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Overview
2nd Meeting of the Global Knowledge Sharing Network on Corporate
Governance of State-owned Enterprises
Date

23-24 May, 2017

Venue

Armani Ballroom, Burj Khalifa, Dubai, UAE

Language

English and Arabic (Simultaneous interpretation provided in English-Arabic)

Hosted by

Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance

With support from

Ministry of Strategy and Finance of Korea

Background on the Global Network on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises
The Global Network on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises provides a forum for
policy makers, practitioners and experts from all over the world to identify common challenges
related to state-owned enterprise (SOE) ownership and governance; evaluate current SOE corporate
governance policy frameworks and practices; benchmark these against international good practice
as described in the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises (SOE
Guidelines); and share good practices and develop recommendations for effective reform. Bringing
together the already existing OECD regional, peer-learning networks active in the Middle East and
North Africa (MENA), Southern Africa, Asia and Latin America, it builds on key pillars of the SOE
Guidelines to maximise SOEs’ contributions to sustainable development and provide a structured
environment for initiatives to support improvements in the governance of SOEs. Building on the
success of the first meeting of the Global Network in 2016 in Mexico City, this year’s meeting
broadened the coverage of the Network to include a larger group of MENA, African and Asian
economies.

Background on Hawkamah’s Annual Conference
Hawkamah, the institute for corporate governance, was established in 2006 by Dubai government in
order to improve governance practices in the MENA region. It works with governments, regulators
as well as companies. Every year, Hawkamah organizes an international conference that brings
experts from different countries to share their experiences and thoughts regarding various
governance issues. The 11th annual conference that was held in cooperation with the OECD, focused
on latest developments in SOEs, especially the organization of ownership function and boards of
directors. The subject is of particular interest to governments of the region as SOEs are dominant in
all strategic economic sectors and resources almost in all countries.
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Objectives
Boards play a fundamental role in corporate governance and performance of state-owned
enterprises. Over the last decade, an increasing number of governments have sought to make
boards perform better, ensure their independence and shield them from ad hoc political
intervention. Still, assuring a strong, autonomous role for SOE boards of directors is an issue that
most countries grapple with. In this context, the main theme of the second meeting of the Global
Network on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises meeting was professionalising
boards of directors in SOEs. The OECD organised the meeting, jointly with the Hawkamah Institute
for Corporate Governance, in Dubai, UAE, with support from the Ministry of Strategy and Finance of
Korea. Through the process of knowledge sharing, the meeting aimed at supporting ongoing efforts
to help governments identify priorities for SOE board efficiency and implementation of the
aspirational standards of SOE governance established by the newly revised OECD Guidelines on
Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises (SOE Guidelines).
The meeting first presented the recent developments of SOE reform related to ownership practices,
privatisation and corporate governance in select participant countries relative to the SOE Guidelines.
It was followed by Part I which will focus on identifying actionable ways in which governments – as
shareholders in SOEs – can more effectively organise and professionalise boards of directors. The
topics included organising board function; nomination of directors; and autonomy and
independence of boards. Part 2 was dedicated to identifying what SOEs can do to ensure better
effectiveness of the corporate governance of boards. It covered board training; remuneration and
incentives; and board evaluation and performance.
The event was attended by representatives of governments, state ownership entities, individual
SOEs and relevant experts invited to consider experiences on SOE governance reforms from a range
of perspectives. This year’s meeting also coincided with the Annual Conference of the Hawkamah
Institute for Corporate Governance, and it was attended by a number of its members and associates
from within the MENA region. The 1 ½ day Global Network meeting, which also served as
Hawkamah’s annual conference was followed by a half-day Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
workshop on the afternoon of 24 May, which was reserved for representatives of relevant
government ministries and agencies, state ownership entities and corporate practitioners in the
MENA region only. This meeting was part of efforts to take the MENA Corporate Governance
Working Group (part of the MENA-OECD Competitiveness Programme) into a new phase.
These proceedings were produced by Ms. Chung-a Park from the OECD Secretariat.
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The OECD
Working Party on State-owned Enterprises and Privatisation Practices (WP SOPP)
The WPSOPP is a unique international forum based in Paris where SOE policy makers and
practitioners exchange national experiences and good practices on how to implement effective
governance reforms to improve SOE performance. It is open to non-member participation and it
currently brings together the 34 OECD member countries as well as government representatives
from 11 emerging economies for biannual meetings in Paris. In addition, the OECD supports national
reform efforts through dedicated regional, knowledge-sharing networks active in Asia, the MENA
region, Southern Africa and in Latin America, which work to identify common challenges to SOE
governance and share good practices for reform.
OECD’s committee structure
The Working Party on State-owned Enterprises and Privatisation Practices (WP SOPP) is a subsidiary
body of the OECD Corporate Governance Committee. OECD’s governing body is the OECD Council. In
Council representatives of the member country governments (usually represented by the
Ambassadors to OECD, but occasionally at Ministerial level) make decisions with implications for the
entire Organisation, including individual Committees. Council is assisted in its work by a number of
“auxiliary” committees, including in areas such as budgeting, external relations. A number of
“substantive” committees report to Council. They cover a wide range of policy areas including
economic, industrial, fisheries, taxation, etc. One of these is the Corporate Governance Committee.
The Working Party, as a subsidiary body of this Committee, carries out its mandate with a high
degree of autonomy, but all decisions with wider implications for OECD (e.g. programmes of work
and budget; the inclusion of non-member countries in the work of the Working Party; the issuance
of recommendations) are subject to the final approval of the Corporate Governance Committee. At
the head of WP SOPP, like almost all other OECD bodies, is its Bureau. The Bureau is appointed from
among WP SOPP delegates for one year at a time. It is led by the Chair, who also presides over the
meetings of the Working Party.
The OECD Secretariat
The OECD Secretariat has as its main tasks organising the meetings of committees and subsidiary
bodies, preparing papers for the consideration of delegates and organising global relations (outreach
to non-member countries) activities and events. The Secretariat is headed by the OECD SecretaryGeneral, Mr. Angel Gurria. The Secretariat consists of a number of Directorates, which in turn are
subdivided into Divisions. Some of the Directorates work with the Secretary-General in support of
the management of the Organisation. Others provide supporting services to the substantive
committees. Although no Secretariat person is in principle earmarked to specific activities, each
OECD body does in practice have a small team within the OECD Secretariat that is effectively
assigned to it. The WP SOPP receives Secretariat assistance from the Corporate Affairs Division,
which is a unit of the Directorate for Enterprise and Financial Affairs (DAF).
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Agenda
DAY 1

Tuesday, 23 May 2017

8:20-08:45

Registration

08:45-09:30

Welcoming remarks






09:30-11:00

H.E. Hamad Buamim, Chairman, Hawkamah, The Institute for Corporate Governance
HE Younnis Hajji Al Khoori, Undersecretary of Ministry of Finance, UAE
HE Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi, Minister of Public Business Sector, Egypt
Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson, Chair, OECD Working Party on State-Ownership and Privatisation
Practices, Sweden
Mr. Chung-keun Park, Director General, International Economic Cooperation Division,
Ministry of Strategy and Finance of Korea

Roundtable on recent SOE reform experiences
This session invites government delegates and SOEs with recent and planned SOE reforms to provide
updates on these developments. This session will allow participants to track progress and challenges in
SOE governance reform related to ownership practices, corporate governance and privatisation in their
respective countries. The select participant countries will be asked to provide updated information on
where they stand vis-a-vis implementation of the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of StateOwned Enterprises (SOE Guidelines).
Key topics : Ownership practices, corporate governance, privatisation
Moderator: Mr. Hans Christiansen, Senior Economist, Corporate Affairs Division, OECD
Speakers:

Mr. Abdelaziz Samih, Deputy Director of Studies and Information Systems;

Ms. Fatima Barnoussi, Head of Analyses and Syntheses Service, Department of the State
Owned Enterprises (DEPP), Morocco

Mr. Zhu Kai, Director, Policy, Laws and Regulations Bureau, State-Owned Assets Supervision
and Administration Council (SASAC), People’s Republic of China

Dr. U.D. Choubey, Director General, Standing Conference of Public Enterprises (SCOPE), India

Mr. Tran Tho Hai, Head, General Policy Division, Corporate Finance Department, Ministry of
Finance, Viet Nam

11:00 – 11:30
11:30-16:30

Coffee break
Thematic discussion : The State’s role in enhancing effectiveness of boards of directors of state-owned
enterprises
Session 1: Professionalising the SOE board function: The role of the state
As stated in the SOE Guidelines, the state should let SOE boards exercise their responsibilities and should
respect their independence for better performance of SOEs. In this context, the participants of this
session are invited to identify actionable ways in which governments – as shareholders in SOEs – can
ensure the board maximum autonomy and independence. The panellists will discuss challenges as well
as best practices in organising the SOE board function, selecting and appointing board members and
board composition.
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11:30-13:00

Key topics : Organising board function, nomination and appointment of directors, autonomy and
independence, composition of boards, role conflict of directors, independent non-executive directors
Panel 1 : Governance, Competitiveness & Innovation : The role of the state versus the role of the SOE
board
Moderator: Dr. Fabio Scaciavillani, Chief Strategy Officer, Oman Investment Fund
Speakers:

Dr. Fawaz al Alamy, Member of the Saudi Privatization Committee and former Deputy Minister
of Trade and Industry, Saudi Arabia

Mr. E. Nyoni, Executive Director, State Enterprises Restructuring Agency, Zimbabwe

Mr. Jeerawat Hongsakul, Director, State Enterprises Policy Office, Thailand

Dr. Antonius Alijoyo, Chairman, National Committee on Governance, Indonesia

Mr. Frank Dangeard, Independent Director, France

13:00- 15:00

Lunch

15:00–16:30

Panel 2 : Best practices on professionalising the board function: Nomination and appointment
Keynote : HE Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi, Minister of Public Business Sector, Egypt
Moderator: Mr. Simon Wong, Independent Advisor and Visiting Fellow, London School of Economics and
Political Science, UK
Speakers:

Dr. Hanjun Park, Head, SOE Policy Research Team, Korea Institute of Public Finance (KIPF)

Ms. Jane Valls, Executive Director, GCC Board Directors Institute, UAE

Mr. Rajiv Rai, Secretary, Public Enterprises Selection Board (PESB), India

19:00

Conference dinner (Host)
Hosted by Hawkamah, The Institute for Corporate Governance
Address: Dusit Thani Dubai Hotel, 133 Sheikh Zayed Road, Dubai, UAE
Dress Code: Smart Casual
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DAY 2
9:00-12:40

Wednesday, 24 May (morning)
Session 2: Improving board efficiency and performance : The role of the SOEs
According to the SOE Guidelines, key elements for enhancing board efficiency and performance include
a Chair who can build an effective team by exercising leadership, a well-structured evaluation,
competent board committees and training programmes that match the needs of each board. In
addition, a clear remuneration policy for SOE boards can attract and motivate qualified professionals. In
this context, this session will take the form of a roundtable to examine what SOEs can do to ensure
board efficiency in their own business relationships and how they can be held accountable for their
actions.
Key topics : Board performance and evaluation, board training, remuneration and incentives

9:00-10:30

Panel 1: A Roundtable of Chairmen, CEOs & Experts on enhancing board efficiency: Board
composition, organisation of committees, training and induction programmes.
Moderator: Mr. Lawrence L. Lee, CEO, Corporate Governance Research Center, National Taipei
University of Business, Chinese Taipei
Panellists:





Mr. Nagesh Suryanarayana, Managing Director, Protiviti-MENA
Mr. Henda Ingles, Chairman/CEO, Instituto de Apoio ao Sector Empresarial Publico (ISEP),
Angola
Mr. Dato’ Abdul Aziz Abu Bakar, Executive Director, Malaysian Directors Academy (MINDA),
Malaysia
Mr. Michael Webb, Barrister and Independent Director, New Zealand

10:30 – 10:50

Short break (coffee and tea available)

10:50 – 12:40

Panel 2 : Interviewing the experts : Incentivising the board : remuneration, evaluation, incentives and
performance
Interviewer: Dr. Ashraf Gamal El Din, CEO, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance, UAE
Interviewees:






12:40 – 13:00

Concluding remarks and way forward



13:00

Mr. Hans Christiansen, Senior Economist, Corporate Affairs Division, OECD
Mr. Stephen Davis, Associate director and Senior Fellow, Harvard Law School Programs on
Corporate Governance and Institutional Investors, US
Mr. Said Kambi, Chairman of African Corporate Governance Network (ACGN) and CEO of the
Institute of Directors in Tanzania
Mr. Renaud Van Goethem, External Advisor, GUBERNA
Mr. Shepherd Chimutanda, Managing Partner, STC International, Zimbabwe, Africa
Peter Montagnon, Member of the Board, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance
Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson, Chair, OECD Working Party on State-Ownership and Privatisation
Practices, Sweden

