. While the above mechanisms enable feedback to be more easily given, establishing 
internal processes to read, digest and determine the most appropriate actions to be 
taken will be more difficult to establish and may have time and cost implications. 
However, given that this was one of the strongest themes established through our 
work (see section 3 above), we consider that the commensurate potential to improve 
measurement and reporting makes this worthwhile. 

87. The ability to provide short, sharp, anonymous feedback may encourage firms to 
use these mechanisms as a general complaints tool and not take advantage of their 
opportunity to feed back on important issues such as regulators’ performance and 
publications. To mitigate this risk, regulators could implement controls to ensure that 
firms use additional feedback mechanisms appropriately, for example:
• clear guidance on the most appropriate form of feedback for different purposes 

(e.g. consultation papers for policy change, comments sections for reactions to 
speeches and draft publications such as the annual business plan and online forms 
for general feedback relating to regulators’ performance),

• measures to ensure identities are discoverable in the event of inappropriate use or 
comments while protecting anonymity as a matter of course, and

• requiring respondents to categorise their feedback, limiting the volume of feedback 
that individual firms or correspondents can provide and indicating “what good looks 
like” so feedback can best be used.
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R9. Strengthen practitioner panels 

OUTCOME 

88. The role of practitioner panels could address a number of the concerns raised in 
section 3 above, including ensuring that there is robust challenge from industry 
experts to how regulators define and prioritise their activities. However, our work 
indicated that firms lack confidence in the effectiveness of these panels. Ensuring 
they operate effectively will mean:
• regulators are fully informed of the impact of their decisions on firms, consumers 

and markets. This will help to mitigate the risk of unforeseen consequences of 
new regulation and identify opportunities to improve their overall approach,

• structured engagement with stakeholders is undertaken on a frequent and 
ongoing basis to assess the effectiveness of regulatory interventions, and

• firms have greater confidence in the integrity of the definition and prioritisation 
of regulators’ activities. 

METHOD 

89. A consultation on the role, composition, approaches and effectiveness of practitioner 
panels might be initiated to identify how to strengthen the impact they have on the 
formulation of regulatory policy and supervision 

90. Practitioner panels could be constituted of individuals closer to the impact of 
regulatory activities. 

91. The number of specialised practitioner panels could be increased (e.g. aligned to the 
FCA’s sector-view categories: retail lending, wholesale etc.).  

92. Practitioner panels dedicated to considering cross-regulator issues could be 
established. If recommendation R1 above is implemented, such panels might feed into 
the Regulatory Initiatives Forum. 

RISKS AND MITIGATING ACTIONS 

93. There may be a number of risks to the efficacy of practitioner panels, including:
• regulators disengaging if they feel that panels are only intended to criticise their 

activities,
• smaller firms not having the resources available to contribute to panels in a 

meaningful way, resulting in a skewed view of the industry and regulators’ 
performance, and

• previous experience of panels dissuading stakeholders from engaging in the 
future panels. 



UK Finance 22Improving measurement and reporting of the performance of 
financial-services regulators

94. To mitigate these risks, the following should be considered.
• Practitioner panels could be tasked with highlighting examples of good practice 

equally with providing challenge to regulators’ decisions.
• Practitioner panels should take place with sufficient frequency to provide informed 

challenge at key points in time while ensuring participants, particularly from smaller 
firms, can contribute in a meaningful way.

• Practitioner panels could have a mandatory quorum to ensure all stakeholder types 
and a balance of views are represented.

• It might be appropriate for an external party to facilitate practitioner panels.
• Practitioner panels could be strengthened and publicised to communicate the 

benefit and value of engagement to all stakeholders. 
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95. Inevitably, while looking into the question of measuring and reporting regulators’ 
performance, topics were raised that are related to the theme but better addressed 
in other aspects of the future regulatory-framework review. For completeness, we 
summarise other dominant themes below as we believe these are important issues 
for HMT to consider as part of the review. 

REGULATORS’ HANDLING OF DATA
 
DUPLICATION OF DATA REQUESTS 

96. Firms highlighted consistent data requests from multiple regulators, from multiple 
departments within the same regulator (often for the same information) or for 
seemingly unnecessary data. 

TRANSPARENCY OF DATA REQUESTS 

97. Firms feel there is a lack of transparency about why data are required. Understanding 
the purpose of providing data may help to facilitate a dialogue whereby firms can 
provide more easily accessible data that give the right information rather than having 
to discover or create data without knowing why. 

