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Introduction

1. The twentieth meeting of the APEC Intellectual Property Experts Group (IPEG XX) was held in Seoul, Republic of Korea, from 22 to 23 February 2005.

2. The meeting was attended by representatives of the following APEC member economies: Australia; Canada; Chile; Hong Kong-China; Indonesia; Japan; Mexico; Peru; Papua New Guinea; Republic of Korea; Russia; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States of America; and Vietnam. The chair of the Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI) and the APEC secretariat also attended the meeting.

Agenda Item 1.
Opening
3. The Chair, Dr. Mi-Chung Ahn welcomed participants and invited Mr. Kim Jong-Kap, Commissioner of the Korean Intellectual Property Office, to give us an opening address. Mr. Kim remarked that it was a pleasure and privilege for the Republic of Korea to host IPEG XX. After referring to the obstacles that APEC member economies face in protecting intellectual property rights (IPRs) in the APEC region, he expressed appreciation for the IPEG members’ efforts to achieve the APEC goals of trade liberalization and investment. Speaking on behalf of the government of the Republic of Korea, Mr. Kim promised to do the utmost to achieve the APEC goals. After the commissioner’s address, a group photo was taken. The Chair expressed her gratitude to the Republic of Korea for hosting the meeting and the accompanying seminar, and she thanked the CTI chair and the representative of the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) for participating in the meeting. 

Agenda Item 2.
Adoption of the agenda

4. The Chair mentioned that at IPEG XIX the IPEG agenda was rearranged in line with the CTI priorities. Although the CTI priorities for 2005 changed slightly from the previous year’s priorities, the IPEG agenda was remained as those of the XIX IPEG meeting because the agenda of the IPEG was flexible and covered many relevant areas. The agenda was adopted by the participating IPEG members. 

Agenda Item 3.
Report on the previous activities of the IPEG
3-A.
APEC
5. The Chair invited Mr. Park Doo-Soon, who had recently been assigned the APEC secretariat, to report on APEC developments. APEC’s theme for 2005 was expressed in the slogan “Towards One Community: Meet the Challenge, Make the Change”. To support this theme, the following three sub-themes were proposed: “Review the commitment to the Bogor Goals”, “Ensure a transparent and secure environment” and “Build bridges over differences”. Within this framework, the protection of IPRs was emphasized as a priority. 

6. The APEC secretariat highlighted the outstanding results of last year’s projects of the Trade and Investment Liberalization and Facilitation (TILF) as well as the results of the implemented collective action plans. He also summarized various management issues such as changes in the evaluation process for TILF-funded projects and the schedule of the Budget Management Committee (BMC) and budget of the projects. (Documents 2005/SOM1/IPEG/002)
7. The USA inquired about the commitment of a cosponsor of a TILF-funded project. The APEC secretariat explained that financial support was not necessary, and that the decision to proceed with a project would be made at the BMC meeting. 

8. The Chair suggested that updates on the implementation of the collective action plans should be included in the appropriate sections of the APEC Web site. The Chair asked the APEC secretariat to check on this matter. 

3-B.
TILF
9. The Chair invited Australia to make a presentation on its TILF-funded project titled “Public Education and Awareness of Intellectual Property”. Australia said there were tangible and intangible outcomes, including intellectual property (IP) guidebooks for small and medium-sized enterprises, and seminars in Indonesia, Vietnam, and the Philippines. Furthermore, although it was economical to publish materials in the host economy, flexibility was needed in  relation to project timing and budget allocation. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG/003)

10. The Chair invited Vietnam to briefly report on the “APEC Training Program on Enforcement of IPRs”, which was held in Hanoi from 13 to 16 May 2004. Vietnam noted the success of the training course, which featured speakers from the World Trade Organization (WTO), WIPO, and the IPEG, and said the participants gave positive feedback. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG/004)

11. The Chair said she was impressed by the success of the two TILF-funded projects.   
3-C.
Self-funded projects

12. No presentation or interventions.

3-D.
Other activities
13. No presentation or interventions.