Lunch
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Summary Record
The OECD organised the 2nd Meeting of the Global Knowledge Sharing Network on Corporate
Governance of State-Owned Enterprises jointly with the Hawkamah Institute for Corporate
Governance, in Dubai, United Arab Emirates (UAE) on May 23-24 2017, with support from the
Ministry of Strategy and Finance of Korea. The two-day meeting identified key strategies for
professionalising boards of directors of SOEs and best practices on board selection and nomination
frameworks, board evaluation, establishing competent board committees and training programmes
that match the needs of each board.
The meeting brought together 200 participants representing 20 countries from Asia, Africa, the
Middle East and (other parts of) the OECD area. Participants notably included key members of the
OECD’s existing regional, peer-learning networks active across the world. This year’s meeting also
coincided with the 11th Annual Conference of the Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance, and
it was attended by a number of its members and associates from within the MENA region.
Keynote speakers included H.E. Younnis Hajji Al Khoori, Undersecretary of the Ministry of
Finance from UAE, H.E. Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi, Minister of SOEs from Egypt and Mr. Chung-keun
Park, Director General, International Economic Cooperation Division, Ministry of Strategy and
Finance of Korea. The Two Bureau members of the OECD Working Party on State Ownership and
Privatisation Practices (WPSOPP) – Lars Erik Fredriksson (Sweden) and Hanjun Park (Korea) –
participated in the meeting as speakers.
The meeting started with a roundtable on recent developments in SOE reform related to ownership
practices, privatisation and corporate governance in select participant countries (China, India,
Morocco and Viet Nam) relative to the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of State-Owned
Enterprises (SOE Guidelines). It was followed by Session I which focused on identifying actionable
ways in which governments – as shareholders in SOEs – can more effectively organise and
professionalise boards of directors. The topics included organising the board function; nomination of
directors; and autonomy and independence of boards. Session II was dedicated to identifying what
SOEs can do to make SOE boards more effective. It covered board training; remuneration and
incentives; and board evaluation and performance.
The meeting facilitated an exchange of national experiences on state ownership as well as a
discussion of challenges in bringing SOE board practices in line with the standards of the SOE
Guidelines. Participants agreed that they face similar challenges across countries and highlighted the
value of exchanging knowledge, experience and best practices in the common interest. They agreed
that the recently revised SOE Guidelines are a useful starting point for SOE reforms.
A new OECD stocktaking paper on SOE board practices based on questionnaire responses
submitted by the national authorities of contributing countries was presented and welcomed. It was
agreed that it would be enriched with supplementary information based on meeting discussions and
additional national submissions and finalised subsequent to the meeting. It will facilitate global
participation in the ongoing discussions of the Global Network on the topic of SOE governance.
Some of the main takeaways from the discussions can be summarised as follows:


Insofar as all SOEs have boards of directors, SOE boards should be assigned a clear
mandate and have ultimate responsibility for the company’s performance.
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The nomination process should be rule-based and supervised by a state ownership function.
This could involve seeking expertise from external recruitment consultants, establishing
databases of pools of directors and involving the incumbent board.



Ensuring the recruitment of suitable and competent board members should be based on
formal eligibility rules. This could include processes to advise or vet ministerial candidates
for board appointment or actual or de facto nomination committees proposing candidates for
the ultimate decision of ministers.



Board composition can be further balanced and refined by limitations on the number of
board positions and/or affirmative action targeting gender and minority groups.
Strengthening requirements for independence of outside directors and improving disclosure
related to board nomination and election processes could be useful in this regard.



A well-structured evaluation, competent board committees and training programmes that
match the needs of each board could improve board efficiency. In addition, a clear
remuneration policy for SOE boards can help attract and motivate qualified professionals. In
this context, SOEs are recommended to take the relevant measures to ensure board
efficiency in their own business relationships.

Welcoming Remarks

H.E. Hamad Buamim (Chairman, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance): H.E.
Hamad Buamim recalled the long-standing relationship between Hawkamah and the OECD. Since the
inception of Hawkamah in 2006, the two organisations have co-operated on the OECD-MENA
Working Group on Corporate Governance which helped to guide the work of Hawkamah as a
regional corporate governance institute. Hawkamah and the OECD have launched a number of task
forces — including a task force on SOEs — to advance policy recommendations to governments to
develop corporate governance guidelines for SOEs in the MENA region. As a result, Egypt, Morocco,
Lebanon, Bahrain and UAE have issued voluntary, comply-or-explain corporate governance codes for
SOEs, and audit institutions and institutes of directors of these countries have been developed or
strengthened to reinforce these frameworks.
He noted that specific governance challenges affecting SOE boards in the region include conflicts
between competing social and commercial objectives, a diffused oversight of SOEs as ownership is
typically dispersed throughout the state apparatus and an opaque nomination procedure for directors
and senior managers. He also said that while SOEs play an important role in economic development
in the MENA region, information on the aggregate performance of SOEs in most MENA countries is
not available as information on profits, state subsidies, and employment are not easily accessible. He
said that he looks forward to insightful discussions and sharing of national practices in the two-day
meeting and noted the value of identifying practical insights on how SOE board practices can be
improved in the region.
H.E. Younnis Hajji Al Khoori (Undersecretary of Ministry of Finance, UAE): On behalf of the
Ministry of Finance of UAE, H.E. Al Khoori thanked participants for coming to the meeting and the
Hawkamah and the OECD for organising the meeting. He informed participants that the UAE
government had issued Decree No. 29 of 2011 on improving the governance of SOE boards of
directors in line with international standards such as the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance
of State-owned Enterprises. Pursuant to the Decree, the Ministry of Finance has supported reforms to
the legislative structure of companies and government institutions through an issuance of executive
regulations or amendments. In particular, the Ministry has been working on setting standards and
procedures to improve accountability of boards of directors; strengthen the rights of shareholders;
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undertake training and capacity building of board of directors; and strengthen communication with
various financial institutions.
He noted the value of the Global Network meeting in raising awareness of the importance of good
governance of SOE boards of directors and offering insights into key SOE governance issues for
policy makers in the UAE as well as those in the MENA region.
H.E. Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi (Minister of Public Business Sector, Egypt): H.E. Dr. Ashraf
Sharkawi thanked Hawkamah and the OECD for organising the event and giving him an opportunity
to share with participants some of his experiences in dealing with corporate governance of Egyptian
SOEs as a major component of the overall comprehensive restructuring scheme for SOEs. He said
that reform of SOEs and raising profitability of SOEs have become central to improving economic
competitiveness in Egypt. The government has pushed for corporatisation of SOEs by separating
ownership roles from management through launching of Public Business Sector Law in 1991,
subjecting SOEs to be governed by boards of directors who are reporting to and are appointed by
general assemblies. The Corporate Governance code for Egyptian SOEs – launched in 2007 – is
currently being revised by a committee formed by the Ministry to bring its standards in line with the
newly revised G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance and the OECD Guidelines on
Corporate Governance of State-owned enterprises. He also said that corporate governance is the new
cabinet’s priority since its appointment in March 2016. He also pointed out that a set of ministerial
decrees was launched to address shortcomings in the system of Egyptian SOEs falling under the
Public Business Sector Law. Those decrees notably introduce measures to: improve the selection
process of SOE board members by specifying their qualification requirements related to finance,
marketing, or legal expertise; establish independent audit committees; and provide capacity building
programs for boards of directors and corporate practitioners; and instruct holding companies not to
interfere in the operational decisions of their subsidiaries. He noted the value of Global Network
meetings in allowing an exchange of national experiences and identifying best practices from various
countries.
Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson (Chair, OECD Working Party on State Ownership and
Privatisation Practices, Sweden): Mr. Fredriksson thanked Hawkamah for hosting the Global
Network meeting in Dubai. He also thanked the Ministry of Strategy and Finance of Korea for
financing the initiative. Mr. Fredriksson highlighted the importance of SOEs in the global economy
and the WPSOPP’s role in SOE governance standard setting to promote more efficient SOEs. He
underlined that well-governed SOEs can be used to correct market failures, improve public service
delivery and contribute to creating stronger and more efficient markets. However, when SOEs are not
well governed, they can become outright inefficient or they can become captured by political interests
or corporate insiders. He then outlined the OECD’s future work on SOE governance. He said that the
Working Party plans to support implementation of the SOE Guidelines by developing targeted
guidance to address emerging policy challenges in the state-owned sector. In this respect, the Working
Party plans to issue guidance on promoting integrity in state-owned enterprises, which will focus on
actions that state ownership entities can take to ensure, or maximise the likelihood that, SOEs and
their staff act with integrity. In his capacity as Chair of the Working Party, he thanked participants for
their contributions to the OECD’s efforts in improving the corporate governance of SOEs.
Mr. Chung-keun Park (Director General, International Economic Cooperation Division,
Ministry of Strategy and Finance, Korea): Mr. Chung-geun Park thanked Network participants and
welcomed them to the meeting. He said that he is pleased to note that the 2nd Meeting of the OECD
Global SOE Network is taking place as part of Korea’s Knowledge Sharing Program (KSP) following
the inaugural meeting held in Mexico City in 2016. He pointed out that the Ministry of Strategy and
Finance of Korea launched its first KSP project in 2004 to share its economic development
experiences with the international community and has since conducted policy consultation on 900
tasks for 59 countries.
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He said that the Ministry expects to undertake a variety of co-operation initiatives with the OECD
as well as other international organisations going forward and hopes to actively share Korea’s
experiences on enhancing effectiveness of boards of directors of SOEs, the meeting’s main topic for
discussion. Mr. Park also went on to elaborate on the importance of the OECD SOE Guidelines,
noting that the Guidelines have enabled many countries to make significant progress in developing
more effective and transparent management of SOEs.
Mr. Park underlined that to implement the standards of the SOE Guidelines, Korea has undertaken
measures to improve the legal and institutional framework for SOEs notably by: establishing the Act
on the Management of Public Institutions; improving public disclosure on financial and non-financial
information on SOEs; and improving the performance evaluation system for public institutions. In
particular, he pointed out that public institutions, including SOEs, now have the board of directors as
the highest decision-making body within the enterprise and that Korea has enhanced the independence
and accountability of boards of directors by introducing a non-executive director system and banning
government officials from becoming board members in SOEs. In addition, non-executive director
positions are open to the public and the directors are selected through the Committee for
Recommendation of Executive Officers to assure a more fair and transparent composition of the board.
He emphasised that a board composed of excellent talents is fundamental to ensuring a corporate
governance structure that enables SOEs to achieve outstanding performance. In conclusion, he noted
the timeliness of the Global Network’s discussions on the role of government in ensuring the
autonomy and independence of SOE boards of directors.

