2005/SOM2/028

Executive Summary

The seventh meeting of the Counter-Terrorism Task Force (CTTF) and second meeting of the year was held in Jeju, Korea, on 26 – 27 May 2005. Participants from 20 member economies attended. The meeting followed the agreed Work Plan 2005, with several economies rendering their initial progress summaries on Response to Leaders’ and Ministers’ Statements.
Members continued action on key deliverables through the updates made by Singapore/Australia on capacity-building for ISPS compliance; United States, on the ISPS Implementation Assistance Visit Program in the Philippines last March; and on its offered capacity-building conference on export controls to be held in the fall of 2005; Japan on projects funded under the Regional Trade Financial Security Initiative with the ADB (with appeal for more contributions from members); on survey on export control; and on getting all of the relevant APEC economies to provide information to the ICPO database as a ‘best-endeavor’ deliverable by the end of 2006.  

Members gave support to the APEC structure by: agreeing to the need for a mechanism that would allow CTTF to coordinate with APEC fora on CT and human security matters; agreeing to share, as necessary, updates on relevant security work in other international fora; responding to Japan’s export control survey on a voluntary basis; and recommending that Vietnam develop and seek funding for its STAR IV and consider hosting STAR IV before SOM I, to properly support CTTF tasks, which include projection of STAR recommendations.

Members considered new initiatives by: taking in a presentation on the handling of radioactive sources and deciding to continue work on it; asking for more time to study how the CTTF could contribute to the VTF on Emergency Preparedness; and deciding to wait for the results of the cross-analysis project before approving the Chair’s proposed Report to SOM as input to Leaders’ Meeting in November. 

SOM is requested to:

Endorse the CTTF report

Counter-Terrorism Task Force

Chair’s Summary Report

26 - 27 May 2005

Jeju, Korea


The seventh meeting of the Counter-Terrorism Task Force (CTTF) and second meeting of the year was held in Jeju, Korea, on 26 – 27 May 2005. Participants from 20 member economies attended the meeting: Australia; Brunei Darussalam; Canada; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Peru; the Philippines; Russia; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; USA; and Vietnam. The APEC Secretariat was also present. Mr. Ray Turner, Manager of Quality and Radiation Safety Officer, River Metals Recycling, USA, attended as guest speaker.


CTTF Chair Ambassador Benjamin Defensor of the Philippines chaired the meeting.

I. 
Chair’s Opening Remarks 


Ambassador Defensor welcomed all delegates, especially the new members, and thanked the Senior Officials and the APEC Secretariat for accommodating the CTTF meeting in Jeju. He stressed the importance of having the members meet at least three times a year in view of the expanded security agenda of APEC. He also expressed gratitude to the BMC for approving the CTAPs cross-analysis project as a priority CTTF project for 2005. 


The Chair explained why the meeting agenda was revised a week prior to the meeting, to include progress summary reports by each economy on Response to the Leaders’ Statements. He emphasized that it was the CTTF’s first and foremost duty to comply to the Leaders’ instructions; that compliance was included in the agreed CTTF Work Plan 2005; and that it was necessary for all members to adhere to the Work Plan to ensure work focus and forward direction. Ambassador Defensor concluded by asking members to focus on the end state for the year, which would be defined by the CTTF’s substantial compliance with Leaders’ and Ministers’ Instructions, functional coordination, and effective cooperation within and outside of APEC fora on counter-terrorism projects, programs and activities. 

II. 
Adoption of the Draft Annotated Agenda
The agenda was adopted with some changes reflected in document 2005/SOM2/CTTF/001 rev.1. 

III. 
Business Arrangements
The meeting was held in closed plenary session at Samda Hall of the International Convention Center Jeju, Republic of Korea.  