Agenda Item 4.
Interactions with the CTI
14. The Chair invited the CTI chair, Mr. Alan Bowman, to make a presentation titled “CTI  priorities in 2005”. After outlining the organization of the CTI, Mr. Bowman discussed the key IPR achievements of the CTI in 2004, especially the follow-up of the Comprehensive Strategy and the establishment of IPR service centers. The four priorities of the CTI for 2005, which were approved by the Senior Officials Meeting (SOM) and the CTI, are as follows: support for a multilateral trade system; trade facilitation; transparency; and promotion of the digital economy and better IPR protection. Mr. Bowman emphasized the need to enhance cooperation between the CTI and the IPEG, and wondered whether the CTI was providing what the IPEG members expected. He also advised member economies, when reporting, to focus on the results rather than the process. The CTI looked forward a credible list of results by the time of the AEPC Leaders Meeting, which was to be held in Busan, Republic of Korea. (Document 2005/IPEG/021)
15. Thailand thanked the CTI chair for his comprehensive briefing on the CTI. Regarding the first and fourth priority, Thailand said there would be detailed discussion under the fifth agenda item, some aspects of which were already covered by issues of the Doha Development Agenda such as the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs), the Convention on Biological Diversity and geographical indications (GIs). Thailand also suggested that the IPEG should contribute to the CTI priorities.
16. Singapore thanked the CTI for its encouraging cooperation, and stressed that the IPEG should work with the CTI and try to pursue the CTI priorities. The works of the IPEG were related to the CTI priorities and were conducted in support of the CTI and APEC in a larger context. A common goal of all member economies is to facilitate trade and investment in the interests of intellectual property. 
17. The Chair agreed with the comments from Singapore.

18. The USA said the explanation of the interactions between the IPEG and the CTI was helpful, and it concurred with Singapore that most of the IPEG’s work would advance the APEC goals. It also believed members needed to characterize their works better when reporting them to the CTI as more effective reporting would enhance the importance of the IPEG. While acknowledging that other sub fora are interested in IP issues, the USA concurred with the recommendation and instructions of the CTI chair that the IPEG relate with other sub fora. 
19. The CTI chair encouraged members to attend the CTI meetings. 

20. Australia shared the USA’s concerns that IPRs were the horizontal priority issues for all the working groups. 

21. On behalf of the IPEG, the Chair welcomed the fact that the CTI priorities stressed IPR issues, and she noted that the IPEG activities paralleled the CTI priorities. The Chair said she had received an invitation to give a presentation at the High-Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology (HLPDAB) and at the Automotive Dialogue. The Chair then emphasized that in-depth discussion and preparation about cooperation with other committee was important. She encouraged member economies to keep abreast of IPR-related issues by attending the meetings of the CTI and the HLPDAB, both of which followed the IPEG meeting. 
Agenda Item 5.
CTI priorities

5-A.
WTO matters: deepening the dialogue on intellectual property policy; the WTO Doha Development Agenda; and the protection of IPRs in new fields (Lead economy: Convenor)
5-A-i.
The WTO Doha Development Agenda 

5-A-ii.
Protection of emerging IPR fields 
22. No presentations or interventions.

5-A-ii-a.
Protection for biotechnology and computer-related inventions (Lead economy: USA)
23. No presentations or interventions.

5-A-ii-b.
Protection for geographical indications (Lead economy: Mexico)
24. Mexico gave an update and graphical analysis of the survey on GIs in the APEC member economies. Seventeen member economies responded to the survey. (Documents 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/020a, 020b, and 020c)

25. The USA thanked Mexico for the useful information and progress on the GI issues. 

26. Thailand asked if there were any products or lists of products protected by GIs or trademarks, and where a detailed explanation of the presentation could be obtained. 

27. Mexico said a direct explanation could be found under question 1.7 of the survey, and that all answers could be deduced from the survey results, which were included in the meeting material. Japan, Mexico, the USA and Peru listed some examples in said question. 
28. Mexico and the Chair clarified that the presentation was based on documents 020a  020b and 020c. 
29. The Chair urged the member economies who had not yet given their survey responses to Mexico to still do so to ensure that the project was fully accomplished. The Chair then said that the Republic of Korea had revised its law on GIs, and she wondered whether any other member economies had amended their legislation to include GIs. If so, those member economies were encouraged to update the survey. The Chair thanked Mexico for its hard work. 