Roundtable on recent SOE reform experiences

Mr. Hans Christiansen (Senior Economist, Corporate Affairs Division, OECD) moderated the
session and invited countries with recent and planned SOE reforms to provide updates on where they
stand vis-à-vis implementation of the SOE Guidelines. He highlighted the role of the Global Network
as a venue for discussion on the updated SOE Guidelines. He called on participants to intervene and
comment all along the meeting discussion saying that they will feed into the future revision of the
SOE Guidelines.
Mr. Abdelaziz Samih (Deputy Director of Studies and Information Systems, Department of
the State-owned enterprises, Morocco): Mr. Samih presented key lessons learned from five years of
implementation of the Moroccan Code of SOEs Governance as well as the main provisions of the
Moroccan draft law aiming at improving oversight and governance of SOEs. He pointed out that
main challenges for achieving SOE board efficiency in Morocco include the absence of a well-defined
regulatory framework that specifies the conditions for the appointment of representatives of the State
within Public Enterprises and Establishments (Établissements et Entreprises Publics: EEP);
insufficient clarity concerning the roles and responsibilities of the bodies in charge of board
governance (guidance, management and control); insufficient reporting on the work of EEPs; and low
quality of internal control tools, and non-systematic recourse to risk management and external
auditing practices. He said that five years after adopting the Corporate Governance Code (on a
“comply-or-explain basis”) which also covers issues related to sustainability, there is an increasing
awareness on the importance of the role of the state in SOE governance, performance management,
public communication and experience sharing. Approximately 40 SOEs in Morocco have adopted
plans to improve their governance systems. He also pointed out that board practices have improved
thanks to better programming and more frequent meetings; the introduction, though still timid, of
independent directors and improved gender diversity in some SOEs; and external evaluations of SOE
governance.
Mr. Zhu Kai (Director, Policy, Laws and Regulations Bureau, State-Owned Assets
Supervision and Administration Council (SASAC), People’s Republic of China): Mr. Zhu Kai
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presented efforts undertaken by SASAC to improve SOE governance in China. In 2015, China
implemented the Guidelines on Deepening SOE Reform which call for SASAC to reform SOEs based
on the classification of their functions (i.e. commercial or non-commercial) and the improved stateowned assets oversight and management system. The Guidelines also calls for the establishment of an
integrated reporting system for SOEs, to report on their financial situation, their executive
remuneration policy and related party transactions. In addition, starting in 2004, SASAC selected a
number of central SOEs to take part in a pilot program for improving boards of directors. SASAC has
issued 18 regulations and guidelines on central SOE boards of directors in line with the Company
Law and Interim Regulations on Supervision and Administration of State-owned Assets of Enterprises.
As a result, the system of external directors and supervisory panel compatible with corporate
governance has been gradually established to act as a supportive mechanism for effective boards.
Central SOEs in the pilot program have also formed a coordinated corporate governance structure
which aims at achieving a better check-and-balance system and allows for regular communication
among the board of directors, the supervisory panel and senior executives.
Dr. U.D. Choubey (Director General, Standing Conference of Public Enterprises (SCOPE),
India): Dr. Choubey pointed out that the government of India has recently given much attention to the
composition of SOE boards of directors, anti-corruption mechanisms and risk management. The
government guidelines applicable to SOEs require that every related-party transaction be revised by
an audit committee and any deviation from accounting principles be explained. Furthermore, SOEs’
annual reports must include a corporate governance section and the chairs of SOE boards are required
to speak at every Annual General Meeting. He noted the importance of a well-documented ownership
policy for public sector enterprises. He added that in India, there are shortcomings in the legal and
regulatory framework that limit the independence and autonomy of SOE boards of directors.
Mr. Tran Tho Hai (Head, General Policy Division, Corporate Finance Department, Ministry
of Finance, Viet Nam): Mr. Tran pointed out that the economic competitiveness of SOEs faces many
limits in Viet Nam. Key related challenges include limited coordination among public actors in
managing and supervising SOEs and the fact that ministers are simultaneously managers of SOEs and
representatives of the State as shareholder, often triggering conflicts of interest. He also said that
public authorities often directly influence SOEs through the state management function. Mr. Tran
highlighted that in order to improve SOE governance, the Vietnamese government plans to establish
clear definitions about local and national ministries’ responsibilities; align public servants’
compensation to SOEs’ performance; improve Viet Nam’s Enterprise Law; and strengthen the
autonomy of management boards.
Mr. Christiansen concluded the roundtable by recalling the key pillars of the SOE Guidelines. He
said that better SOE governance requires sound arrangements for the state ownership function;
promoting autonomous boards; more rigorous performance evaluation and management; and
enhancing SOE disclosure and transparency. He also emphasised the importance of having a strong
coordination among the involved state institutions which helps to ensure that ownership is exercised
on a whole-of-government basis. He said while SOEs operate within specific legal and institutional
contexts, and any attempt to improve their governance needs to be tailored to those national
circumstances, there are common lessons on SOE governance reform that countries can garner from
sharing knowledge and exchanging of experiences.
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Thematic discussion: The State’s role in enhancing effectiveness of boards of
directors of state-owned enterprises
Session 1: Professionalising the SOE board function: The role of the state
Panel 1: Governance, Competitiveness & Innovation: The role of the state versus the role
of the SOE board

Dr. Fabio Scaciavillani (Chief Strategy Officer, Oman Investment Fund) moderated the session.
He emphasised the important role of the state in enhancing SOE board efficiency and called on
speakers to exchange experiences in SOE governance reforms notably related to board efficiency and
competitiveness.
Mr. E. Nyoni (Executive Director, State Enterprises Restructuring Agency, Zimbabwe): Mr.
Nyoni said that key challenges related to SOE board governance include intervention by line
Ministries in day-to-day management operations ; poor board appointment practices; lack of legal and
regulatory framework on board selection and composition; rampant nepotism and high risk of
patronage; unsustainable remuneration ; and lack of transparency. He also said that some SOEs
operate without boards. To tackle these challenges, the government has established the Public Entities
Corporate Governance Bill to define responsibilities of line Ministries to supervise SOEs without
infringing upon their autonomy; strengthen implementation of ZIMCODE (corporate governance
code); define the framework for board evaluation; require SOE reporting against strategic plan
indicators; enhance the transparency of board appointment procedures; and regulate market-consistent
remuneration and conflicts of interest.
Mr. Jeerawat Hongsakul (Director, State Enterprises Policy Office, Thailand): Mr. Hongsakul
pointed out that the government has established the Statement of Direction, the Guideline Handbook
for SOE Board and the Corporate Governance (CG) Code to facilitate a regulatory framework for
clearer role for the directors and enhance and refine nomination and selection process to attract and
accommodate more professional and autonomous directors. The framework ensures that vacancies are
widely advertised and outsiders can apply for directorship. The nomination committee should also be
established to select some qualified candidates from a Directors’ Pool (Skill Matrix). However, he
pointed out that there is a missing link between board evaluation results and nomination process. He
said that board evaluation process should be formalised so that the board evaluation results can be
reflected in the nomination process.
Dr. Antonius Alijoyo (Chairman, National Committee on Governance, Indonesia): Mr.
Antonius Alijoyo said that challenges for SOE governance in Indonesia include inefficiency,
corruption and an absence of appropriate succession planning. Also, SOEs’ annual reports are not
accessible to the general public. SOEs are managed by boards of directors and overseen by the
Ministry of SOEs, which is responsible for evaluating SOEs’ overall performance. To tackle some
SOE governance challenges, the SOE Law (KPKU-BUMN : Kriteria Penilaian Kinerja UnggulBadan Usaha Milik Negara) outlines the method and criteria for performance evaluations. Based on
evaluations according to financial and non-financial indicators related to leadership, strategic plans,
customer satisfaction and business performance, the Ministry of SOEs publishes an annual report on
the performance of SOEs. Evaluation results can feed into remuneration levels of board members,
CEOs and commissioners. In addition, board directors are required to declare their assets annually,
subject to verification by a committee.
Mr. Frank Dangeard (Independent Director, France): Mr. Dangeard said that in theory, there
should not be a difference between being a director in state-owned and privately-owned companies.
However he said that in practice, an SOE board can be different. Companies with a dominant
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shareholder are different from those that are widely owned, whether the dominant shareholder is a
government, private-equity or a family. Also, the state often undertakes multiple – and sometimes
conflicting – roles of shareholder, regulator and customer. Therefore, independent directors have a
critical role to play in facilitating objective decision-making by the state and solving conflicts of
interest. He said that when the various interests of different stakeholders cannot align themselves on
their own, a good management and a strong board have a chance to bring everyone along by giving
the right direction. He underlined that while focusing on the formal terms of reference and selection
process is critical, practices, cultural background and expectations are also critical for the success of
an independent board. He also said that listing on stock exchanges can support efforts to strengthen
the autonomy of boards.
Participants agreed that key challenges for achieving a high degree of professionalism in boards
include ensuring that ownership is conducted at arm’s-length from other government functions such
as regulation. Moreover, the discussion pointed out that the public needs to be assured that state
ownership rights are exercised in the public interest and not for the benefit of public officials or
political constituencies.
Panel 2: Best practices on professionalising the board function: Nomination and
appointment

Mr. Simon Wong (Independent Advisor and Visiting Fellow, London School of Economics
and Political Science, UK): Mr. Wong opened the session by emphasising that the board’s role is
essential to the efforts to improve SOE performance. Often, SOEs do not bear the costs of underperformance, unlike private enterprises, and SOE boards have a limited set of tools to incentivise
remuneration arrangements. He said that as highlighted by other speakers, in terms of nomination and
appointment, the right composition is a key. But often appointments are made based on political
factors or the need to represent certain constituencies within the government, rather than commercial
considerations. Appointments often fail to take into account the specific context of SOEs.
Nevertheless, he underlined that fortunately a number of countries are making a quite dedicated and
earnest effort to tackle these challenges. Mr. Wong also highlighted that sound performance by SOEs
and by the state as an owner not only creates performance incentives for all SOE officials and civil
servants involved, but it also strengthens public demand for further reforms.
HE Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi (Minister of Public Business Sector, Egypt): Dr. Sharkawi pointed
out that the new Corporate Governance Code for Egyptian SOEs which was launched in 2007 seeks to
strengthen the independence of SOE boards from state influence, as recommended by the OECD
Principles. A set of ministerial decrees have also been launched to correct key flaws in the system of
Egyptian SOEs governed by the Public Sector Law 203. Examples of those decrees relevant to
professionalising SOE board governance include: streamlining the board selection process and
specifying qualifications for board members; forming independent audit committees; and prohibiting
holding companies with supervisory roles from interfering with operational decisions of their
subsidiaries.
Dr. Hanjun Park (Head, SOE Policy Research Team, Korea Institute of Public Finance): Dr.
Park gave an overview of the Act on Management of Public Institutions provides legal and regulatory
framework for national board practices including board composition, board nomination and
appointment process. He said that nominations to the boards of listed SOEs should be made via
nomination committees made up of representatives from the State and non-state shareholders.
However, he pointed out that it is often the case that the state appoints top corporate executives and
board representation for non-governmental shareholder is not facilitated in practice. Park also pointed
out that there are legal arrangements which aim at enhancing disclosure of nomination process in
Korea. He said that the Article 24 of the “the Act on the Management of Public Institutions” states
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that the recruitment of board of directors should be announced publicly on the Internet website of a
concerned SOE as well as daily newspapers. Also, the Recommendation Committee can rely on headhunters or external consultants when inviting and searching candidates.
Mr. Rajiv Rai (Secretary, Public Enterprises Selection Board, India): Mr. Rai presented the
selection process of SOE board directors undertaken by the PESB. It involves the elaboration of a job
description, followed by its publication, the shortlisting of candidates, the selection meeting and the
recommendation. He noted that PESB has a database that is used to refer non-elected candidates to
future board postings. It also evaluates its candidates on an annual basis. Based on the evaluation
results, their tenure can be either extended or not extended. He also said that the Guidelines issued by
the Department of Public Enterprises (DPE) provide that outside professionals should be inducted on
the Boards of CPSEs in the form of part-time non-official directors and that the number of such
Directors should be at least 1/3rd of the actual strength of the Board. In the case of listed CPSEs
headed by executive Chairman, the number of non-official Directors (Independent Directors) should
be at least half the strength of the Board.
Ms. Jane Valls (Executive Director, GCC Board Directors Institute, UAE): Ms. Valls pointed
out that SOEs are an important part of the economy in the region and operate in key sectors – public
utilities, health, telecoms, finance, oil and gas – often competing alongside private companies, or even
with each other. Also, there is a recognition that boards can play a central function in stewardship and
company performance. In the GCC, there is an increasing commercialisation of SOEs and growing
expectations for improved performance. For instance, KSA Vision 2030 in Saudi Arabia pushes
forward an increasing corporatisation of SOEs and many SOEs are being prepared for IPOs. Some of
the large SOEs are multinationals and with increased commercialisation and partial IPOs which have
led to greater operational efficiency. Board nomination is generally made by a mix of Ministries and
government organisations in the region and usually subject to an approval by the General Assembly.
In some cases the CEO is appointed by the Board and in others by the main government shareholder.
The same process is applicable to the selection of the Chairman. Once SOEs are listed, they are
required to be subject to the same corporate governance code as other listed companies and so it is
observed that listed SOEs are increasingly professionalising their boards. Main challenges related to
professionalising boards of directors include shortcomings in the appointment process; lack of truly
independent directors, and the need for improvements in diversity, transparency and understanding
the role of the board secretary. The selection and nomination framework needs to be improved
accompanied by skills and competency matrix in line with the future strategic needs of SOEs. She
noted that professional induction programmes for on-boarding new directors and an annual board
evaluation could also be useful.
Session 2: Improving board efficiency and performance: The role of the SOEs
Panel 1: A Roundtable of Chairmen, CEOs & Experts on enhancing board efficiency: Board
composition, organisation of committees, training and induction programmes.