IV. Chair’s Report on Intersessional Work


The Chair reported on the 7th Committee Meeting of the Association of Asia-Pacific Airlines (AAPA) Security Committee on 14 April 2005 in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.  He cited the importance of CTTF participation in the meeting as it clarified the work of APEC CTTF as essential to the AAPA’s need to relate to the region’s governments and aviation authorities; highlighted the value of CTTF as a clearing house of ideas on counter-terrorism and security-related matters; marked the start of a key coordinative process between CTTF and relevant non-APEC agencies; and showed how the CTTF is taking an active role in securing trade and industry in the Asia-Pacific region. He also summed up the presentations given by other speakers during the meeting. 

The Chair gave his insights on three ‘remarkable’ things he had observed: a) the AAPA’s new action-oriented approach, which parallels the CTTF Work Plan 2005’s focus on deliverables; b) the Security Incidents Report, which provided trend analyses and could be useful to CTTF, and c) the issue of MANPADS, on which the AAPA has committed to do a position paper. 

In conclusion, the Chair said that  CTTF participation in the 7th AAPA SC meeting had struck a ‘common chord’ in terms of needs and opportunities for several groups, and worth noting is the AAPA SC’s decision at the end to develop an action plan to formally engage in APEC activities and key fora on matters of common concern. He recommended that outreach engagements or the establishment of linkages with other groups and agencies, such as with the leading maritime association in the region, must be actively pursued. 


All the members welcomed the report and complimented the Chair for his comprehensive treatment. Mexico asked that each member and other WGs, such as the Transportation Working Group, be provided copies. US commented on the good summary and the Chair’s philosophy highlights, which underlined APEC’s strength: its linkage with the private sector. Endorsing the Chair’s report, Peru underscored the importance of sharing information and forging relationships with other stakeholder organizations. Peru added his wish to have the Business Mobility Group and ABAC added to the contacts of the AAPA. Indonesia thanked the Chair for the usefulness of the report to its own national programs.   

V. CTTF 2005 Work Plan

A. Respond to Leaders’ and Ministers’ Statements


The Chair explained his decision to include this new agenda item which invited members to submit one-page progress summaries on their economies’ commitments to counter-terrorism and secure trade. 

Some members raised concerns on the duplicative nature of this reporting since most of the information had been reported at CTTF 1 in the Counter Terrorism Action Plans (CTAPs) template, which were updated after the 2004 Leaders’ and Ministers’ Statements. Some members suggested that this reporting should be done on a voluntary basis, once a year, preferably in September to assist in preparations for the AMM and Leaders’ meetings. China proposed the submission of one-page executive summaries of CTAPs, at SOM I meeting every year, and the members agreed. The members also agreed that those summaries should highlight key issues for Ministers/Leaders and for public outreach purposes, and that members would provide updates as necessary.  Mexico supported the inclusion of the agenda item but stressed its voluntary nature. Indonesia proposed that it would be helpful for economies to identify their capacity-building needs in the executive summaries. Korea further suggested that CTAPs should be amended to include domestic capacity-building needs and progress on expanded security issues agreed to by Leaders in Bangkok and Santiago. The Secretariat explained that this was already done in December 2004. 

After sufficient clarification on the necessity of delivering the reports, Australia, Canada, Hong Kong China, Japan, Korea, Peru, Russia and USA made brief presentations on their respective economies’ progress in implementing the Leader’s and Ministers’ commitments.  Singapore agreed to provide a summary at the next CTTF meeting in September. 

B.  Review and Assess Counter-Terrorism Action Plans 


1.  
CTAPs Cross-Analysis Project 

Guillermo Molina, Project Overseer (PO) of the CTAPs Cross-Analysis Project, provided an update which included the activities of the small group formed after the 6th CTTF meeting (composed of the Philippines, Australia, Canada, China, Indonesia, and New Zealand) to supervise the project;  the Chair’s 30 March submission of the CTAPs CAP proposal to the BMC; the approval of the project (now referenced as CTTF 02/2005T) by BMC on 22 April 2005, with a TILF funding of USD 18,000.00.

