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Introduction

1. The 21st Meeting of the APEC Intellectual Property Experts Group (IPEG XXI) was held in Makati City, Philippines from August 2 to 3 August 2005.

2. The Meeting was attended by representatives from the following APEC member economies: Australia, Canada, Chile, People’s Republic of China, Hong Kong-China, Chinese Taipei, Indonesia, Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, The Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, United States of America and Vietnam. The Director of the APEC Secretariat in-charge of the Intellectual Property Experts Group matters and the Chair of the IPR Working Group in the Automotive Dialogue also attended the Meeting.

Agenda Item 1 – Opening

3. Dr. Mi-Chung Ahn, Chair of the APEC IPEG opened the Meeting and welcomed the attending APEC member economies to the 21st APEC IPEG Meeting. The Chair also recognized and welcomed the participants from the Philippines and thanked the Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines for hosting the event. She then invited Deputy Director General Pacifico A. Avenido, Jr., to give a welcome remark. 

4. Mr. Avenido in turn welcomed the delegates from the APEC IPEG member economies to the Philippines. He emphasized that these are exciting times for member economies of the APEC-IPEG. There are a number of emerging IP issues that would need extensive discussions and exchange of best practices among member economies to arrive at creative solutions. He pointed out the important role that the APEC IPEG would play to facilitate this process. Mr. Avenido expressed hope that the spirit of cooperation forged among the member economies over the years will continue to help the region cope with the challenges in the area of IP. Finally he thanked the member economies for accepting the Philippines’ invitation to host the 21st APEC IPEG Meeting.

Agenda Item 2 – Adoption of the Agenda

5. The Chair informed that the current agenda was updated in accordance with the items submitted by member economies the day before the meeting. 
6. Japan mentioned the change in the listing of CTI priorities but informed the Chair that Japan has to objection on the proposed changes in the Annotated Agenda. The Chair explained that at the last XX IPEG meeting, the IPEG noted that CTI priorities in 2005 had been changed a little, but the IPEG decided to maintain the current agenda because of there were not big changes and agenda items of the IPEG could be flexible. 

7. There being no further objection/comment to the document, the members adopted the Annotated Agenda for the 21st APEC IPEG Meeting.
Agenda Item 3 – Report on Previous Activity of IPEG

3.A APEC Secretariat Report

8. The APEC Secretariat, Mr. Eduardo Menez, explained APEC theme and the sub-themes in 2005. He also gave a brief report on the 2004 accomplishment of the TILF, as well as the results of the implemented collective action plans such as WTO matters, regional trading arrangements/FTA, intellectual property rights. 

9. APEC Secretariat likewise reminded the IPEG members of the operational change involving the ECOTECH Weightings Matrix, which forms part of the APEC Project proposal format that was replaced with Quality Assessment Framework.

10. The Chair thanked the APEC secretariat for his informative presentation and requested the members to join her in reviewing the document on Summary of IPEG’s Project (Document 2005/IPEG2/004). The Chair informed those present that some of the APEC IPEG projects have already been running for a considerable time and thus there is a need to identify projects that need to be completed. The Chair said that at the appropriate agenda item, the lead economies should give indications of the status of their respective projects and the expected finalization timeline.
3-B.
TILF
11. Australia briefed on the TILF-funded project entitled Public Education and Awareness of Intellectual Property (Document 2005/IPEG2/003), which will assist four member economies, namely, Chile, Mexico, Thailand and Vietnam. 
12. Indonesia and Papua New Guinea inquired if there would be possibility for them to join the project. The Chair informed them that limitation of budget should be needed to consider, however asked Australia to confirm the possibility. 

13. Australia answered the two economies could join the project by widening the scope of targeted economies. The Chair thanked Australia about the matter. 

14. The Chair stated the need to review of TILF-funded projects as well as IPEG’s on-going projects. Briefing on the summary of the IPEG projects prepared by the Chair’s office, the Chair reminded the last IPEG meeting’s decision that the main on-going projects should be finalized this year. The Chair also mentioned that IPEG members need to share about how TILF-funded projects, which was lead by IPEG members has been progressed and would be advanced. 

15. The United States of America informed the members of the Workshop on developing a successful intellectual property enforcement regime, which will be held from 3 to 5 October in Bangkok, Thailand. The USA said they would circulate information package for the workshop at the meeting and by e-mail. They invited all of APEC IPEG member economies to participate and also mentioned there would be no limitation of delegates from the member economies.
16. China informed the members of the APEC IPR high-level symposium, which will be held from 7 to 8 September in Xiamen, China. They said they had sent a invitation letter to the representatives of the APEC member economies and would invite two representatives of each economy. 
3-C.
Self-Funded Projects

17. No presentations or interventions.

3-D.
Other Activities
18. No presentations or interventions.
Agenda Item 4.
Interactions with the CTI
19. APEC Secretariat informed the Meeting that discussions on IP rights in the Region heightened during the past few years. He also informed the delegates of the IPEG Anti-Counterfeiting and Piracy Initiative Project proposed at the CTI, which was eventually approved. The underlying rationale for this initiative came from the ministers’ mandate to expand and develop the IPEG activities in four specific target areas, namely: 1) reducing trade in counterfeit and pirated goods, 2) reducing online piracy, 3) increasing cooperation among member economies and, 4) increasing capacity building for enforcement.  