Mr. Lawrence L. Lee (CEO, Corporate Governance Research Center, National Taipei
University of Business, Chinese Taipei), moderated the session. He recalled the recommendations of
the SOE Guidelines, highlighting that key elements for enhancing board efficiency and performance
include a Chair who can build an effective team by exercising leadership, a well-structured evaluation,
competent board committees and training and induction programmes that match the needs of each
board. In addition, a clear remuneration policy for SOE boards can attract and motivate qualified
professionals. In this context, this session took the form of a roundtable to examine what SOEs can do
to ensure board efficiency in their own business relationships and how they can be held accountable
for their actions.
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Mr. Nagesh Suryanarayana (Managing Director, Protiviti-MENA): Mr. Suryanarayana
discussed the importance of assessing long-term risks to evaluate how the board can manage its goals
effectively. He said that although short termism is no longer sustainable, boards have in recent years
allowed short-term considerations to overwhelm the desirable long-term growth. He said that longterm perspective requires establishing a long-term focus for boards, managers, and shareholders along
with an appropriate regulation. He underlined that when it comes to risk assessments, it is crucial to
examine if these risks are relevant to boards in the long time horizon. Also, board members should
have trainings, induction programmes to discuss the impact of new technology on their businesses.
The success will depend on how well the boards manage the technology, how well they can see our
risks, and also how they manage our expectation for the future consumers. He also highlighted the
importance of having specialised committees to monitor the board and setting key performance
indicators to enhance board performance.
Mr. Henda Ingles (Chairman/CEO, Instituto de Apoio ao Sector Empresarial Publico (ISEP),
Angola): Mr. Ingles presented the key characteristics of a new SOE law that was established in 2013
replacing the one enacted in 1995. Under the new SOE law, non-executive directors are required to be
part of the Board of Administrators (Conselho de Administração). Appointment of board members of
public sector enterprises is made by the government. In case of the enterprises of strategic interest,
appointment is made by the head of the state. Also, the new SOE law has made it mandatory that the
financial statements of all SOEs be audited and that all SOEs sign a performance contract with the
goverment. Qualifications that should be taken into account when appointing or electing board
members include leadership, management and organisational skills, integrity, professional experience
and academic training that that are consisdent with their roles. The terms of office is limited to five
years and is renewable. However, he pointed out that the principle for setting remuneration levels and
social benefits for board members should be established. The Angolan government and the ISEP have
also established an Annual Business Forum for the SOE Sector – a platform to (i) foster a dialogue
between policy makers and SOE board members in issues related to SOE Governance and
Management ; (ii) improve business relationships between SOEs; and (iii) to provide training to board
members in the domains of leadership, ethics and management.
Dato’ Abdul Aziz Abu Bakar (Executive Director, Malaysian Directors Academy (MINDA),
Malaysia): Dato’ Abu Bakar said that in Malaysia, SOEs are under the supervision of the Ministry of
Finance (MOF) which has recently launched the board directors guidelines for the Ministry of
Finance Incorporated (MOF Inc) companies. This stipulates an oversight control of the companies on
corporate governance issues, appointment of directors, various committees and tender procedures.
However, SOEs are not considered to be as autonomous as the Government-linked companies
(GLCs)1 and SOE accountability is lax. Although SOE boards have an ultimate responsibility, the
financial performance and performance efficiency are not tightly monitored by their shareholders. In
practice, senior government officials can exert influence on any key decisions by the board. He also
highlighted the importance of board composition and board nomination. At present, Malaysian
Directors Academy (MINDA) is mandated to develop and establish a Directors Registry from which
Nomination Committees are encouraged to select potential board members. Leadership experience,
national and regional background are included in the criteria. However, most of the SOE board
members are retired professionals or public officials from the MOF or relevant line ministries. There

1

Malaysia has a two tier system of SOEs. Firstly, Government Linked Companies (GLCs) refer to the total of
30 listed companies which represent about 35% of the stock market. The State controls around 30 –
40 % of the shares of each GLC. They are also mainly controlled by Government Linked Investment
Companies (GLICs) which have strong links to the Government via the Ministry of Finance or
relevant Ministries. There are five GLICs in total. Secondly, there are the Ministry of Finance
Incorporated (MoF Inc) companies which can also be referred to as SOEs. There are about 44
companies of which the MoF has at least 99% of shareholdings. These are non-listed and are under
direct control of the Finance Minister.
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is no formal recruitment procedure and candidates are often just identified mainly through networking
or word of mouth.
Mr. Michael Webb (Barrister and Independent Director, New Zealand): Mr. Webb presented
how New Zealand is addressing board nomination, composition, remuneration and training. He said
that SOEs in the country have multiple objectives such as public policy objectives and commercial
objectives. The New Zealand Treasury, which is a primary agency responsible for SOE governance
has a unit specifically dedicated to board appointments. The unit has issued “The owner’s expectation
manual” on its website, which states the government’s expectations for board members in details. In
New Zealand, shareholding ministers make decisions on board composition based on advice from the
Treasury. Nevertheless, he said that it is important that boards are consulted on their decisions so that
the candidates selected by owners can indeed have the right skill set and fulfill needs of the board. He
also pointed out the importance of concrete succession planning. He said that the structure of board
committee in New Zealand is very much in line with that of the private sector and the number of the
committee depends on the size of the board. Invariably, there is an audit and risk committee,
performance remuneration committee particularly related to the chief executive’s performance.
Increasingly the performance remuneration committee is also looking at the totality of the senior
management performance. Due diligence committee can also be set up as circumstances require. He
said that training and induction programmes should focus on seeking better understanding of general
governance obligations. Finally, he said that benchmarking practices in other jurisdictions should be
an important task of the government and the board highlighting the usefulness of the OECD
Guidelines and the stocktaking report on board practices that were made available for the meeting.
Panel 2: Interviewing the experts: Incentivising the board: remuneration, evaluation,
incentives and performance

Dr. Ashraf Gamal El Din (CEO, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance, UAE)
moderated the session as an interviewer in this special interview session with experts. The experts
shared experiences and opinions in the form of Q&A rather than presentations or speeches on the
topic of board remuneration and evaluation.
The discussion focused on how to adjust remuneration level and provide adequate training and
induction programmes in order to attract and retain qualified board members. Mr. Hans Christiansen
(Senior Economist, Corporate Affairs Division, OECD) highlighted that in order to enhance SOE
board professionalism and performance, the SOE Guidelines include specific recommendations on
board remuneration, training and induction. The Guidelines recommend that establishing a clear
remuneration policy for SOE boards that fosters the long- and medium-term interest of the enterprise
and can attract and motivate qualified professionals. The Guidelines also recommend that directors
receive an induction to inform them of their responsibilities and liabilities.
Mr. Christiansen pointed out that ideally, remuneration schemes for SOE boards should reflect
market conditions. In practice, remuneration for SOE boards in a majority of OECD countries falls
below market levels. In some cases, this reflects ceilings imposed by public sector remuneration
schemes. For others, it reflects a choice to avoid public controversy over excessive pay in the public
sector. He said that after over a decade of implementation of the OECD SOE Guidelines the results
are clear: better boards seem to protect governments from operational missteps and enable them to
better detect and manage the risks of operating an enterprise in a commercial environment. Improving
board performance entails having the right mix of skills and competencies on the board, enhancing
board autonomy, while ensuring that SOEs are shielded from ad-hoc political interference.
This session also highlighted the importance of benchmarking compensation for board members.
Mr. Said Kambi (Chairman of African Corporate Governance Network (ACGN) and CEO of
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the Institute of Directors in Tanzania) said that up-to-date research should be conducted on a
regular basis to provide the board a fair compensation. In addition, he said that a public-service
enterprise should be distinguished from commercial entity since each has a different role to play
which decides the compensation offered. He also pointed out that additional insights and explanation
processes are some of the important aspects for consideration when deciding the compensation and
remuneration.
In addition, the session highlighted the importance of board evaluation. Mr. Renaud Van
Goethem (External Advisor, GUBERNA) said that board evaluation is becoming more common in
Belgium thanks to recommendations and relevant Guidelines. Also, often public sector scandals
highlight the need for board efficiency. In Belgium, a local SOE created a lot of committees and
directors sitting on those committees had received a lot of money. However, it was found out that they
were remunerated via fixed annual fee only and that they had never met for five years. He also
pointed out that fundamentally, people in the public sector are more reluctant to start board evaluation
process than any other sector because public sector is usually under enormous media and public
scrutiny. Some people sitting on the board of SOEs who have political ambitions are afraid of board
evaluations that could endanger their reputation. Also, many SOEs depend on very restrictive legal
framework and political decisions so they could be worried that recommendations rising from board
evaluations could not actually be applicable to SOEs. He pointed out that to tackle these challenges,
board evaluation should focus on performance of the board as an entity rather than being a ‘boxticking’ exercise. Use of external facilitators to structure the discussion of board performance was
highlighted. He also said that there is a growing interest in public sector to conduct board evaluations
according to the survey conducted by Guberna. The survey found that a majority of board evaluations
that have taken place in companies were conducted in public sector.
Mr. Shepherd Chimutanda (Managing Partner, STC International, Zimbabwe, Africa) said
that it remains important for boards to strive to create a balance between conformance and
performance. He underlined the importance of establishing specialised committees to contribute to the
efficiency of the board. He said that these committees should be composed of independent and
knowledgeable board members that can bring added value to the company. A matrix of skills for
board directors should be developed and political decisions should be made based on what the
company needs or what the board needs for this company. In this respect, a diverse board composition
was highly recommended. He said that training should be conducted as an on-going professional
norm, rather than an irregular practice that takes place once in a while. It was also pointed out that
remuneration policy can have a potential impact on fiduciary responsibility of the board of directors.
The discussion lastly focused on the role of social media as a tactical instrument to drive
performance of the board. Dr. Stephen Davis (Associate director and Senior Fellow, Harvard Law
School Programs on Corporate Governance and Institutional Investors, US) emphasized that
boards today need to operate in the context of transparency which is really unprecedented. In this
context, he said that the job skill set required of a director should include outreach and
communications with the general public. Many times, it is kind of a closed world making decisions
internally. Directors are identified in the first of all in the public eye or shareholders’ eye and there is
much more of an expectation that when you are a member of the board, you may have the job of
communicating to the outside world. He underlined that management should be on top of social media
and should be proactive in using social media in a positive way not only to promote the company but
also drive performance of the board. Social media is beginning to have an enormous impact on how
boards operate these days. For instance, there is a civil society organization called “I PAID A BRIBE
(www.ipaidbribe.com) that encourages people who have been required to pay a bribe to anonymously
post on a public website who have had they pay to, where and what agency it involved.
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Concluding remarks