The PO asked the body to recommend 1-2 experts, with background in Asia-Pacific studies, strategy and security matters, and knowledge on capacity building, who will finally do the cross-analysis.  Date of submission was the end of the month (31 May 2005). The PO likewise informed the members that work on the project will begin on the first week of June and end in the middle of August, after which the findings of the experts – in the form of identified regional themes, needs and opportunities, as well as list of needed capacity-building (CB) projects – would be circulated among the CTTF members for comments and approval.  Beginning September, the CTTF hopes to submit the list of CB projects to relevant APEC fora, IFIs and other donor organizations and agencies so that appropriate programming for the CB projects could be started.

2.
CTAPs on APEC Website 

The Chair raised the point of the CTAPs being maintained at APEC website. Australia advised it had no difficulties with its CTAP remaining on the website as it had been drafted as a public document. It noted that CTAPs were an important outreach and transparency tool, but said it understood the concerns of some members and sought a possible compromise information that could stay online and those that must be kept confidential. New Zealand suggested the posting only of executive summaries of CTAPs. Singapore favored keeping the CTAPs online as demonstration to all people of the CTTF’s agenda. China expressed the need for restriction and sought a proper balance. Mexico found merit in the Chair’s proposal but admitted it was largely a “gray area,” and took no position. Thailand opined that the CTAPs should remain on the APEC Website and added that APEC economies may come up with non-restricted and restricted versions of their CTAPs; the former for public release and posting on the APEC Website and the latter, for secure access using a color-coding scheme. Indonesia averred that restriction should be based on the decisions made in the respective national levels, and necessarily bear public support. Japan stressed the importance of informing the public and recommended the formulation of two versions – restricted and non-restricted. Singapore stated that since the CTAPs have been on the APEC website since March 2005, the CTTF should rather focus on the results of the forthcoming cross-analysis project. Being a processed product, those results should not be made public. A summarized, sanitized version, however, may be published. 


The Chair concluded by stating the need for member economies to delineate what is restricted and non-restricted in their CTAPs, and to have an information security system established at APEC Secretariat that would provide privileged access to authorized members and individuals only.

C. Continue Action on Key Deliverables


1.  
Strengthen regional maritime and port security

a. International Shipping and Port Facility Security (ISPS) Code Project.
Singapore provided an update on the project on capacity building for ISPS compliance which aims to provide ample assistance to APEC economies to comply with the ISPS Code. The project is co-funded with Australia. Funding for 1 to 2 participants from APEC travel-eligible economies is available. The organizers are planning to host three workshops in Singapore: the first from 17 to 20 of August; the second from 20 September to 4 October; and the third from 30 November to 6 December. Singapore will shortly circulate the program and administrative details of the workshop through APEC Secretariat. Australia informed that this activity relates to APEC priorities set by Leaders in 2003 and 2004. 



b.  ISPS Assistance Visit Program.
USA reported on the ISPS Implementation Assistance Visit Program successfully held under the APEC Transportation Working Group in the Philippines on March 2005.  USA also informed that it is now closely working with economies such us Brunei Darussalam; Indonesia; Malaysia; Papua New Guinea; Peru and Thailand to identify future capacity-building programs in this area.

2.  
Sustain counter-terrorism capacity building



a.  ADB’s Cooperation Fund for Regional Trade and Financial 
Security Initiative (FRTFSI)

Japan provided a brief update on projects funded under the Regional Trade Financial Security Initiative with ADB. Japan reported that the Board of the Bank has approved one project, with six others under review. Two of the six are related to counter-terrorist financing issues, and four are related to port and aviation security. The Bank is receiving many applications, but the fund resources are getting significantly depleted. On behalf of the donor economies, Australia, USA and Japan invited other members to contribute to the fund, which is managed by the ADB. Japan expected some economies to contribute to the fund as it pointed out that one of the projects being reviewed relates to aviation security in the Pacific Islands.  Mexico requested information on projects financed by the fund, taking into account its concern that not all APEC economies are ADB members and the need for APEC initiatives to benefit all economies. Australia replied that donor economies will consider disseminating the needed information through the APEC Secretariat.

b. ABAC’s Recommendations on Trade and Security.