USE OF DATA 

98. Once data have been submitted, firms do not feel they are kept informed about how they are 
used. There is often no follow-up or evidence showing whether the provision of the data has 
added value or providing them was an efficient use of time.

 

INDUSTRY EXPERTISE AND EFFICIENCY 

99. Several firms were concerned that, when dealing with regulators, relatively junior and 
inexperienced staff were often responsible for taking on board feedback and making 
decisions that strategically affected firms in practice. As such, they questioned 
whether regulators made the best use of their resources. 

100. Other firms were concerned that a high number of regulators’ staff are often involved 
in meetings and again questioned the efficient use of resources. 

5. OTHER ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING 
THE DRAFTING OF THIS PAPER
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ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT MODEL 

101. The model of accountability needs to be considered alongside the challenge 
of measuring and reporting performance. Regulators must be independent of 
government, but effective performance management requires independent 
assessment, and this sits naturally with HMT. 

102. Effective measurement and reporting can also only take place when there is an 
effective balance of regulatory independence and accountability. The current model 
seems to favour the former. 

COMPETITIVENESS

103. Regulators’ objectives currently strive to improve the quality and volume of 
competition within markets in the UK. However, there is currently no requirement for 
regulators to consider the impact of their activities on competition in an international 
context. We believe this will become a key consideration in the medium and long 
terms. For example, the implementation of regulatory change will impact UK firms 
equally but may reduce the competitiveness of the UK internationally when they are 
competing with firms that are not subject to the same regime(s). 

104. There is also a risk that regulators’ current objectives become obsolete or 
their importance is diminished by government priorities if they do not factor 
in a requirement for competitiveness when measuring and reporting on their 
performance.
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ANNEX 1. READING LIST

Source / author Document title Link

Bank of England Annual report and accounts: 1 
March 2019–29 February 2020

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/
annual-report/2020/boe-2020.pdf

Bank of England Stress testing https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/stress-testing

Financial Conduct Authority Annual report and accounts 2016/17 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/annual-reports/annual-
report-2016-17.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Annual report and accounts 2017/18 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/annual-reports/annual-
report-2017-18.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Annual report and accounts 
2018/19

https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/annual-reports/annual-
report-2018-19.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Business plan 2017/18 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/business-plans/
business-plan-2017-18.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Business plan 2018/19 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/business-plans/
business-plan-2018-19.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Business plan 2019/20 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/business-plans/
business-plan-2019-20.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Business plan 2020/21 https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/business-plans/
business-plan-2020-21.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority FCA mission: approach to 
supervision

https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/corporate/our-
approach-supervision-final-report-feedback-statement.pdf 

Financial Conduct Authority Measuring our performance https://www.fca.org.uk/about/measuring-our-performance

Financial Conduct Authority Our mission 2017: how we regulate 
financial services

https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/corporate/our-
mission-2017.pdf

Financial Conduct Authority Sector views https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/corporate/sector-
views-2020.pdf

Financial Regulators 
Compalints Comissioner Annual reports https://frccommissioner.org.uk/publications/annual-

reports/

Financial Regulators 
Complaints Commissioner

Final report by the Complaints 
Commissioner: complaint number 
FCA00737

https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/
FCA00737-FR-for-publication-06-07-2020.pdf 

Financial Regulators 
Complaints Commissioner

Final report by the Complaints 
Commissioner: complaint number 
FCA00690/BOE0005

https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/
BoE0005-FR-for-publication-26-03-2020.pdf

Financial Regulators 
Complaints Commissioner

Final report by the Complaints 
Commissioner: complaint number 
PRA00013

https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/
PRA00013-FR-for-publication-6-April-2020.pdf

Financial Regulators 
Complaints Commissioner

Final report by the Complaints 
Commissioner: complaint number 
PSR00001

https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/
PSR00001-FR-for-publication-05-04-19.pdf

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2020/boe-2020.pdf
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https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/BoE0005-FR-for-publication-26-03-2020.pdf
https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PRA00013-FR-for-publication-6-April-2020.pdf
https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PRA00013-FR-for-publication-6-April-2020.pdf
https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PSR00001-FR-for-publication-05-04-19.pdf
https://frccommissioner.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PSR00001-FR-for-publication-05-04-19.pdf
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Source / author Document title Link