Representatives of the organisers and hosts – the OECD and the Hawkamah Institute for Corporate
Governance – thanked and congratulated participants for the successful meeting, which facilitated
substantive discussions on SOE governance. They emphasised that the meeting allowed participants
to exchange experiences and discuss ways to effectively design, promote and implement policies and
instruments to achieve better board governance of SOEs. Mr. Peter Montagnon, Member of the
Board, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance stressed that for SOEs to trigger economic
growth, they need to be governed to a high standard and operate with transparency and integrity. He
underlined the usefulness of the Global Knowledge Sharing Network in facilitating peer learning
around these objectives. Transparency is an important part of this process, but it is also clear that
populating the board with the right people is vital. This includes the appointment of independent
directors. He emphasized the need for board evaluations, saying that boards should be performing, not
conforming. He said that a large part of the final session focused on board evaluation with a pretty
clear message that, ideally, the review should be conducted by an outside party. He also underlined
that more attention should be paid to the interests of minority shareholders in mixed companies.
Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson (Chair, OECD Working Party on State-Ownership and
Privatisation Practices, Sweden) concluded that the insightful discussions pointed to many
similarities across jurisdictions and the importance of the SOE Guidelines’ standards as a guidepost
for national reforms. He said that the Working Party he chairs will continue to support national reform
efforts through dedicated regional, knowledge-sharing networks active in Asia, Latin America and the
MENA region. The challenge of continued SOE reform will remain, and the OECD remains ready to
engage. He also reiterated the Working Party’s growing engagement with non-member countries and
invited national governments to take part in its regular meetings in Paris as ad-hoc invitees, observers
and even as non-member adherents to the SOE Guidelines. On behalf of the OECD, he extended his
special thanks to hosts of the Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance for their hospitality and
to the Korean Ministry of Strategy and Finance for their generous financial support.
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Speakers
Day I: Welcoming Remarks
H.E. Hamad Buamim, Chairman, Hawkamah, The Institute for Corporate
Governance
Hamad Buamim has been the President & CEO of Dubai Chamber of Commerce &
Industry since November 2006. He also serves as the Deputy Chair of the World
Chambers Federation - ICC in Paris. Educated in the USA, Buamim graduated with
Honors (Magna Cum Laude) from the University of Southern California - Los Angeles in
1996 with a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering. In 2002, he obtained an MBA
with Honors in Finance from the University of Missouri - Kansas City. Buamim is a
Member of the Board of Directors of the UAE Central Bank, Managing Director and
Board Member of Dubai World, Chairman of National General Insurance and Board
Member of Union Properties. Previously, Buamim served as Chairman of Emirates
Financial Services, Chairman of Emirates NBD Capital and Board Member of Emirates
NBD Bank and Network International.
H.E. Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi, Minister of Public Business Sector, Egypt
Dr. El Sharkawy is the Egyptian Mistier for Public Business Sector since March 2016, he
has more than 35 years of academic and professional experience in the field of
investment, accounting and finance with an extensive knowledge of all banking and
nonbanking financial instruments and regulations. He served as the chairman of the
Egyptian Financial Supervisory Authority (EFSA) for more than 2 years, also served as
the Deputy Chairman of EFSA and as a Senior Advisor for the chairman of the Egyptian
Capital market Authority for more than three years. Dr El Sharkawy was a board
member and financial advisor for many large industrial and investment corporations,
he also served as a member in the Board of the Central Bank of Egypt (CBE), head of
the audit committee of CBE, Member of the Monetary Policy Committee, member of
the Board of trustees of the Egyptian Money Laundering Combating Unit, chairman of
the board of the Egyptian Financial Services Institute, Chairman of the Board of
Trustees of the Egyptian Institute of Directors, and the Egyptian Corporate Social
Responsibility Center. He is the founder and the first Executive Chairman of the
Egyptian Audit Oversight Board. Dr. Elsharkawy has a very wide and extensive
knowledge of all financial regulations in Egypt and the international best practices, and
Advanced knowledge of IFRS, ISA, IOSCO principles, and IAIS principles. He had
prepared and supervised all nonbanking financial regulations in Egypt for the last 6
years. He also shared in IOSCO task force or bond market activation in Emerging
Markets. During his capacity as a minister for Public Business Sector in Egypt, he had
issued many decrees to enforce corporate governance principles in the SOEs.
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Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson, Chair, OECD Working Party on State-Ownership and
Privatization Practices, Sweden
Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson is an Investment Director at the Division for State-Owned
Enterprises at the Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation in Sweden since 2004. He
specializes in corporate governance of state owned enterprises (SOEs). He is also the
chair of the OECD WPSOPP (Working Party for State Owned Enterprises and
Privatization) since 2015 where he was vice-chair since 2014 and delegate since 2008.
Lars Erik has extensive experience from SOE ownership including corporatization,
privatization, starting new SOEs, setting up ownership policies, setting financial
targets, board recruitment and board work. He is currently a non-executive director in
four SOEs and chair of the board in one private company. He holds a B.Soc.Sc. degree
from Uppsala University.
Mr. Chung-Keun Park, Director General, International Economic Cooperation
Directorate, Ministry of Strategy and Finance of Korea
Mr. Chung-Keun Park is the director general for International Economic Cooperation,
Ministry of Strategy and Finance, ROK. He holds a Masters in Public Administration and
a B.A of Economics from Seoul National University.
EDUCATION:
University of California (1997)
Graduate program of International Relation and Pacific Studies
Graduate School of Public Administration in Seoul National University
(1990)
M.A. of Public Administration
Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea (1988)
B.A. of Economics