The Secretariat informed the body that ABAC’s report, “Bridging 
the Pacific: Coping with the Challenges of Globalization,” which was 
submitted  to the Leaders’ Meeting in November 2004, included 5 
recommendations on Trade and Security.  The Secretariat added that 
these recommendations had been incorporated in the 2005 CTTF work 
plan approved at CTTF 1 2005 and, according to the task given by SOM in 
2002, the APEC Executive Director will report to ABAC on APEC actions 
responsive to ABAC recommendations. 

Members stressed the importance of cooperating with the private sector on security-related matters, encouraged the latter’s participation in activities like the STAR conference, and voiced that the ABAC recommendations should be seriously considered.



3.   
APEC Key Elements for Effective Export Control System
a. Export Control Capacity Building.

The United States reported that it is currently working with a potential host of this capacity-building conference on export controls, which is being planned to take place sometime between late August and early October. US invited all APEC economies to attend this forthcoming conference. Some economies pointed out that that it should be a non-APEC event.

b. Survey on Export Control.

Japan explained the objectives of its “Survey on Current Practices Related to APEC Key Elements for Effective Export Control Systems,” which aims to identify capacity-building needs to improve economies’ efforts to upgrade export controls, and invited the members to participate in this survey through its distributed questionnaires.  Several members supported the survey as part of APEC Leaders’ and Ministers’ commitments adopted in 2004 and showed their willingness to submit the responses to Japan. Japan noted that so far four economies had responded and it would continue working on the survey, report back, and discuss future capacity-building activities in the area of export control in APEC at the next meeting, based on the results of the survey. Some members commented that it was premature to decide on the matter without knowing how the responses would come out. The members acknowledged that the survey, being a Japanese initiative, should be considered a non-APEC event and conducted on a voluntary basis. 


4.   Enhance travel security

The International Criminal and Police Organization’s (ICPO) Database on Lost and Stolen Travel Documents Information.  

For its update on the proposal to have APEC economies provide information on lost and stolen travel documents to the existing ICPO database, Japan informed the members that 10 of the 21 APEC economies are currently providing such information to the ICPO database. Japan would consider it a significant step for APEC if all of its relevant members agreed to provide information on lost and stolen travel documents to the ICPO database on best endeavor basis by the end of 2006 since this initiative would show APEC’s solidarity in the fight against terrorism by joining in the global efforts.  Japan also reported that following the review by the IEGBM of the technical aspects of Japan’s initiative during SOM II as requested by the CTTF, IEGBM registered it strong support. IEGBM, according to Japan, would discuss the members’ experiences at its next meeting to encourage all members to start providing needed information. 

Members supported Japan’s initiative and thanked Japan for the complementary information submitted in 2005/SOMII/CTTF/005. Members agreed that this initiative would become one of the CTTF’s deliverables in 2005. Some members requested more clarification and flexibility in the proposed date to provide the information to ICPO. Australia voiced support for Japan’s proposal as it complemented the work being done on travel security in other APEC fora e.g. RMAL. It advised that the BMG had agreed to cooperate with ICPO on a best endeavor basis and noted that the ICPO database related to law enforcement needs, not travel security. Mexico was supportive but indicated that internal consultations were still ongoing. Some members also raised the need for technical capacity to deepen economies’ understanding of information sharing on lost and stolen travel documents. Japan reminded members that Ms. Ivanka Spadina, i.spadina@interpol.int, Project Manager Interpol Stolen Travel Documents Database, the expert who made a presentation at CTTF 1 meeting held in Seoul last March, was willing to respond to queries from economies. 