30. Australia suggested that members post their updated information on the APEC IPEG Web site. On the Web site, everyone can update the site whenever necessary. The Chair added that individual members should try to update their own information on the IPEG Web site. 
31. Chile said it had not responded because it was currently reforming its law to specifically protect GIs. After the GI legislation has comes into effect, Chile said they would offer a complete response. 
32. The Chair expected the project to be finalized at the next IPEG meeting. 

5-A-ii-c.
Protection of genetic resources, traditional knowledge and folklore
33. No presentations or interventions.

5-B.
Trade and investment facilitation

5-B-i.
Comprehensive strategy on IPRs in APEC (Lead economy: Japan)

5-B-ii.
APEC IPR service centers (Lead economy: Japan)

5-B-iii.
IPR policy progress mapping (Lead economy: Japan)

34. Japan briefly reported on APEC’s Comprehensive Strategy on IPRs and gave an update on IPR policy progress mapping including status report on the IPR service centers, the documents of which were submitted to the 18th APEC Ministerial Meeting in 2004. (Documents 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/005 and 006) 

35. The Chair reminded everyone that these big projects were hotly debated at the IPEG XIX meeting at Phuket, and that after the Phuket meeting the projects were urgently updated. Document 006 was updated with respect to IPR policy progress mapping and the IPR service centers. The Chair encouraged member economies without a service center to build one, and she asked everyone to use the form provided by Japan to clarify the status of their center. She then thanked Japan for its hard work.
36. Vietnam said it had established an IPR service center called the Advisory Support Center at the National Office of Intellectual Property. The center provides most of the functions expected of an IPR service center. Vietnam asked Japan to update the status of its new center.

37. Chinese Taipei reported on its latest legislative developments. In January 2005, it promulgated a new law on pharmaceutical affairs. Furthermore, in December 2004, it passed the Customs Anti-Smuggling Act. A major element of the new Act is that goods entering or leaving Chinese Taipei by shipment, mail or hand luggage can infringe a patent right, trademark right or copyright. Offenders are liable for damages valued at one, two, or three times the value of the infringing goods. 
38. Mexico asked Japan to update the information on the Mexican APEC IPR service center, which was currently in the process of being established.  
39. Chinese Taipei said it was still preparing to build its own service center and promised to announce the opening of the center. In the meantime, IPR-related information was available on the Web site of its IP office <http://www.tipo.gov.tw>.
40. The Chair decided that the group needed to talk more about the use of the IPEG Web site the next day. 

41. The Chair encouraged the members to update their recent activities and related information on the IPEG and APEC Web sites. 

42. Australia distributed CDs containing the PDF documents it produced as an outcome of its TILF-funded project. 

43. Vietnam gave an update on the legislation regarding its Civil Procedure Code and the Border Measures on IPRs of Import and Export Goods. The border measures, which were approved in December 2004 and became effective in February 2005, are applied by customs officials to all types of intellectual property. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/022) 

44. Australia thanked Vietnam for its informative presentation.  

45. While recalling that Article 51 of the TRIPs Agreement prescribes border measures for counterfeit goods and pirated products, the Republic of Korea inquired about the IP border measures of other member economies, and said its own government was considering introducing border measures to protect patent rights. However, there was a problem in verifying whether certain products infringed a patent right, and customs officials might lack the professional knowledge to identify patent infringements. Korea asked whether any other member economies had introduced border measures on patent rights. 

46. The Chair asked for opinions on Korea's question about how customs officials could identify patent infringements, and she invited Japan to comment.  

47. Japan said it had implemented border measures on patent rights and industrial designs, though in some cases, checking for patent infringements was very difficult for customs officials.   However, when the infringement of goods was obvious, the above mentioned border measures were very effective.

48. Singapore asked Japan to clarify whether the regulation about patent infringement was mandatory. Japan answered that importation of patent infringing goods was prohibited by law. . 

49. The Chair said that enhanced enforcement, especially in border measures, was a new trend in bilateral and FTA negotiations, and she encouraged members to share information on this issue.