Seoul, Korea

EXPERIENCE:
Director General for International Economic Cooperation,
Ministry of Strategy and Finance (2017 – Now)
Senior Deputy Secretary of Secretary Office to the President for Policy Coordination,
Office of the President, Republic of Korea (2015 – 2017)
Principal Operation Advisor, Office of Outreach & Partnership,
Inter-American Development Bank, United States (2011 – 2015)
Director of Human Resource Management, Ministry of Strategy and Finance (2010 –
2011)
Director of Development Cooperation Division, International Economic Affairs Bureau,
Ministry of Strategy and Finance, Republic of Korea (2008 – 2010)
Principle Administrator of Budgeting and Public Expenditure Division,
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, France (2005 – 2008)
Director of Fiscal Program Evaluation Division, Performance Management Bureau,
Ministry of Planning and Budget (2005)
Director of Agriculture and Fishery Budget Division, Budget Office,
Ministry of Planning and Budget ( 2004 )
Senior Deputy Director of Secretary Office to the President for Information and Policy
Monitoring, Office of the President (2003 – 2004)
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Senior Deputy Director of Secretary Office to the President for Planning and
Coordinating, Office of the President, Republic of Korea(2001 – 2003)
Deputy Director of Budget Coordination division, Budget Office,
Ministry of Planning and Budget (1999 – 2000)
Deputy Director of Province and Environment Budget Division, Budget Office, Ministry
of Planning and Budget (1998 – 1999)
Deputy Director of Budget Standards Management Division, Budget Office, Ministry of
Finance and Economy (1997 – 1998)
Deputy Director of Financial Planning Division, Economic Planning Bureau, Economic
Planning Board ( 1993 – 1995)
Deputy Director of Economic Monitoring and Analysis Division, Economic Planning
Bureau, Economic Planning Board, Republic of Korea
(1991 – 1993)
Passed Higher Civil Service Examination(1990)
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Day 1, Roundtable on recent SOE reform experiences
Mr. Hans Christiansen, Senior Economist, Corporate Affairs Division, OECD
Mr. Hans Christiansen is a Senior Economist in the OECD Corporate Affairs Division. He
joined the Division after previous postings in the OECD Investment Division, Financial
Affairs Division and the Economics Directorate. Prior to joining OECD, he worked for the
Bank for International Settlements (BIS) in Switzerland. Mr. Christiansen’s currently acts
as the secretary to the OECD Working Party on State Ownership and Privatisation
Practices, which is the custodian of the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of
SOEs. His current assignments includes OECD’s ongoing project on State-Owned
Enterprises in the World Economy, responsibility for the OECD Network on Corporate
Governance of Asian SOEs, as well as involvement in other SOE-related activities
throughout the world. A Danish national, he holds a graduate degree in Political
Economics from the University of Copenhagen.
Mr. Abdelaziz Samih, Deputy Director of Studies and Information Systems,
Department of the State Owned Enterprises (DEPP), Morocco
Mr. Abdelaziz Samih is Head of the Studies and Information Systems Sub-Directorate in
the Department of Public Enterprises and Privatization (DEPP) at the Ministry of
Economy and Finance, Morocco, where he served for the last 34 years in different
positions, initially as Financial Controller of State Owned Enterprises (SOEs) operating in
different sectors of the Moroccan economy, and Head of a Financial Control Unit
supervising the control activity over a group of SOEs in the sectors of tourism, trade and
promotion. He also acted as Head of the Unit supervising the Contracting processes
between the Government and SOEs and later as Head of the Division supervising
Financial Control over SOEs in the Agriculture, Agri-business and Industry sectors. He
served and continues to serve as a board member representing the State Government in
several SOEs in different sectors.
Mr. Samih is married and father of 3 daughters. He graduated in Economics (focus in
Econometrics) from the Mohamed V University in Rabat and holds two Master’s Degrees
in Public Administration (University of Missouri, Columbia, USA) and Business
Administration (Higher Institute of Trade and Business Administration (Institut Supérieur
du Commerce et de l’Administration des Entreprises - ISCAE), Casablanca, Morocco). He
is now completing a certifying cycle as a SOEs’ board member, syndicated by the
International Rabat University (UIR) and the Moroccan Institute of Board Members
(IMA). His main experience is in public finance and the areas of management, control
and governance of SOEs.
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Mr. Zhu Kai, Director, Policy, Laws and Regulations Bureau, State-Owned Assets
Supervision and Administration Council (SASAC), People’s Republic of China
Mr. Zhu Kai received his PhD in law from Law School Tsinghua University. He joined
SASAC in 2003, and now is Director of Bureau of Policies, Laws and Regulations SASAC.
Over the past 14 years. Mr. Zhu kai has been participated in drafting laws and
regulations on state-owned assets supervision regime and SOE reforms, engaging in
bilateral and multilateral negotiations and dialogues involving SOE issues, and
addressing SOE-related issues in anti-dumping & countervailing, anti-monopoly, WTO
trade policies reviews etc.
Dr. U.D. Choubey, Director General, Standing Conference of Public Enterprises
(SCOPE), India
Dr. U.D. Choubey, former Chairman & Managing Director of GAIL (India) Limited (a
State-Owned Maharatna Enterprise) is presently Director General of Standing
Conference of Public Enterprises (SCOPE) - An Apex Body of Public Sector Enterprises
(State Owned Enterprises) in India. With double Ph.D., MBA & LL.B., Dr. Choubey has
more than forty years of rich experience in management, energy, oil & gas and
economic issues dealt in State-Owned Enterprises. Dr. Choubey has authored three
books : one entitled “Text Book on Natural Gas” the second entitled “Untold Story of
the Indian Public Sector” and “The Last Inning And Beyond”. Dr. Choubey is actively
associated with the OECD, particularly Asia Network and reforms in Corporate
Governance of SOEs.
Mr. Tran Tho Hai, Head, General Policy Division, Corporate Finance Department,
Ministry of Finance, Viet Nam
Tran Tho Hai is a Vietnam senior policy maker. He was born and raised in Hanoi and
graduated from National Economic University, with master degree. After graduation, he
worked for SOEs including: Bank for Investment and Development of Vietnam (BIDV)
and Vietnam Food Corporation (VINAFOOD). Since 2004. He has been working in
Ministry of Finance of Vietnam (MOF). At present, he works as a role of Head of General
Policy Division – Corporate Finance Department. During working process, he has
obtained deep experience in SOE equitization process.
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Day 1, Thematic discussion : The State’s role in enhancing effectiveness of boards of directors of stateowned enterprises
Session 1: Professionalising the SOE board function: The role of the state
Panel 1 : Governance, Competitiveness & Innovation : The role of the state versus the role of the SOE
board
Dr. Fabio Scacciavillani, Chief Strategy Officer, Oman Investment Fund
Fabio Scacciavillani, a Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Chicago, is the Chief
Economist and member of the Investment Committee of the Oman Investment Fund, a
Sovereign Wealth Fund that invests and manages assets for the benefit of future
generations. In this role, he develops economic forecasts, conducts analyses on global
trends, evaluates asset class returns, and contributes to strategic decision-making. He is
one of the world’s leading experts on Sovereign Wealth Funds, their influence on
financial markets, and their investment strategies. His book “The New Economics of
Sovereign Wealth Funds” is a best seller within the SWF community. In his distinguished
career he served as Director of Macroeconomics and Statistics at the Dubai International
Financial Centre, Executive Director at Goldman Sachs, Senior Economist and Adviser at
the European Central Bank and worked in several departments of the International
Monetary Fund. He has an extensive scholarly publication record in macroeconomics
and his views and researches are frequently quoted on international and regional media.
Mr. Edgar Nyoni, Executive Director, State Enterprises Restructuring Agency,
Zimbabwe
Mr. Edgar Nyoni is the Executive Director of the State Enterprises Restructuring Agency
(SERA) which is under the Ministry of Finance and Economic Development and is in
charge of Public Enterprises Reforms in Zimbabwe. Edgar holds a Bachelor of Science in
Economics and Masters Degree in Economics. He also holds a Diploma in Business
Leadership and various professional qualifications in Corporate Governance,
Privatisation, Corporate Finance, Valuation and Public Private Partnership (PPPs) from
various international organizations. He has over 20 years post qualification experience in
restructuring, privatization, mergers, recapitalization, valuation and financial due
diligence transactions and currently is a member of a team working on the Public
Enterprise Corporate Governance Bill for SEPs in Zimbabwe.
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Mr. Jerawat Hongsakul, Director, State Enterprises Policy Office, Thailand
Organization State Enterprise Policy Office (SEPO) , Ministry of Finance, Thailand (16
Years)
Position Director of Portfolio Management Bureau
Education
Master of Business Administration (MBA) from Eastern Michigan University, USA
Master of Arts (Business Economics) from Thammasat University, Thailand
Bachelor of Engineering (Computer Engineering) from Kasetsart University, Thailand
Current Responsibility
Asset management of state entities holding less than fifty percent of the total capital.
The proposed policies, plans, laws, regulations and administrative measures and
development of state owned enterprise board of directors.
Nomination of Directors’ Pool.
Work Experience
The proposed policies, plans, laws, regulations and administrative measures and
development of state owned enterprises (SOEs)
Regulatory Evaluation and development of SOEs that are operating in accordance with
policies, plans, laws and measures on the management and development of SOEs.
Evaluation recommendations and provide technical assistance and management of
enterprise development for SOEs.
Asset management of SOEs.
Other Experience
Executive Development Program, Fiscal Policy Research Institute Foundation
Communication with High Impact for Executive, PricewaterhouseCoopers
Ethics Committee, State Enterprise Policy Office
Risk and Corporate Governance Committee, State Enterprise Policy Office
Directors’ Pool nomination subcommittee, State Enterprise Policy Office
Dr. Antonius Alijoyo, Chairman, National Committee on Governance, Indonesia
Dr. Antonius Alijoyo is a founding board member of Indonesia National Committee on
Governance Indonesia (Komite Nasional Kebijakan Governance Indonesia) who has more
than 30 years of combined professional experiences as oversight board members,
directors, academician, and advisor. Currently he sits as board member of some
corporations and institutions among others are AIG Indonesia, Tokio Marine Life
Indonesia, and Turkish Indokordsa whilst teaching at several postgraduate program on
GRC - Governance, Risk and Compliance subject. Besides, he has also been very active in
promoting better practices of GRC in Indonesia through his roles in the society at large
such as board member of ERM Academy (ERMA), Indonesia Audit Committee Institute
(IKAI), Indonesia Institute of Directors and Commissioners (LKDI), Indonesia Risk
Management Professional Association (IRMAPA), Indonesia Center for Risk Management
Studies (CRMS), and Indonesia National Technical Committee on Risk Management
Standardization. Prior to his role today, he was audit board of Indonesia Financial
Services Authorities (FSA/OJK), Steering Committee of Indonesia Stock Exchange (BEI),
oversight board of Commonwealth Bank Indonesia, Bank BTN, Heideberg Indocement,
Heineken Multi Bintang, Adhi Karya, Bank Saudara, and executive in British American
Tobacco - Indonesia, RSM/AAJ Associates, Jaya Group, and Unilever Indonesia. He holds
his PhD in Corporate Governance and MBA as well Master in business and finance. He
also holds several professional designations among others are CCSA, CRMA, CFSA, CGAP,
CPRM, CFE, CGEIT, ERMCP, CERG.
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Mr. Frank Dangeard, Independent Director, France
Mr. Frank Dangeard is Deputy Chairman of Telenor (Norway) and also serves on the
boards of Symantec (USA), RPX (USA) and Atari (US/France). He is also member of the
boards or advisory boards of a number of non-listed companies in the
telecom/technology, finance and energy sectors. He is a member of the Advisory Boards
of the Harvard Business School in the US and of HEC in France. He is a “Director-inResidence” at INSEAD and Chairman of the International Advisory Council of Hawkamah,
the corporate governance institute of the MENA region, based in Dubai. He has served
on the boards of Crédit Agricole-CIB (France), EDF (Electricité de France), Orange and
Wanadoo (France Télécom Group), Eutelsat (France), SonaeCom (Portugal), and has
chaired the Strategy Board of PwC (France). From September 2004 to February 2008, he
was Chairman & CEO of Thomson, a world leader in video technologies and services.
From September 2002 to September 2004, he was Deputy CEO of France Telecom, an
international telecom operator headquartered in Paris, France. He joined Thomson
multimedia in 1997 as Deputy CEO, and was appointed Vice Chairman in 2000. Prior to
joining Thomson multimedia, from 1988 to 1997, Frank Dangeard was a Managing
Director of the investment bank SG Warburg & Co. Ltd., in London and Madrid, then
Chairman of SG Warburg France. From 1986 to 1988, he was with Sullivan & Cromwell
LLP in New York and London. Frank Dangeard, who is a French national, was born in
Canada on February 25, 1958. He graduated from the École des Hautes Études
Commerciales (Prix Jouy-Entreprise), the Paris Institut d’Études Politiques (Lauréat) and
from the Harvard Law School (Fulbright Scholar, HLS Fellow). He is Chevalier de l’Ordre
National du Mérite and Chevalier de la Légion d’Honneur. His most recent book, “La
décision de crise dans l’entreprise – 12 histoires de gouvernance”, was published in
February 2011 by Editions Odile Jacob, Paris.
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Day 1, Panel 2 : Best practices on professionalising the board function: Nomination and appointment
H.E. Dr. Ashraf Sharkawi, Minister of Public Business Sector, Egypt
Mr. Simon Wong, Independent Advisor and Visiting Fellow, London School of Economics
and Political Science, UK
Simon C.Y. Wong is an independent adviser on governance, institutional investment, and
capital markets. He is also an Adjunct Professor of Law at Northwestern University, Visiting
Fellow at the London School of Economics and Political Science, and External Senior Advisor
at
McKinsey
and
Company.
Previously, Simon was a partner at activist investment firm Governance for Owners, Head
of Corporate Governance at Barclays Global Investors, and a management consultant at
McKinsey. Simon started his professional career as a securities lawyer with Linklaters &
Paines and Shearman & Sterling, and also served as Principal Administrator/Counsel at the
OECD.
Simon has contributed actively to policymaking and testified before the UK House of
Commons in 2013 on The Kay Review of UK Equity Markets and Long-Term Decision
Making. His writings have appeared in the McKinsey Quarterly, Financial Times, Harvard
Business Review Online, New York Times, and other publications. He has contributed three
essays to the Harvard Business Review volume on How CEOs Can Fix Capitalism.
Dr. Hanjun Park, Head, SOE Policy Research Team, Korea Institute of Public Finance (KIPF)
Dr. Hanjun Park is the Head of SOE Evaluation Research Team at Korea Institute of Public
Finance (KIPF) and currently serving as a member of the Committee for Management of
Seoul Metropolitan Public Institutions. Prior to joining KIPF, He lectured extensively on
public
management
at
major
universities
in
Korea.
His academic and policy interests cover public sector reform, strategic management,
personnel management and performance evaluation. He has performed many research and
consultation projects for various state-owned enterprises, central government offices and
metropolitan councils in Korea. Dr. Park is a regular speaker at events on public
management and policy conferences both in Korea and aboard including the American
Society for Public Administration Annual Conference. He has also published articles in
international journals including Public Management Review. He holds a PhD in Public affairs
from Indiana University, Bloomington.
Ms. Jane Valls, Executive Director, GCC Board Directors Institute, UAE
Jane Valls joined the GCC Board Directors Institute, based in Dubai, in January 2016 as
Executive Director. GCC BDI is a not for profit company founded in 2007 with the Mission to
improve corporate governance and professional directorship in the GCC. The founding
fathersSaudi Aramco, SABIC, Investcorp, Emirates NBD, McKinsey, PwC, Heidrick &
Struggles and Allen & Overy, continue to support GCC BDI today and form the Board of
Governors. GCC BDI runs open and tailored workshops for board directors, conducts board
evaluations and corporate governance assessments as well helping companies to
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implement their corporate governance and board effectiveness frameworks. GCC BDI now
has over 700 senior board directors who have been through its workshops and board
evaluations and this group is probably one of the most influential networks in the GCC. Jane
has over 15 years of international experience in corporate governance and working with
board of directors. She is an accredited Corporate Governance trainer with the
International Finance Corporation (IFC), part of the World Bank Group, and is an accredited
trainer with the Ethics Institute, as well as being a Certified Ethics Officer. From 2010 to
2015, Jane was the CEO of the Mauritius Institute of Directors (MIOD), one of the leading
Institutes in Africa. She was the first Chairperson of the African Corporate Governance
Network from 2013-2015, a network which she helped to found, bringing together 17
Institutes of Directors from across the African continent. Before joining the MIOD, Jane has
held senior positions and directorships in a wide range of business sectors with leading
companies including British Airways, Air Mauritius, Sun International and The Rogers Group,
amongst others, as well as running her own management and training consultancy. Jane
holds a BA Hons in French and Italian from Birmingham University, UK. She was awarded an
Honorary Doctorate Degree by the University of Middlesex for services to business,
women’s empowerment and social justice and she was decorated by the Republic of
Mauritius as a Commander of the Order of the Star and Key of the Indian Ocean (CSK) for
services to corporate governance.
Mr. Rajiv Rai, Secretary, Public Enterprises Selection Board (PESB), India
Rajiv Rai, posted to the Public Enterprises Selection Board (PESB) as Secretary on 24.5.2013,
is an officer of the Central Secretariat Service of Civil Services Examination of 1983 batch.
Educational Qualification: A graduate and post-graduate from Hindu College, University of
Delhi, he acquired the LLB degree in 2010 and subsequently LLM in 2014. Professional
Experience: During his tenure in the Union Ministry of Urban Development from 1986 to
2001, Shri Rai was associated with drafting of the National Housing Policy, National
Commission of Urbanisation and worked as Additional Private Secretary to two Union
Ministers of Urban Development. On promotion as Deputy Secretary in 1997 got posted to
the Directorate of Estates and dealt with allotments and policy of government
accommodations, and computerization. Shri Rai served in the Vigilance wing in the Ministry
of Finance, Department of Revenue in the Central Board of Excise and Customs (CBEC). On
promotion as Director w.e.f. July 2003 in the Deptt. of Personnel & Training, worked in
areas of Vigilance, Cadre review of Central Services, Administration and as Secretary,
Central Civil Services Cultural & Sports Board, as well as Secretary, Grih Kalyan Kendra.
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Day 2, Session 2: Improving board efficiency and performance : The role of the SOEs
Panel 1: A Roundtable of Chairmen, CEOs & Experts on enhancing board efficiency: Board composition,
organisation of committees, training and induction programmes
Mr. Lawrence L. Lee, CEO, Corporate Governance Research Center, National Taipei
University of Business, Chinese Taipei
Lawrence L. Lee is Associate Professor of Law at National Taipei University of
Business. In the meantime, Lawrence is Adjunct Associate Professor at Shih Hsin
University School of Law. He has been Director of Department of Financial and
Economic Law at Asia University between August 2007 and July 2008. Lawrence holds
S.J.D. (equivalent to Ph.D. in Law) from Wisconsin University School of Law in 1999
and three law master degrees from Boston University School of Law in 1992,
American University Washington Law School in 1996, and Wisconsin University
School of Law in 1997 respectively. Lawrence is pursuing another doctoral degree
from the Centre of Commercial Law Study, Queen Mary College at the University of
London. Lawrence worked as a research fellow at Columbia University School of Law
from 1998 to 2000 and was a visiting scholar at New York University School of Law
from 2001 to 2004 and from 2007 to 2009. Lawrence is expertise in financial and
banking regulation, securities law, corporate law, anti-trust law, Intellectual Property
Rights, and Corporate Governance. Lawrence has published articles in English and
Chinese versions in Taiwan, China, Hong Kong, the United States, and the United
Kingdom. Moreover, Lawrence is an international editor of the Journal of Financial
Crime (England). Lawrence was a commissioner of Taiwan Fair Trade Commission
(similar to the Fair Trade Commission in the United States) from February 2010 to
January 2013. In terms of the experience on corporate governance, Lawrence has
been appointed as a director to Mega Financial Holding Company by the Ministry of
Finance (Taiwan) on behalf of the stakeholders of the ROC government since October
2008 to September 2009 and selected as an independent director to Mega Insurance
Company since October 2009 to 2010, and an independent Director to Asia Chemic
Corporate, a listed company on Taiwan Stock Exchange, since March 2009 to 2010.
Mr. Nagesh Suryanarayana, Managing Director, Protiviti-MENA
Nagesh Suryanarayana is a leading GRC practice in Protiviti , UAE as a Managing
Director. He has over 15 years work experience and in his role, he is responsible for
Corporate Governance, Internal Audit, Taxation, Healthcare and Enterprise Risk
Management Practice lines in the UAE. Prior to this , he was leading Protiviti’s Oil and
Gas Practice across the Middle East and also served in KPMG both in India and UK
Practices. As a professional he has gained his experience working with some of the
biggest organizations across UK, EU, US, South East Asia, Middle East and the Indian
Subcontinent. Throughout his career, Nagesh has gained a broad experience across
numerous industries with a specific focus on Governance, Risk and Audit . A
renowned speaker and a charismatic leader Nagesh has moderated multiple
board member workshops and has been around the world in many conferences in
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countries like UK , Canada, US , India and GCC Countries. Amid technological
advancement, enhanced shareholder expectations, heightened competition for
talent and a global economy that remains uncertain, Board’s world over are
continuously striving to build world class Companies. Today Nagesh will discuss
certain corporate excellence principles on how to manage these pushbacks
effectively in order to herald a new paradigm in scaling social and corporate
innovations.