D.   
Provide Essential Support to APEC Structure

1.  
Dissemination of STAR III Results and Outcomes.
 
The Secretariat apprised the members that the reports and recommendations from the STAR III Conference have been posted in the APEC web page, and that only six economies have provided information to the Secretariat about private entities who had received those reports and recommendations. The Secretariat encouraged everyone to help disseminate the STAR III outcomes and inform the Secretariat about it.  

2.  
Preparations for STAR IV. 

Viet Nam reported that it was evaluating the possibility of organizing the STAR IV Conference in Vietnam in 2006. However, due to the Vietnamese Government’s ongoing review of all APEC meetings and related events which will be held in 2006, Vietnam was not yet going to submit a project proposal requesting for APEC funds to support its hosting of STAR IV at the CTTF meeting. 

The Secretariat and other members suggested that Viet Nam seriously consider filing its project proposal within the normal BMC budget cycle in 2005. Vietnam agreed to send the project to all member economies as soon as decision is made by its government, and asked member economies to work intersessionally so that the project could be approved by CTTF before being submitted to the BMC meeting in August 2005.  

The United States hoped to be able to assist Vietnam, but would need to see its submitted proposal as soon as possible in view of APEC’s tight schedule and BMC rules. Korea drew attention to the summary report on STAR III and recommended that Vietnam took note of them in preparation for STAR IV to encourage and engage, in particular, better private sector participation.  Japan supported Korea’s recommendation and urged for Vietnam’s formal proposal.  



3.  
CTTF Consultation Mechanism.  

The Chair gave the background of Canada’s previously proposed formal consultation mechanism for the CTTF to liaise, link up and coordinate with groups and agencies both within and outside APEC, emphasized that it was central to the fourth function of the CTTF as specified under its Terms of Reference, which is to cooperate with outside agencies, and submitted the matter for deliberation. 


Mexico stressed that it was a sensitive issue that warranted careful consideration and that there should be a clear distinction between contacts with APEC and non-APEC entities. While CTTF can play a coordinating role vis-a-vis other APEC entities, it clearly cannot do so given its unique nature and non-executive mandates.  The Chair replied that the word could be changed from ‘formal’ to ‘direct’ and stressed that what was important was CTTF’s own capability to interconnect with APEC fora and similarly engaged security agencies around the world. New Zealand supported the Chair’s position and volunteered to outline options for the establishment of a formal coordination mechanism within the APEC fora. Australia supported the idea of CTTF’s links with other APEC groups and promised to work with New Zealand in making the draft paper. Russia, noting that the proposal would give a whole new dimension to CTTF work, favored further study and decision-making at SOM level. Mexico added that SOM should be informed about the issue, that it is being actively discussed at CTTF.

4. 
Update on Work in International Fora


Canada discussed its proposal for economies to submit one-page summaries and briefly comment on recent work, decisions and activities of other international fora with counter-terrorism mandates including, among others, the ARF, Bali Ministerial, CICTE, CTAG, G8 Roma-Lyon, UN, and others. Mexico welcomed the initiative and the necessity to have a regular item in CTTF meeting agenda that gives space for updates on international work on CT.  Indonesia likewise agreed, but stated the proposal should be aimed to complement, not duplicate, APEC efforts in trade security. The United States endorsed the principle of sharing information, but suggested that reporting should be done on a project-to-project basis, and with the objective of value-adding to APEC activities. Mexico reasoned that the nature of info received at CTTF was different from those received in other fora and that the updates, serving as an information mechanism, would allow members to share new information and take CT issues in new light. China highlighted APEC’s unique strength as an economic cooperation forum and stresses that information about other international fora’s counter-terrorism work should be trade-related.  Japan cited its work in CTAG and called for preliminary consideration of whether new info such as on best practices should first go to the relevant groups or to the CTTF. Canada reminded everyone of the importance of being apprized of developments that could add value to APEC and recommended that economies provide brief verbal updates on work on international fora during each CTTF meeting.  