50. The USA said that the World Customs Organization put forward model rules for border enforcement two years ago, but noted the difficulty that customs officials faced if they were not trained to detect IPR infringements.  
51. Chinese Taipei said its border measures only applied to trademarks and copyrights. In addition, its IP office holds many seminars to keep customs officials informed of the border measures

52. Korea requested the Chair to ask whether any member economies other than the USA, Vietnam and Japan had introduced mandatory border measures on patent infringements. With no response to this question, Korea asked the USA to speak about the International Trade Committee (ITC). 
53. After explaining that the procedures of the ITC were legal procedures, and that the ITC was extremely technical in nature, the USA said it would give some helpful materials on the ITC at a later stage. 

5-B-iv.
Enforcement-related activities
54. Japan made a presentation on its public awareness campaign against counterfeit goods and piracy, which featured an animated TV commercial. It also explained its continual effort to strengthen awareness of the importance of anticounterfeiting measures. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/007) 
55. After commenting on Japan’s anti-piracy campaign, Hong Kong-China mentioned various cooperative events it conducted with the Guangdong Province of China at the end of last year. One of those events was the popularization of a new scheme in which shops could display a special sign guaranteeing the genuineness of all their goods. Another event was the jointly made television commercial that was broadcast simultaneously in Hong Kong and China. This was the first example of two APEC member economies working together on the advertising campaign. 

56. Thailand plans to raise public awareness, especially among teenagers.  

57. Japan referred to its ongoing campaign to enlighten the young generation about counterfeit goods. 

58. Hong Kong-China suggested there were more complex influences than price stopping genuine goods from entering the market, and, for reference, it tabled a document titled A better Copyright Regime.  

      (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/008). 
5-B-iv-a.
Establishment of enforcement guidelines

59. No presentations or interventions.

5-B-iv.b. Exchange of information concerning IPR infringement

60. No presentations or interventions.

5-C. Implementation of pathfinder initiatives

[Optical Disc Piracy]

61. Singapore made a brief presentation on the best enforcement practices for combating optical disc piracy among the APEC member economies, and said that it had received input from five more member economies after IPEG XVIII. Singapore then requested other nations to give more support to the CTI. 

62. The Chair noted these remarks and suggested finalizing project about this project in line with the CTI’s schedule of support for the CTI and SOM works. The Chair asked the members to send their feedback to Singapore so that Singapore could submit its final report at the next IPEG meeting.(Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/098). 

[Digital Economy: Action 5-8]
63. The USA said some member economies had submitted their papers about this item and that report of this item could be updated accordingly. It also asked other members to submit their responses. 

5-D.
Implementation of transparency standards

64. No presentations or interventions.

Agenda Item 6.
Other collective actions of the IPEG

6-A. Support for easy and prompt acquisition of rights

65. No presentations or interventions.

6-A-i. Participation in international IP-related systems (Lead economy: the USA)

66. No presentations or interventions.

6-A-ii. Establishing internationally harmonized IPR systems (Lead economy: Japan)
67. No presentations or interventions.

6-A-iii.
Standardization of trademark application forms (proposed by Singapore)
68. Singapore presented the outcome of the common trademark application form. For the sake of harmonization in the APEC region, the form can be used as a reference tool when IP offices update or revise their trademark form. Seventeen member economies had given input, and Singapore stressed that the outcome would be useful contribution to the CTI. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/010a) 

69. The Chair supported the remarks of Singapore, and said that the IPEG needed to finish the project by the end of April so that details could be submitted to the CTI. The four member economies who had not responded were encouraged to cooperate. 

70. Indonesia noted the difficulty of communicating about many IPEG projects and they said that they could not receive information or notice about this project. They requested to inform them of the IPEG’s ongoing projects, including this project. 

71. Singapore said that the APEC secretariat had circulated the IPEG’s members contact points for checking by the participating members. The contact point should make it easier for members to communicate with each other.
72. The Chair suggested that the APEC member economies could communicate not only by e-mail but also via the IPEG Web site, and she asked members to keep their contact details up to date. 