HM Treasury 
Financial-services future regulatory-
framework review: call for 
evidence—regulatory coordination

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/819025/
Future_Regulatory_Framework_Review_Call_for_Evidence.
pdf

HM Treasury 
Financial-services future regulatory-
framework review: response to 
the call for evidence on regulatory 
coordination

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/871673/
FRF_Phase_I_-_Response_Doc_FINAL.pdf

Institute of Economic Affairs
Who regulates the regulators? No. 
1: the Information Commissioner’s 
Office

https://iea.org.uk/publications/who-regulates-the-
regulators/ 

London School of Economics CARR Regulators’ Forum: third 
meeting—regulatory performance 

https://www.lse.ac.uk/accounting/assets/CARR/
documents/Regulators-Forum/3.pdf

National Audit Office Ofcom: the effectiveness of 
converged regulation

https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/
uploads/2010/11/1011490.pdf

National Audit Office Performance measurement by 
regulators

https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/
Performance-measurement-by-regulators.pdf

Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and 
Development

Measuring regulatory performance http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/measuring-
regulatory-performance.htm 

Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and 
Development

Measuring regulatory performance: 
evaluating the impact of regulation 
and regulatory policy

https://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/1_
coglianese%20web.pdf 

Payment Systems Regulator A new regulatory framework for 
payment systems in the UK

https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/psr-
publications-consultations-psr-ps-15.1.pdf

Payment Systems Regulator Annual report and accounts 2017/18 https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR-
annual-report-and-accounts-2017-18.pdf

Payment Systems Regulator Annual report and accounts 2018/19 https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/
PSR_annual_report_2018-19.pdf

Payment Systems Regulator The PSR purpose
https://www.psr.org.uk/about-psr/psr-
purpose#:~:text=to%20promote%20effective%20
competition%20in,used%20to%20operate%20those%20
systems

Payment Systems Regulator 
Regulatory framework: how 
legislation, rules and guidance fit 
together

https://www.psr.org.uk/how-psr-regulates/regulatory-
framework

Payment Systems Regulator Powers and procedures guidance
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/
PSR_Powers_and_Procedures_Guidance_updated_
June_2020.pdf

Prudential Regulation 
Authority

Annual report and accounts: 1 March 
2016 – 1 March 2017

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/
annual-report/2017/pra-2017-print.pdf

Prudential Regulation 
Authority

Annual report: 1 March 2018–28 
February 2019

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/
annual-report/2019/pra-2019.pdf

Prudential Regulation 
Authority

Annual report: 1 March 2019–29 
February 2020

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/
annual-report/2020/pra-2020.pdf

Prudential Regulation 
Authority Business plan: 2020/21

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/
prudential-regulation/publication/2020/pra-business-
plan-2020-21.pdf

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8190
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8190
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8190
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8190
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8716
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8716
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8716
https://iea.org.uk/publications/who-regulates-the-regulators/ 
https://iea.org.uk/publications/who-regulates-the-regulators/ 
https://www.lse.ac.uk/accounting/assets/CARR/documents/Regulators-Forum/3.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/accounting/assets/CARR/documents/Regulators-Forum/3.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/1011490.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/1011490.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Performance-measurement-by-regulators.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Performance-measurement-by-regulators.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/measuring-regulatory-performance.htm 
http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/measuring-regulatory-performance.htm 
https://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/1_coglianese%20web.pdf 
https://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/1_coglianese%20web.pdf 
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/psr-publications-consultations-psr-ps-15.1.pdf
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/psr-publications-consultations-psr-ps-15.1.pdf
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR-annual-report-and-accounts-2017-18.pdf
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR-annual-report-and-accounts-2017-18.pdf
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR_annual_report_2018-19.pdf
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR_annual_report_2018-19.pdf
https://www.psr.org.uk/about-psr/psr-purpose#:~:text=to%20promote%20effective%20competition%20in,use
https://www.psr.org.uk/about-psr/psr-purpose#:~:text=to%20promote%20effective%20competition%20in,use
https://www.psr.org.uk/about-psr/psr-purpose#:~:text=to%20promote%20effective%20competition%20in,use
https://www.psr.org.uk/about-psr/psr-purpose#:~:text=to%20promote%20effective%20competition%20in,use
https://www.psr.org.uk/how-psr-regulates/regulatory-framework
https://www.psr.org.uk/how-psr-regulates/regulatory-framework
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR_Powers_and_Procedures_Guidance_updated_June
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR_Powers_and_Procedures_Guidance_updated_June
https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR_Powers_and_Procedures_Guidance_updated_June
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2017/pra-2017-print.pdf
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2017/pra-2017-print.pdf
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2019/pra-2019.pdf
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2019/pra-2019.pdf
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2020/pra-2020.pdf
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/annual-report/2020/pra-2020.pdf
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/prudential-regulation/publication/2020/pra-busines
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/prudential-regulation/publication/2020/pra-busines
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/prudential-regulation/publication/2020/pra-busines
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FINANCIAL CONDUCT AUTHORITY