E. 
Consider New Initiatives

1. Handling of Radioactive Sources. 

Mr. Ray Turner, Manager of Quality and Radiation Safety Officer, River Metals Recycling, from the USA gave a presentation on the importance of protecting the safety and security of and trade in radioactive sources. In his presentation Mr. Turner highlighted the need to adopt the “IAEA Code of Conduct on the Safety and Security of Radioactive Sources” and “IAEA Guidance for the Import and Export of Radioactive Sources” to help prevent accidents caused by “orphaned sources” and help prevent malicious acts.

Members welcomed Mr. Turner’s presentation and supported the US proposal to continue working on this deliverable. Asked about the most difficult guidance item, Mr Turner revealed his view that despite the dangers posed by radioactive sources, IAEA currently does not enforce standards on economies and would rather see the development of agreed enforceable standards.  Japan stood behind the US effort to make such standards an APEC deliverable. Mexico commented it would form part of a holistic understanding of all initiatives on radioactive source handling. Australia and Korea supported the US position and related their own radioactive handling programs. The Philippines likewise registered its strong support and related the economy’s strengthened national regulatory infrastructure and current efforts by the Philippine Nuclear Research Institute. 

Malaysia expressed its appreciation of IAEA and IAEA Guidance, but opined that APEC is probably not the best venue to deliberate the issue even as it covers specific elements. Russia opted to seek more time to study the matter to get more understanding within the CTTF. Indonesia requested more time to consult with relevant agencies. China supported the IAEA Code of Conduct, but questioned whether APEC had the expertise. 

Mexico clarified the three sub-issues involved – IAEA Code, guidelines and CTTF as responsible APEC forum – and supported working on the IAEA Code as a CTTF deliverable. Canada expressed its support for the US initiative, indicated that it was on track to implement the IAEA Guidance by the end of 2005, and that it would consider capacity-building initiatives.  The US reiterated the urgency of commitment to the IAEA Code of Conduct and Guidance, and explained that APEC’s multisectoral character and links with business made APEC involvement in this issue important and appropriate. The United States noted capacity building will be an important element of this initiative.  

2. CTTF Response to Emergency Preparedness.

Indonesia reported on APEC’s strategy on Response to and  Preparedness for Emergency and Natural Disasters, as approved by the SOM in Seoul, and on the conduct of the Virtual Task Force for Emergency Preparedness (VTF) meeting in Bali in early May, an event co-chaired by Australia. Australia expounded further on the meeting, which enjoyed multi-sectoral participation from all member economies, APEC fora and invited the CTTF to discuss how it could participate in this process.


Members thanked both Australia and Indonesia for their reports. Mexico stated that it would be an important issue for APEC over the coming months but that it was still unclear as to what role CTTF could or should be able to play.  The Chair sought guidance on how CTTF could be an effective contributor. Australia explained that while other Working Groups were already assisting the VTF, it remains necessary to identify possible areas of cooperation. Vietnam recommended capacity-building assistance in the form of information systems and cooperation programs to better prepare economies to respond to disasters and emergencies. 

F. 
CTTF Action Plan post Cross-Analysis Project

The Chair presented a proposal (2005/SOMII/CTTF/013) designed to provide inputs on counter-terrorism for Senior Official’s inputs to Leaders’ Statements in 2005 and focus the next steps for APEC’s CT efforts. Based on the position that APEC should assist member economies develop their CT capacities through its leverage and not simply leave them to IFIs and donor agencies, the Chair’s proposal essentially sought to ensure the effectiveness of CT and human security measures for the region in 2006. The proposal was to be in the form of a CTTF Report on the implementation of CB projects based on the identified themes, needs and opportunities in the cross-analysis of CTAPs.  The Chair explained that the proposal would: highlight the key CB priorities; provide the major reference for APEC Leaders in renewing their security commitments; and serve as the basis for the specific implementing plans on CT and human security by APEC members in alignment with the APEC’s overall direction.  