73. Korea thanked Singapore for its hard work and said that the common application form would be useful for improving the trademark application process. Korea also encouraged other members to join in this project.
6-A-iv.
Well-known trademarks (Lead economy: Thailand)
74. While reporting on the status of its project on well-known trademarks, Thailand said it had received responses from everyone except Russia, the Philippines, Peru and Vietnam, and that it would circulate the results once it had received it had received updates from all of the members. 

75. Vietnam said it had responded to the project, but that it’s submission was not included the report about the project. 

76. Thailand agreed to update the Vietnamese input.

77. The Chair noted these remarks and urged members and lead economies to cooperate in finishing the project in accordance with the CTI schedule.
6-A-v.
Cooperation on searches and examinations (Lead economy: Japan)
78. Vietnam thanked Japan for its cooperation with the ongoing project about design application. 
79. The Chair thanked Japan and said the IPEG would initiate more cooperation among the APEC member economies.

6-A-vi.
Nontraditional trademarks (Lead economy: Singapore)

80. Singapore briefly reported on the survey of the laws and best practices of APEC member economies for examining nontraditional trademarks. The project was first introduced at IPEG XIX, and, after circulating the form to members for their review, Singapore said it had incorporated comments from Australia, Japan and Thailand. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/011) 
81. Hong Kong-China asked for clarification on the difference between a traditional and nontraditional trademark.

82. Singapore listed some examples of nontraditional trademarks.

83. The Chair said the draft of the survey had been circulated before the XX IPEG meeting, but that some members had apparently had no opportunity to review it before the meeting. The Chair therefore asked those members to review it during this meeting. 

84. Chinese Taipei said there were quite a few of these kinds of trademarks, especially three-dimensional trademarks, and it wondered how to distinguish traditional and nontraditional trademarks in law and practice. 

85. The Chair said the form of the survey could not be finalized at this meeting but would be finalized at the next IPEG meeting. 

86. Mexico inquired about the difference between nontraditional trademarks and visual trademarks, as mentioned in Article B of the survey. 

87. After explaining that visual trademarks were a subset of nontraditional trademarks, Singapore said it would change the question to clarify the distinction, and it asked members to send any additional questions and comments by e-mail.

6-B.
Electronic processing of IPR-related procedures

6-B-i.
Electronic filing systems (Lead economy: USA)
88. No presentations or interventions.

6-B-ii.
Electronic commerce (Lead economy: Australia)
89. No presentations or interventions.

6-B-iii.
Dissemination of information by electronic means: APEC IPEG Web site (Lead economy: Australia)

90. No presentations or interventions.

6-C.
IP utilization
6-C-i.
Promoting IP asset management in APEC member economies (Lead economy: USA).
91. No presentations or interventions.

6-C-ii.
Raising public awareness (Lead economies: Australia and Hong Kong‑China)
92. While reporting on the recent use of the IPEG Web site, Australia encouraged members to use the Web site more actively and to post information on the site to enhance communication among the APEC member economies. The Web site is useful for sharing information and effectively reduces miscommunication among the member economies. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/014)
93. The USA asked what kind of information the Web site included and how the site could be accessed. Australia said the site was easy to access and that it contained a variety of information and knowledge about the group.
94. The Chair reiterated the importance of using the Web site and encouraged members to post their comments and opinions on the site. She also asked members to post relevant material before and after the IPEG meetings.

95. Australia said the Web site could be used by simply dragging and clicking a mouse. A Webmaster efficiently manages the Web site and is always willing to help members.
96. Mexico said it had updated its own information on the Web site, and commented that it considered all APEC members should do so since the uploaded information in such web site is as of year 1999. 
97. The Chair thanked Mexico for its cooperation and urged members to use the APEC and IPEC Web sites.

98. Japan made a presentation on Japan's Project Proposal on Promotion Copyright Awareness in Asian within the framework of IPR. Introducing newly complied "Asia Copyright Handbook", it explained a plan to hold national workshops to produce each country's version using the prototype. 

6-C-iii.
Facilitation of technology transfer by ensuring IP protection (Lead economies: Australia and Japan)

99. Japan made a presentation on the use of IP created by Japanese universities and on the support policy of the Japan Patent Office. After introducing the status of R&D investment by Japanese universities, it explained its strategy for supporting IP activities, especially the transfer of technology. It also runs educational programs for students of all ages—from primary school students to university students. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/015)
100. Singapore suggested increasing R&D investments across various industries, and it asked Japan about its expectations in terms of efficiency and positive results. 