Mr. Henda Esandju Inglês, Chairman/CEO, Instituto de Apoio ao Sector
Empresarial Publico (ISEP), Angola
Mr. Henda Esandju Inglês has been the CEO of the angolan Institute for Public Sector
Enterprises (ISEP) , since April 2010. He holds an honours degree in Economics from
the University of Cape Town, South Africa and has held senior positions at a local
comercial bank, the Ministries of Economy, Economic Coordination and at the State
Secretary for Public Sector Enterprises. He has been galvanizing new approaches in
relation to the form the angolan SOE´s are controled, monitored, managed and
directed. He found the anual Business Forum for State Owned Enterprises – a
platform to stimulate business among SOE´s and improve its management culture –,
introduced a public event/session for the approval of the Financial Statements of all
State Owned Enterprises (excluding corporations constituted under the local
company law), introduced a leadership tranning programme for top management
and director and proposed new legislation and regulation for the SOE sector.

Mr. Dato’ Abdul Aziz Abu Bakar, Executive Director, Malaysian Directors
Academy (MINDA), Malaysia
Aziz is currently an Executive Director with MINDA where he recently retired after
being their CEO since 2009. He is also currently an Independent Non-Executive
Director of ALKHAIR International Islamic Bank Malaysia Bhd., Independent NonExecutive Director of Merchant Trade Asia Bhd, a Council Member of the Malaysian
Employers Federation (MEF). He was previously on the Boards of INTRIA Berhad as
Managing Director, Costain Group Plc (UK), Rangkaian Segar Sdn Berhad and FCW
Holdings Berhad. He was appointed as the first CEO / Executive Director of MINDA in
October 2009. Whilst in MINDA, he was responsible for developing and conducting
numerous Directors programmes, locally and abroad, in the areas of Building High
Performance Directors (BHPD), Directors and Chairmen Forum (DF/CF), Corporate
Directors On-boarding and Advanced Programmes (CDOP/CDAP), Women Directors
Programmes (WDP), Customised Programmes for individual companies etc. He has
also been invited to deliver Talks on Directors and Boards Effectiveness &
Governance at International Conferences organised by the World Bank in Turkey
(Ankara), Uzbekistan (Tashkent), Brazil (Sao Paulo) and Peru (Lima); OECD in South
Africa (Johannesburg), South Korea (Seoul), Slovenia (Ljubljana), Myanmar (Yangon),
Indonesia (Bandung) and Ministry of Finance Vietnam in Hanoi. He holds a Bachelor
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of Economics (Honours) degree from the University of Malaya. Attended the Harvard
Business School - Senior Management Development Programme (SMDP) in August
2000 and Financial Institutions Directors Education (FIDE) Programme in July 2011. In
2007, he was awarded the National HR Leader Award by the Ministry of Human
Resources jointly with Malaysian Institute of HR Management.

Mr. Michael Webb, Barrister and Independent Director, New Zealand
Michael is a leading commercial barrister and board director in New Zealand, with a
wide-ranging practice in corporate, banking, financial market, governmental,
insolvency, and regulatory law. Michael commenced practice at the Bar as an
independent barrister in 1995. Before that for many years he was a partner in a
major New Zealand law firm. He also has extensive governance experience as a
director of significant companies and public sector entities in New Zealand and
Australia, including as chairman and a director of crown-owned companies. He has
also been involved as adviser in relation to corporatization and privatization
undertakings of the New Zealand Government and New Zealand’s state-owned
enterprises and crown entities legislation. In addition to his legal practice, Michael is
currently a director of Crown Irrigation Investments Limited (a company owned by
the New Zealand Government providing project finance for the construction and
development of irrigation infrastructure) and a non-executive Adviser to the Board of
Deloitte New Zealand. From 2011 to 2016, Michael was also a foundation Board
Member of the Financial Markets Authority, New Zealand, the new financial markets
regulator and from 2005-2009 was Managing Director, Financial Sector Development
and Policy, Qatar Financial Centre Regulatory Authority, where his focus was the
development and implementation of the legal, regulatory and international court
regimes of the Qatar Financial Centre. Michael is a frequent speaker at conferences
in New Zealand and internationally on financial markets, corporate governance,
banking, insolvency, and regulation.
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Day 2, Panel 2 : Interviewing the experts : Incentivising the board : remuneration, evaluation, incentives
and performance
Dr. Ashraf Gamal El Din, CEO, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate Governance, UAE
Dr. Ashraf Gamal El Din is the Chief Executive Officer of Hawkamah, the Institute for
Corporate Governance, the DIFC. Prior to joining Hawkamah, Dr. Ashraf was the
Executive Chairman of Egypt Post. Before that, he was the Deputy Executive Director of
the Egyptian Banking Institute, the training arm of the Central Bank of Egypt. He was
also the founder and Project Manager of the Egyptian Corporate Responsibility Center
working on promoting the concepts and application of CSR in Egypt. Furthermore, he
was the Executive Director of the Egyptian Institute of Directors (EIoD), the Institute of
Corporate Governance in Egypt and the Arab Region Dr. Ashraf served as a board
member and head of the Audit Committee in a number of listed, non-listed, State
Owned and family owned companies. He also served a member of the General Assembly
of the Holding Company for Transportation. Furthermore, Dr. Ashraf is an Associate
Professor of Management, Faculty of Commerce, Cairo University and holds a PhD
degree from Manchester University, UK, and a Master’s degree in Public Administration
from Carleton University, Canada. He further holds a Bachelor degree in Business
Administration from Cairo University with highest honor. Dr. Ashraf worked as head of
Business Administration Department at Nile University for Graduate Studied, affiliated
with the Ministry of Communication & Information Technology. Since 1997, he taught a
large number of management and business courses in Egypt, the US, and the Gulf Area.
Hans Christiansen, Senior Economist, Corporate Affairs Division, OECD
Mr. Stephen Davis, Associate director and Senior Fellow, Harvard Law School
Programs on Corporate Governance and Institutional Investors, US
Stephen Davis, Ph.D. is a Senior Fellow of the Harvard Law School and Associate Director
of its Program on Corporate Governance. He has also been a nonresident senior fellow
at the Brookings Institution and was executive director of Yale School of Management’s
Millstein Center for Corporate Governance. Davis served on the US SEC’s Investor
Advisory Committee. He is a member of the Advisory Board of New America’s Bretton
Woods II, trustee of Share Action, member of the Hawkamah Journal editorial board,
and advisor on governance to Al Faisal University College of Business. For nine years he
was chair and a board member of Hermes EOS. Davis was also co-director of the
Brookings’ World Forum on Governance. Winner of the 2011 ICGN Award, Davis is coauthor of What They Do With Your Money (Yale University Press, 2016) and The New
Capitalists (Harvard Business School Press, 2006). His Shareholder Rights Abroad (1989)
pioneered study of comparative corporate governance. Davis is a co-founder of the
ICGN and co-author of the UN Principles for Responsible Investment. Davis has a Ph.D.
from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and undergraduate
degrees at Tufts and the London School of Economics.
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Mr. Said Kambi, Chairman of African Corporate Governance Network (ACGN) and CEO
of the Institute of Directors in Tanzania
Said Baraka Kambi is the founding CEO of the Institute of Directors in Tanzania (loDT)
and the current Chairman of the African Corporate Governance Network (ACGN). Based
in Johannesburg, the ACGN is a growing network of 19 national director training
institutes from Africa. Prior to December, 2105, Mr. Kambi had served in the capacity of
the vice-chair since the network’s inception in October 2013. He is a certified trainer
with the Global Corporate Governance Forum (GCGF) / IFC. Mr. Kambi has established
himself as a speaker in the corporate governance circuit — both on personal capacity as
well as representing both the IoDT and the ACGN. He is a resource person and corporate
governance consultant in local programmes and abroad, being a guest facilitator with
the Institute of Directors of Kenya. Mr. Kambi is an ex-banker having worked with a
number of renowned local and international banks locally and abroad, including Citi. He
received his MBA (Finance) from the University of Dar es salaam in - 1998. Apart from
chairing the ACGN executive committee, he serves on boards of public enterprises and
private sector companies.
Mr. Renaud Van Goethem, External Advisor, GUBERNA
Renaud Van Goethem holds a bachelor degree in Political Science and a master degree
in Public Administration from the Catholic University of Louvain (Belgium) as well as
certificates from Tallinn University of Technology (Estonia) and Galatasaray University
(Turkey). In 2012, he started to work for GUBERNA (The Belgian Governance and
Directors’ Institute) as a researcher. He led and developed the Centre for Public
Governance. He was involved in several research projects on public governance and
governance services for SOEs, such as board evaluations and remuneration benchmarks.
His main research focused on the State as a shareholder and on remuneration practices
within public organizations. Additionally, he gave governance classes to directors and
top-managers in Belgium. He has been living in Sweden since 2017 and has been
working i.a. as an External Advisor for GUBERNA.
Mr. Shepherd Chimutanda, Managing Partner, STC International, Zimbabwe, Africa
Shepherd is a Zimbabwean national with over 17years of experience in corporate
finance, corporate recovery/restructuring (insolvency), audit and assurance, internal
audit, accounting, re-organisation, business continuity management, forensic audits,
management consulting, tax advising, strategic business planning, ICT reviews and
ascertainability assessment, revenue assurance, ICT forensics. He has been an invaluable
asset of the firm, STC International, since 2006, where he is currently the Managing
Partner. He has loads of experience in public practice, private and public sector. He
worked for a mid tier chartered accounting firm for five years and for insurance giant
Old Mutual as Finance Manager, Business Continuity Manager and Internal
Audit Manager for eight years. He has held a number of corporate recovery and
insolvency positions in Zimbabwe. He has also structured quite a number of local and
international investment deals and transactions on mergers and acquisitions.
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Shepherd is a past member of the Education Committee of the Public Accountants and
Auditors Board (PAAB) of Zimbabwe, Treasurer PAC Gateway Primary School. Recently
Shepherd was appointed to the board of Network Executive Panel of ACCA. He is also
the Immediate Past President (IPP) of Capital Club Toastmaster International.
Shepherd is a fellow of ACCA and holds a BSc. Honors in Applied Accounting (Oxford
Brookes University, UK).

Day 2, Concluding remarks and way forward
Peter Montagnon, Member of the Board, Hawkamah Institute for Corporate
Governance
Mr. Lars Erik Fredriksson, Chair, OECD Working Party on State-Ownership and
Privatization Practices, Sweden
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Opinion pieces
Boards of directors of state-owned enterprises: International trends and practices
Sara Sultan Balbuena and Hans Christiansen, OECD
State-owned enterprises (SOEs) are an essential element in the international economic architecture. Across the
OECD area and in emerging economies they continue to dominate certain segments of the economy that
matter greatly for the downstream competitiveness (notably in the utilities sector) and provide essential public
services. In consequence they face growing public demands to improve their performance. Policy makers,
who previously perceived SOEs as little more than extensions of the state administration, have refocused their
attention on improving corporate governance, including by strengthening the role of boards of directors in
company stewardship and performance.
The widespread “commercialisation” of SOEs in recent decades has progressed largely in line with
internationally accepted good practices, such as the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of StateOwned Enterprises (the “SOE Guidelines).2 Governments have made efforts to professionalise boards of
directors and to assign them greater powers and autonomy. The role of SOE boards is changing from
previously serving as oversight bodies entrusted with compliance toward increasingly driving performance
and strategy-setting. In general these approaches have borne fruit. Most countries report better quality board
discourse and ultimately improved performance.3 This article discusses some of these dynamics and reviews
recent trends in board practices.
Part I: Boards dynamics
In any corporation boards of directors play a fundamental role in corporate stewardship and performance, and
in determining corporate strategies and monitoring managerial performance. Arguably, boards have an even
more important role to play in SOEs as one of the key differences between the function of a board for a stateowned and privately-owned enterprise is the fact that the State as a shareholder may be driven by objectives
other than a return on shares. Properly constituted and managed boards can “add value” by taking into account
these various perspectives and help management make better decisions.
The characteristics of a value-adding board are: 1) responsiveness to management’s need for direction; 2)
bringing skills and perspectives that management may be lacking; 3) encouraging the development and
examination of a range of options, bearing in mind risks; 4) being objective; 5) encouraging and listening to
in-house expertise; 6) looking forward to the future, and taking the long-term view; and 7) thinking
strategically. Ultimately, adding value means developing more and better interaction with the executive
management, and working in a structured manner with the government as an owner.
However, in some countries SOE boards are not adequately empowered to assume such a role, circumvented
by direct ministerial appointments of executive management and/or are bypassed through informal channels of
2

OECD (2015), OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises, 2015 Edition, OECD
Publishing, Paris. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264244160-en