Mexico commented that the report to SOM should not be centered only on the cross-analysis project and deferred its decision on the matter. Australia stated the proposed report would help focus the efforts of the CTTF, but advised against “putting all eggs in one basket” by using only the CTAP cross-analysis as the basis of a report to Leaders as there were already a  number of other initiatives underway/proposed in CTTF that should also be highlighted as deliverables. China registered its appreciation of the Chair’s initiative, but sought to study how it was going to come out.  Likewise, Japan, Indonesia and Russia asked to look at the results first, before making their commitments. The United States noted that the report to Leaders should be based on actions taken to address gaps identified in the CTAP Cross-Analysis Project.

G. Other New Initiatives


Australia advised that it was currently considering a number of possible self-funded project proposals for CTTF over 2005/2006 which reflect areas of key priority in the CTTF Work Plan. These include: a series of aviation security workshops for targeted APEC economies which will focus on risk management procedures and methods for MANPADS stockpile management and transfer; and a series of capacity-building workshops on combating terrorist financing.


VI. 
Update from the APEC Secretariat 


The Secretariat tabled a report (2005/SOM2/CTTF/006) on APEC Management issues. Mr. Bruce Bennet, from APEC Secretariat, made a presentation on a web-based program, the Solution Sharing Network (SSN), which would provide APEC members with an on-line capability to increase communication and enhance collaboration among stakeholders using an electronic “white board”. Offered at no cost by Microsoft, the program is capable of handling APEC listings, announcements, documents, and tasking calendars, as well as discussion groups and on-line meetings, which could prove more efficient than the current e-mail system being used by most APEC members.  
VII. Meeting Documents
The meeting agreed to the classification of documents as presented by the Secretariat.

VIII. Next Meeting

Korea announced that next meeting will be held in the margins of SOM III and related meetings, scheduled to take place from 5 to 14 September 2005 in Gyeongju. The Group agreed that the next CTTF meeting should be conducted over two days. The Secretariat informed that the meeting of SOM is scheduled for 13 and 14 September and that the tentative date for the next CTTF meeting was 10 and 11 September 2005.
VII. Chair’s Closing Remarks

The Chair expressed his gratitude to all members for their support and participation and summed up the two-day proceedings along the lines of the agreed Work Plan 2005. 
Outcome: Members expressed support for CTTF participation in similar information-sharing and network-building  activities in line with APEC practices.





Outcome: Members agreed to present one-page executive summaries of their CTAPs, which include highlights of progress on implementing the Leaders’ and Ministers’ Statements before SOM I, and provide updates  as necessary. 











Outcomes:  Members agreed that it would be up to member economies to classify submitted documents before having them posted on the APEC website. 





Outcome:  Members expressed interest to participate in Singapore and Australia’s planned workshops.





Outcome:  Members appreciated the need to contribute to ADB funds, which are fast getting depleted on account of numerous projects.





Outcome:  Members agreed to observe the ABAC recommendations.





Outcome:  Members noted the progress of this event. 








Outcome:  Members agreed that responses to the survey should be voluntary. 





Outcome:  Members agreed to continue work on providing information to the ICPO database on a best endeavor basis by the end of 2006.





Outcome:  Members urged Vietnam to seek urgent funding once they have developed a STAR IV proposal. 





Outcomes:  New Zealand and Australia will help draft a position paper on establishing an informal consultation mechanism within APEC.


 





Outcome:  Members agreed to provide, on a voluntary basis, updates on activities by other international fora, which are relevant to the APEC security agenda.





Outcome:  Members agreed to continue working on this initiative.  





Outcome:  Members agreed to work on the issue intersessionally.





Outcome:  Members agreed to wait for the results of the cross-analysis project.





Outcome:  Members looked forward to receiving Australia’s new project proposals for 2005-2006.
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