101. Japan acknowledged its little experience in actual cases of this field, but suggested that when industry invests in universities, industries and universities should work together to create the best results and support the use of IP.  It also emphasized the importance of the balance between the incentives for researchers and the cost-effectiveness for industries. 

102. While noting the importance of IRP investment and of the need to raise awareness of its importance, the Chair said additional government investment in universities would boost creation of the IPR. 

6-C-iv.
Utilization and dissemination of IP information (Lead economy: Korea)

103. The Chair invited Prof. Peter Drahos from the Australian National University to make a presentation on his ongoing project. Prof. Drahos explained that his research model based on bilateral trade agreements and negotiations.

104. The Chair thanked Prof. Drahos for his impressive projects. . 

105. Korea gave a presentation titled “Utilization of patent information for establishing R&D policy”. It explained how patent information is used by policy makers and R&D staff and, as an example, said that the status of countries and companies could be gauged by diversified patent-related indicators such as the number of cites per patent and the current impact index. (Document 005/SOM1/IPEG1/016)
106. The Chair thanked Korea and noted its presentation. 
Agenda Item 7.
New project proposals

[High-level symposium on IPRs]

107. The Chair mentioned that China’s proposals for the TILF funding have already been circulated by the chair’s office before the XX IPEG meeting, so members might have time to look through the proposal. The Chair invited China to briefly present about the new project.

108. China made a presentation on its proposed TILF-funded project to hold a symposium on IPR in 2005. To be hosted in the active international trade city of Xiamen, the symposium will hopefully increase communication and cooperation among member economies. The Chinese government will provide funding to attract a greater number of experts to this project. China said that they expected all member economies to participate and hopes that the IPEG will approve the symposium. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/018) 

109. After thanking China for its presentation, the Chair opened discussion on the project and said the project still needed more cosponsors.  

110. Australia welcomed China’s initiative and offered to be a cosponsor. 

111. Hong Kong-China supported the symposium and expressed willingness to be a cosponsor. With its previous experience, it could offer effective assistance in hosting the symposium. It also suggested expanding the subject matter to attract governmental and business leaders.
112. China said it would attract participants from the business and private sectors, and that it wished to discuss the official symposium in depth. China asked when the proposal would be prepared by. 
113. The APEC secretariat said that the proposal of China should be ready before the CTI I, which was slated for February 27 to 28. Although Hong Kong-China and Australia had agreed to be cosponsors, the APEC secretariat said one more cosponsor was needed. The APEC secretariat also promised to talk with the CTI coordinator to how to ensure the co-sponsorship.

114. Mexico asked China whether it would fund the participants of the symposium.  
115. China said it planned to invite and fund 22 experts from 11 developing countries; that is, two speakers from each country. 
116. The Chair pointed out that because the symposium was scheduled for September 2005 it had to be endorsed by the IPEG at this meeting. She then opened the floor on the issue. 

117. With no objection to China’s proposal, the Chair announced that the project had been endorsed, though confirm of cosponsors was still needed. The Chair urged China to find cosponsors after the IPEG meeting but before the CTI meeting. The Chair also asked the APEC secretariat to give related information to China.

[APEC project for Disseminating the Content of E-Learning on IP Information]

118. Korea proposed a new TILF-funded project titled Disseminating the Content of E-Learning on IP Information”. Having developed IP educational material for on‑line courses, Korea proposed the two-year project as a means of sharing this material. It planned to post the content of the courses on the IPEG Web site and to publish the material in booklets and on CD-ROM. A sample of the educational material was then shown to the members. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/019)
119. Singapore thanked Korea but suggested there could be more systematic approach to developing this proposal. After stating that the objectives have a different scope and needed to be adjusted in a manageable way, Singapore wondered whether too much information would confuse the user. 