3

OECD (2013), Boards of Directors of State-Owned Enterprises: An Overview of National Practices, OECD Publishing,
Paris. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264200425-en
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communication and instructions. This may detract from the value-adding of boards. Worst cases involve
appointed CEOs taking instructions directly from political circles, circumventing the board of directors and
leading to a significant weakening of corporate (and public) governance. Other cases to be avoided is the
where individual board members act as custodians of the government interest from within the boardroom.
According to the SOE Guidelines, the State should inform the board of its objectives and priorities through
proper channels. Depending on the SOE and country practices, this can be an iterative process in which the
SOE and the State, via the ownership function, respond to proposals and jointly develop the strategy. In other
cases, high level outcomes or expectations are defined by government, and a strategy is developed by the
board and management to achieve these outcomes. Regardless of the method, going through proper channels
will raise transparency and accountability, and avoid compromising the board’s fiduciary duties.
Part II: Board practices
As SOE boards become more professional the issue of boardroom efficiency moves to the forefront. It has
become important to identify directors fulfilling demands for skills and competencies. The average board size
has shrunk, the role of directors as “team players” has grown and, the role of the chair has been strengthened.
However, it has also led to an increase in the workload and time commitment, which has in some cases posed
challenges in recruitment and remuneration. These issues are covered below.
Establishing well-structured and transparent board nominations
Overseeing the board nomination process is among the primary responsibilities of state acting in its capacity
as owner. According to the SOE Guidelines the starting point for effective SOE boards is to ensure a wellstructured and transparent nomination framework. However, achieving this in practice is far from
uncontroversial. Historically, the nomination of SOE boards has proved to be one of the more contentious
policy challenges in SOE reform. Politicisation of the appointment process for patronage or to protect special
interests served by the SOE’s operations remains an impediment to consistent and transparent processes in
some jurisdictions and can undermine competition and the legitimacy of the recruitment process. Ultimately,
political interference is bad for business: it results in excessive turnover, a lack of the right skills on the board,
and takes away from the possibility of attracting fresh faces or innovative persons.
Even if the formal nomination power resides with individual ministers or the cabinet and/or executive powers,
many jurisdictions have prevented ad hoc political intervention by establishing administrative procedures
and/or borrowing from private sector good practice for the board nomination process. These methods,
according to the SOE Guidelines should involve the sitting SOE board as well as non-state shareholders
(where they exist), and can include setting minimum qualification requirements; relying on head hunters and
maintaining databases of pools of directors; establishing nomination committees; and using board evaluations
to identify future board needs.
Composing boards that are professional, objective and independent
SOE boards of directors should be composed so that they can exercise professional, objective and
independent4 judgment. SOEs must strike a delicate balance when choosing directors, so that the board can
effectively steer the SOE toward meeting the interests of both the enterprise and its shareholder. This includes,
4

Board “independence” should not be confused with “independent” directors. An independent and objective board is one
that operates under a legal framework, which is subject to public governance and that is designed based on
board profiles. Independent directors (subject to national definitions) are individuals who are not directly
representing any particular stakeholder interest in the company, but who are sought to bring certain skills and
competencies to the board.
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for example, deciding whether or how many representatives from the State to include on the board, as well as
the types of skills, experience and characteristics directors should have to achieve company goals. This does
not imply that the State should be passive in its ownership role. It implies that the proper conduit for State
influence is communicating clear and implementable objective to the boards of directors.
Many jurisdictions have moved towards limiting the number of seats reserved for public servants towards a
greater reliance on independent directors and persons with relevant commercial experience (See Figure 1).
There is growing consensus that, under no circumstances, should ministers, state secretaries, or other direct
representatives of, or parties closely related to, the executive power be represented on SOE boards. Many
countries also limit the number of board positions − with the ideal set between five to seven members − and
increasingly jurisdictions are promoting gender diversity either through quotas or by setting indicative targets.
Employee representation on boards generally follows private sector practices, but can differ for some SOEs.
Figure 1. Board composition in state-owned enterprises in the OECD area

Mixed public
& private
sector
/independent
39%

Mostly private
sector /
independent
44%

Mostly public
sector
17%

Sources:
1. OECD (2013), Boards of Directors of State-Owned Enterprises: An Overview of National Practices, OECD Publishing, Paris. DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264200425-en
2. OECD (Forthcoming), Compendium on SOE Governance. OECD Publishing, Paris.

Board induction, training and remuneration practices
To enhance SOE board professionalism and performance, the SOE Guidelines include specific
recommendations on director training and remuneration. The Guidelines recommend that directors receive an
induction to inform them of their responsibilities and liabilities. A small number of jurisdictions complement
their induction sessions by encouraging on-going professional development for individual directors or on a
board-wide basis. These trainings focus on thematic areas where supplementary training is needed, for
example on accounting standards, tax codes, or laws, regulations and other areas of relevance.
Ideally, remuneration schemes for SOE boards should reflect market conditions. In practice, remuneration for
SOE boards in a majority of OECD countries falls below market levels. Among OECD countries surveyed,
over 70% have set a limit to remuneration rates for SOE boards. Nearly a third of these (29%) said that, at
least anecdotally, remuneration levels impacted the board recruitment process. In some cases, this reflects
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ceilings imposed by public sector remuneration schemes5. For others, it reflects a choice to avoid public
controversy over excessive pay in the public sector.
Conclusions
After over a decade of implementation of the OECD SOE Guidelines the results are clear: better boards seem
to protect governments from operational missteps, political fallout, and allow them to better gauge and
manage the risks of operating an enterprise in a commercial environment. Yet, even where governance
reforms have shown good results, expectations of SOE boards continue to grow. Governments, the public, and
financial markets continue to demand better performance. This means continuing to improve board dynamics
which empower boards to create value. It also means having the right mix of skills and competencies on the
board, reinforcing board independence and efficiency, while ensuring that SOEs are shielded from undue
political interference.

5

OECD (Forthcoming), Compendium on SOE Governance. OECD Publishing, Paris.
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SOE Performance Evaluation in Asia
Dr. Hanjun Park, Head, SOE Policy Research Team, Korea Institute of Public Finance (KIPF)
It is well-known that state-owned enterprises (SOEs) have been a primary driving force to promote national
economic growth in many countries in Asian region. SOEs are engaged in the provision of essential
infrastructure, public goods and related services which are vital to the competitiveness of the economy (e.g.
energy, electricity, gas, etc.). While it is impossible not to recognize significant contributions of SOEs to
national economies, experts have been pointing out problems rising from complexity and uncertainty of their
supervision and responsibility structure. In an effort to overcome this, an increasing number of Asian
countries have started to measure performance of SOEs and formalize performance evaluation systems in
SOEs. SOE performance evaluation and management is becoming a meaningful policy tool to maximize value
and economic contribution of SOEs through enhancing performance and management efficiency of SOEs.
According to the survey findings from the 2015 OECD Asian Network project presented in the Global
Network Meeting of Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises in Mexico City in June 2016, most
countries in Asian region have adopted performance evaluation system for SOEs in place although its level of
sophistication varies across the region. Nine out of 11 surveyed countries have adopted SOE performance
evaluation and monitoring systems. Some countries including Bhutan, India, the Philippines and Korea have
been managing performance evaluation system by making use of performance contracts or memorandum of
understanding. Many countries in Asia have also adopted structured systems of performance evaluation and
in some cases have determined individual executive remuneration and incentives based on the level of
performance outcomes of SOE that he or she runs. Among the countries that have established performance
evaluation systems, all of them evaluate financial performance through quantitative indicators, while some of
them also use qualitative indicators to measure financial performance. There are also many countries that use
a range of indicators to measure SOEs’ non-financial performance, especially in countries where SOEs have
public policy objectives (Table 1).
Table 1. Examples of performance evaluation indicators used in Asia
Quantitative
Financial

Nonfinancial














Net interest margin (Bhutan)
Economic value added (China)
Net profit (India)
Financial ratios (Indonesia)
Labour productivity (Korea)
Return on investment (Philippines)
Customer satisfaction index (Bhutan)
Number of new products (China)
Project cost overrun (India)
Number of corporate events (India)
Achievement of “core business targets”
(Korea)
Percentage of beneficiaries served
(Philippines)

Qualitative










“Policy directed activities” (Bhutan)
Quality of risk management (Indonesia)
Transparency of budgetary practices (Korea)

Quality of corporate governance (Bhutan)
Commitment to corporate social responsibility (India)
Timely submission of reports to regulators (Indonesia)
Development of a gender equality policy (Korea)

Certifications indicating compliance with international standards
(Philippines)

Source: State-Owned Enterprises in Asia: National Practices for Performance Evaluation and Management, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://www.oecd.org/corporate/SOEs-Asia-Performance-Evaluation-Management.pdf. The table draws on the 2016 OECD
Questionnaire responses from contributing countries. Note: Singapore reportedly uses performance evaluation indicators in all of
the above areas but did not provide specific examples to include in the table.
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In the early stage of economic development, business objectives can be reached thanks to rather clear
definition of main responsibilities of SOEs and young vitality of organisations. However, as the economy
matures and organisations become larger, a country needs an SOE monitoring system that can prevent and
reduce organizational inertia and inefficiency. From this perspective, for advanced and developing countries
alike, establishing SOE performance evaluation and management system can be a valuable policy tool that
could enhance competitiveness of national economies as well as public confidence, in line with philosophy of
the OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises. Despite such an institutional
advantage, there has been a lot of discussion regarding issues and limits of SOE performance management and
evaluation system. The most essential point is to establish validity and reliability of SOE performance
evaluation management models and their indicator systems. In other words, it is important to secure
objectivity of evaluation management system by not subjecting performance indicators and performance
results to subjective interpretations or applications depending on perspective or a specific situation of an
evaluator. The actual management performance and results of performance evaluation need to be
synchronized. This cannot be achieved by simply expanding the use of quantitative evaluation system.
Establishing a sophisticated institutional system could be a good starting point. However, it is equally
important to mobilize efforts to avoid prejudicial decisions and errors that could occur in the management
processes of such institutional systems. Also, in order to increase public acceptance of evaluation results and
maximize SOE’s efforts for management improvement, objectivity and fairness of evaluation process need not
be distorted. For this, it is necessary to strengthen professionalism of evaluation system and come up with a
tailored evaluation system that reflects characteristics of each SOE.
Also, evaluating all SOEs with a single standard can compromise accuracy of evaluations by denying
differences in regulatory environment that they are faced with and characteristics of industry that the
companies belong to. At micro level, policy makers could also face technical problems such as establishing an
evaluation cycle. Annual performance evaluation and management system which has been the most popular
form – has problems of placing a greater focus on short-term outcomes instead of mid and long-term strategy
and vision.
Despite an extensive discussion on various limits and issues of performance management systems that are
being observed, it is difficult to deny that there is no clear cut solution for these problems. Also, often,
information asymmetry between SOEs and state ownership entities lower quality of performance evaluation
and management system. Despite all this performance evaluation and management system is still a very
valuable institutional system.
In order to establish effective performance evaluation and management system and enhance competitiveness
and performance of SOEs, autonomy of SOEs need to be strengthened through i) construction of sophisticated
institutional; system; ii) management that fits institutional objectives ; and iii) enhanced validity of
institutional system. The reinforcement of evaluation of SOEs must be conducted in conjunction with
expansion of autonomy. Otherwise, the governing agency cannot hold SOEs accountable for evaluation results
and SOEs do not accept unilateral measures for strengthened control.
Above all, what is most important is that while SOE performance evaluation and management is a policy tool
to strengthen competitiveness of SOEs and generate better results, it should ultimately be conducted in parallel
with reform of governance structure as well as management of public institutions according to the OECD
Guidelines. SOEs should be allowed to make voluntary decisions on management and their relevant
responsibility could be emphasized through performance evaluation and management. Otherwise, the
ownership entity cannot hold SOEs accountable for the evaluation results even in that case of being identified
as low performing ones.
As the 2015 OECD survey results indicate, while Asian governments evaluate performances of SOEs and
public institutions in diverse ways, they show similarities in that the governments supervise SOEs and such
institutions by directly evaluating their performances. This is different from many European countries where
SOEs and public institutions are managed and supervised through an evaluation of board of directors rather
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than performance evaluation of SOEs and public institutions directly conducted by governments and
ownership entities. An increasing number of governments from emerging economies and developing countries
where SOEs and public institutions are playing an important role are becoming interested in adopting
performance management system that has been proven to be useful by the governments that have an extensive
management experience with SOEs and public institutions. However, when building or adopting an SOE
performance management system, social conditions of the country including domestic political environment
and the government’s ideological orientation need to be given a careful consideration.
The most common response from those unwilling to introduce overseas cases is that international cases do not
fit domestic circumstances. It is indeed very risky to blindly adopt foreign systems and simply transpose them
onto the domestic environment. No single country experiences an identical situation with another. In this
regard, the purpose of studying overseas cases is to find any referential elements out of their diverse aspects
and to adapt such references to accommodate the situation of each country (Park, J. et. al., 2013).
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