105. The table below summarises the key tools that the FCA uses to measure and report 
success against its objectives. 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

106. The FCA board holds the FCA to account for the way it works.26 Independent 
effectiveness reviews take place to assess the effectiveness of the board in this role. 

107. The FCA must make a report to HMT at least once a year on inter alia the discharge 
of its functions and the extent to which, in its opinion, its operational objectives have 
been advanced. HMT must lay a copy of each report before the UK parliament.27  

108. The Treasury Committee typically holds two general accountability hearings with the 
FCA a year. 

109. There are examples of the FCA being held to account for failures (e.g. the departure 
of Clive Adamson in 2014 relating to conduct over an investigation into the pensions 
industry).28

26 https://www.fca.org.uk/about/fca-board.

27 Paragraph 11 of schedule 1ZA of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000, as amended.

28 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-30383659.

ANNEX 2. SUMMARY OF REGULATORS 
AND CURRENT APPROACHES

Accountability
FCA board
HMT
Treasury Committee

Objectives
Statutory objectives
FCA outcomes
Sector views

Principles FCA mission

Operational activities
Annual business plan
Practitioner panels

Measuring success

Annual report
Service standards
Formal consultations
Firm feedback
BritainThinks surveys

Continuous 
improvement Mission statement
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OBJECTIVES 

110. The FCA has aimed to articulate clearly how its statutory objectives will be applied in 
practice. For example, in its business plan for 2017/18, the FCA mapped outcomes and 
outcome indicators against each objective. 

111. The FCA publishes annual sector views, which analyse the impact of changes to the 
financial environment on its statutory objectives. 

PRINCIPLES 

112. The FCA documents its principles of good regulation (e.g. efficiency and 
proportionality),29 to which it aims to adhere when delivering activities to meet its 
objectives. 

OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

113. The FCA publishes an annual business plan detailing its key priorities and planned 
activities for the year. These are determined by an internal process that includes 
consideration of industry data, discussion with internal and external stakeholders and 
review by the FCA board. 

114. The FCA seeks early input and challenge about its policies and practices from its 
practitioner panels. 

MEASURING SUCCESS 

115. The FCA provides a retrospective assessment of performance against its statutory 
objectives in its annual report.

29 https://www.fca.org.uk/about/principles-good-regulation.
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116. The FCA publishes service standards,30 alongside predefined key performance 
indicators, enabling measurement of levels of performance (e.g. communications) that 
it aims to meet when carrying out its regulatory functions. 

117. The FCA consults from time to time specifically on its overall performance.31 
 

118. Firms are able to provide feedback on the FCA’s performance direct to their 
supervisor (for firms that have a fixed supervisor), to the FCA’s general call centre or 
via the FCA’s complaints procedures. 

119. Each year, the FCA commissions independent research through BritainThinks to ask a 
wide range of stakeholders about their views of it. 

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT 

120. The FCA has responded to feedback about the way it regulates by publishing a high 
volume of materials that aim to clarify and explain the way it performs its duties. The 
most comprehensive is its mission statement, which aims to provide an overarching 
framework for its regulatory activities.

 
PRUDENTIAL REGULATION AUTHORITY 

121. The table below summarises the key tools that the PRA uses to measure and report 
success against its objectives. 

 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

122. The PRA must make a report to the chancellor of the exchequer at least once a year 
on inter alia the discharge of its functions and the extent to which, in its opinion, its 
objectives have been advanced. The chancellor must lay a copy of each report before 
the UK parliament.32

30 https://www.fca.org.uk/data/service-standards-2019-20.

31 For example, see https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/corporate-documents/our-approach-supervision.