120. Australia strongly supported Korea’s initiative, and mentioned its own experience with e-learning skills and its similar project on IPR protection. 
121. Korea thanked Singapore for its comments and explained that the main objective of the project was to promote the use of IP information. It also said that the current draft proposal would be revised in the light of comments from members. 

122.  The USA said it would be pleased to cosponsor the project and that the project would be useful for measuring the impact of IP in economic development.  
123. The Chair pointed out that the project was not urgent.

124. The APEC secretariat said that because the project was not urgent it would not be dealt with at CTI I in February nor at the BMC in April, but could be submitted to CTI II in May. 

125. The Chair said Korea has enough time to revise its project and to circulate it again for review, and she encouraged everyone to look through the project.

126. Korea agreed with the Chair’s suggestion and asked members to give opinions and comments when the revised draft was circulated. 

127. The Chair said whether there were any objections for approval of the project. The Chair reiterated the need of more revision before the project was submitted to the CTI. The Chair said that revised proposal would be circulate at the end of March, so that the project could be ready by the end of April, in line with the schedule of the CTI II.

128. Australia suggested that members use the IPEG Web site to make their papers public to all members and to enable the papers to be reviewed. 

129. The Chair asked Korea to complete its revision by the end of March. 

Agenda Item 8.
Cooperation with other fora

130. The Chair said she had received invitations from the HLPDAB and the Automotive Dialogue. At the HLPDAB’s February meeting, the Chair will make a presentation titled “Overview of the APEC IPEG”. In the presentation, she plans to compliment the IPEG for its works on biotechnology issues such as the biotech handbook. The Chair then drew everyone’s attention to the IPEG’s relationship with other fora. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/017)
131. The USA would like the Chair to emphasize specific IP specific issues in her presentation to the DLPDAB. 

132. Australia agreed with the USA and suggested the Chair also explain the IPEG’s role.

133. Canada agreed with the USA and suggested that IP-related discussions although it might be risen in other fora should be brought to the IPEG. 

134. The Chair said she had also received an invitation from the Automotive Dialogue of February 17-19 to participate in its plenary meeting in April 2005 in the Philippines. An IPR working group of the Automotive Dialogue currently drafting a work plan and would value the IPEG's input. The Chair planned to circulate the work plan once it was completed. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/023)
135. The USA expressed concern about the need for the IPEG to maintain its IP specialization. Mexico recalled that the IPEG in 1999 agreed to handle IP-related issues. Mexico believed the same process should be followed this time. So, IP-related documents should be circulated to the IPEG members so that comments and consideration by the IPEG members could be added. 

136. The Chair said the approach of the HLPDAB differed from that of the Automotive Dialogue. The HLPDAB had no group of IPR experts for biotechnology, but the Automotive Dialogue already had an IPR experts group under its steering committee. The Chair was unsure of the nature and work plans of the HLPDAB and Automotive Dialogue and said the IPEG needed more discussion with the two fora. 

137. Chinese Taipei said the steering committee of the Automotive held a meeting in Chinese Taipei but its agenda differed from that of the IPEG and it had no IP experts. 
138. Thailand suggested inviting representatives of the two fora in the next IPEG meeting to gain a clearer picture of their purpose and objectives. The Chair supported this suggestion but said a representative of the HLPDAB had already attended the last IPEG meeting to introduce the HLPDAB. The Chair agreed to verbally invite the Automotive Dialogue and would send a formal invitation when she saw its representative at the SOM. 

139. The APEC secretariat said that under agenda item 10 the IPEG could decide whether to publicize or restrict the document classification list.

Agenda Item 9.
Other business

140. The Chair invited Mr. Ranjana Abeysekera, Director of the Asia-Pacific Bureau of WIPO, to explain how WIPO supports the national economy and trade of APEC member economies by stimulating IP development. Mr. Abeysekera said WIPO would explore the possibility of cooperating with the IPEG. 

141. Singapore said it welcomed further interaction and cooperation with WIPO.

142. The Chair agreed with Singapore and said that the IPEG needed to seek mutual benefits between the IPEG and the WIPO.  

143. Australia appreciated the presence of WIPO. 
144. WIPO thanked members and would sincerely cooperate with the IPEG by appointing Dr. Jang June-Ho, a Consultant of WIPO and a former IPEG Chair, as a contact point of the WIPO. 

145. Chinese Taipei inquired about WIPO’s campaigns and the kind of activities that could be jointly organized. 

146. WIPO said each member economy could organize its own activities at the national level and that WIPO would then determine how it could help.

147. Chile said it was preparing a paper on GI systems and trading systems, and asked if the paper could be included in the report to be submitted to CTI I. 
148. Because the Chilean paper had not yet been released, the Chair said it would be difficult to make a decision, and she asked for opinions. 

149. Thailand agreed with the Chair. 

150. The USA sought clarification of the kind of paper Chile was preparing.  

151. Chile said it had drafted a position paper on how to access the market on the basis of a GI scheme. In WTO discussions there were apparently three approaches to GI scheme. . 
152. The USA said there was no problem for the IPEG to accept Chile’s paper but there was insufficient time to submit it to CTI I. The USA also noted that Mexico had prepared a four-year survey on GIs, the one reported in CAP 5.A.ii.b

153. Chile said it had been preparing a GI paper for some years and would like to distribute the paper at the next IPEG meeting. 

154. The Chair advised Chile to present its paper at the next IPEG meeting and any proposal would be welcomed. The Chair explained the report to be submitted to the CTI I summarized the work plans for 2005 and implemented works submitted by members could be included in the future reports to the CTI. The Chair also asked the member economies to give further comments or opinions on the report to the CTI I during the seminar, which would be held for two days before the CTI I meeting.  
155. The Chair mentioned the summary on the status of the IPEG’s ongoing projects. At the next IPEG meeting, the following projects would be finalized: the GI survey, the standardization of the trademark form, and survey on well-know trademarks, IPR policy progress mapping, survey on laws & Regulations & enforcement practices to control export of counterfeit/pirated products, and survey on optical disc. Regarding IPR Action 5-8, the Chair reminded members to submit their responses to the USA. The Chair also urged members to cooperate in ensuring that the IPEG projects proceed smoothly and on schedule. (Document 2005/SOM1/IPEG1/025)

156. Singapore thanked the IPEG Chair’s office for the status report, which, as a useful tool, enabled members to monitor the various projects. Singapore asked further details on the IPR service centers to add to the report and also requested Singapore’s status about the item 4 and the item 6 be included in the status report. 

157. The Chair said the list would be updated with adding the missing information and try to keep the up-date of the report. The Chair also asked members to help remind the chair’s office to keep the up-date of members’ status. 
Agenda Item 10.
Document access

158. The APEC secretariat said the member economies had to decide whether to make their documents public, and he advised against releasing the following six documents because they were not yet finalized: 018, 019a, 09b, 022, 023, and 024. 

159. Korea said its two documents were still in progress but, when finished, would be submitted to the APEC secretariat for public release. 
Agenda Item 11.
Future meetings
160. The Chair said details of the next IPEG meeting would not be announced yet due to the absent of the Philippines, which expressed a willingness to the Chair to host the next IPEG meeting and seminar. Details would be announced when the Chair received confirmation from the Philippines. 

161. Australia announced they have a willingness to host the XXIV APEC IPEG meeting at Canberra, in 2007 and said it expected wide participation from the member economies. To make it a wonderful international event, Australia would provide public education and commercial activities, the details of which it would like to discuss more deeply in the Philippines. 

162. The Chair noted the statements from Australia.
Agenda Item 12.
Report to the next CTI meeting

163. The Chair asked for comments on the report to be submitted to CTI I, a draft of which had been circulated before the meeting. 

164. Singapore said that the IPEG had undertaken useful works in relation to the CTI. Singapore also asked the description of the project on optical disc piracy be included in the section of the “Expected outcome/deliverables for 2005” of the report to the CTI I, because the issue was described under the section of the “trade facilitation”. 
165. Indonesia asked for clarification of item (c) and asked if the IPR policy progress mapping could be included under the heading of transparency.

166. Australia said that the use of the IPEG Web site should also be included under the heading of transparency. 

167. The Chair noted these comments and said that if members had any other comments they should give them to her during the IPEG seminar before CTI I , so she would reflect them in the revised report. 
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