32 Paragraph 19 of schedule 1ZB of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000, as amended.

Accountability
Bank of England Court of Directors
HMT
Treasury Committee

Objectives
Strategic objectives
Approach documents

Principles Approach documents

Operational activities

Business plan
Statistical data gathering
Agents
PSM
Practitioner panel

Measuring success

Annual report
Annual competition report
Firm feedback
Agents

Continuous 
improvement

Business plan
Practitioner panels
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123. The Treasury Committee holds oral evidence hearings with the PRA approximately 
every six months. 

124. There are some examples of the PRA being held to account for failures (e.g. relating to 
the events surrounding the financial collapse of Co-op Bank in 2013).33 

OBJECTIVES 

125. There are examples of how the PRA has aimed to articulate how its statutory 
objectives will be applied in practice, including through its approach documents.34  

PRINCIPLES 

126. The PRA’s approach documents aim to show how it defines and strives to deliver 
value and include supervisory principles (e.g. being judgement based). 

OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

127. The PRA publishes an annual business plan setting out its strategy, workplan and 
budget. 

128. The PRA conducts research, including via statistical data gathering. 

129. The PRA uses agents, hosting a series of regional roundtables with firm 
representatives to inform its operational priorities. 

130. The PRA requires firms to attend a PSM to review its supervisory strategy and identify 
requirements for targeted activity. 

131. The PRA seeks early input and challenge about its policies and practices from its 
practitioner panel.

 
MEASURING SUCCESS 

132. The PRA provides a retrospective assessment of performance against its statutory 
objectives in its annual report. 

133. The PRA provides a retrospective assessment of performance against its secondary 
competition objective in its annual competition report. 

134. The PRA issues an annual survey to firms and offers follow-up meetings with them 
(cancelled for 2020 due to covid-19). 

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT 

135. Firms are able to feed back to the PRA directly via their supervisor or via agents and 
business and community roundtables.

33 https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/treasury-committee/news-parliament-2017/co-op-

bank-review-statement-17-19/.

34 https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/prudential-regulation/publication/2018/pra-approach-documents-2018.
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PAYMENT SYSTEMS REGULATOR 

136. The table below summarises the key tools that the PSR uses to measure and report 
success against its objectives.  

ACCOUNTABILITY 

137. The PSR must make a report to the FCA at least once a year inter alia setting out the 
extent to which it has met its aims and priorities. The PSR must publish each report.35  

138. The PSR can be called for scrutiny by the Treasury Committee. 

139. The PSR board holds the PSR to account for decisions made. The board liaises 
with the FCA to ensure the PSR is capable of carrying out its functions and has the 
necessary resources to do so. 

OBJECTIVES 

140. There are examples of how the PSR has aimed to articulate how its objectives will be 
applied in practice, including publications on its purpose and regulatory framework.36  

PRINCIPLES 

141. The PSR adopt its regulatory principles from FSBRA and articulate these in its powers 
and procedures guidance.37  

OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

142. The PSR publishes an annual plan setting out what its operational activities and 
priorities are. 

35 Paragraph 7 of schedule 4 to the Financial Services (Banking Reform) Act 2013.

36 https://www.psr.org.uk/about-psr/psr-purpose and https://www.psr.org.uk/how-psr-regulates/regulatory-framework.

37 https://www.psr.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/PDF/PSR_Powers_and_Procedures_Guidance_updated_June_2020.pdf.

Accountability

FCA
Treasury Committee
PSR board
Practitioner panels

Objectives
Strategic objectives
PSR purpose
Regulatory framework

Principles Regulatory principles

Operational activities
Annual plan
PSR focus
Practitioner panel

Measuring success
Annual report
BritainThinks surveys

Continuous 
improvement

Business plan
Strategy consultation
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143. The PSR focus articulates what is on its current work agenda.38 
 

144. The PSR practitioner panel provides feedback on the PSR’s work, brings forward 
relevant issues for discussion, identifies areas for research and considers how the PSR 
can best meet its objectives.

MEASURING SUCCESS 

145. The PSR provides a retrospective assessment of performance against its statutory 
objectives in its annual report. 

146. The PSR commissions BritainThinks to ask a wide range of stakeholders about their 
views of it. 

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT 

147. There is anecdotal evidence that the PSR makes improvements in response to 
feedback. For example, firms tell us they have previously commented on a lack of 
proactive engagement by the PSR, and this appears to be an area where it has made 
improvements over the last 12 months. 

148. The PSR is currently seeking firms’ input into a strategy to steer its future direction.

38 https://www.psr.org.uk/psr-focus.