20. The Chair added that even she has noticed that CTI perceived IPR as a very big issue in APEC. The adoption of the Anti-Counterfeiting and Piracy Initiatives has become a welcomed subject in many APEC fora. The Chair expressed the need to manage well the IPEG meetings and to provide good direction to achieve better collaboration and harmonization in the field of IPR.  

21. APEC secretariat added that the CTI’s action of regularly requesting the submission of reports on deliverables from the IPEG also shows the importance that they attach to IPR. In fact, IPR is already expanding over other fora in APEC.

22. Singapore suggested that all member economies brief  their CTI representatives on IPEG initiatives on IPR to enable them get a better  level of understanding and be aware  that IPEG is already acting on important and sensitive IPR matters. 

23. The Chair thanked Singapore and agreed with the suggestion. 
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 
24. Korea made a presentation on its legislative initiatives on compulsory licensing for pharmaceutical products exports in order to address the public health problems affecting many of the developing and least developed economies, especially those where there are high incidences of HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, Malaria and other epidemics.

25. Canada also updated the IPEG member economies on its move to quickly introduce the basic legislation implementing the WTO decision on access to medicines and that the said legislation came into force on May 14 of this year. To achieve this, Canada amended both their Patent Act, and the Food and Drugs Act and the corresponding regulations based on the August 30th decision of the WTO.

26. Singapore requested that copies of the documents be distributed to the other member economies, as it could also be very useful to them to study. [Canada answered that ]? Singapore comment: words in brac kets necessary?

27. The Chair thanked Canada, stating that it would seem that at the moment, Korea and Canada are the only economies from IPEG that adjusted their systems on compulsory licensing for pharmaceutical products.  (Document 2005/IPEG2/006)

28. The Chair recommended that these documents be uploaded at the APEC IPEG Web site, taking note of Singapore’s request.

29. Chile made a comprehensive presentation on current Negotiations on Geographical Indications at the WTO (Document 2005/IPEG2/007). The presentation includes the three (3) major issues under consideration, viz:

i. Establishment of a multilateral system of notification and registration of geographical indications for wines and spirits only

ii. Extension of additional protection to other products 

iii. European Commission proposal on Clawback.

30. The paper stressed that the joint proposal is seen to facilitate the protection of GIs for wines and spirits.

31. The Chair thanked Chile for its presentation and informed the body that GI is one of the issues in WTO that has not been resolved yet.

32. Hong Kong-China informed the Meeting that considering the current discussions on the three issues, it has formulated an alternative proposal on Geographical Indication. Said proposal is available on their Web site and at the WTO’s Web site.

33. The Chair was delighted to know that there are two (2) APEC economies that have put forward proposals on Geographical Indication in the WTO fora.
5-A-ii.
Protection of Emerging IPR Fields 
34. Members noted Australia’s information papers Australia’s Subscription Broadcast Review (Document 2005/IPEG2/008) and on Business Patent System (Document 2005/IPEG2/009). Full report is available at the Australian Council Web site.

35. Singapore gave a presentation on the proposal to initiate a project on the protection regimes of new plant varieties in APEC economies, stressing the point that sharing of information on the various economies’ different regimes could be of value to the economies. In view thereof, a survey will be conducted in this area. [Singapore was requested to present a detailed survey form and propose a timeline for the project at the next meeting.

36. The Chair thanked Singapore for their new project proposal on plant variety protection, emphasizing that protection of plant variety (PVP) is one of the commitments under the TRIPS Agreement.

37. The United States extended its support to the proposal, but reminded the Meeting that UPOV is also undertaking a survey on the enforcement of the PVP. It was suggested that the area of protection should be addressed under the new project proposal and to include further information on enforcement initiatives.

38. New Zealand likewise supported the project. 

39. Japan also manifested its support and further suggested the use of an international ID system for plant varieties.

40. Australia also supported Singapore’s proposal and suggested that they review what WTO has already done and identify other areas that needs to be developed or improved in PVP.

41. The Chair approved the project since none of the member economies had any objection to the proposal and suggested that works for this project should be done intersessionally. The Chair also requested that, if possible, the final form of the questionnaire be made available during the next IPEG meeting.
5-A-ii-a.
Protection for Biotechnology and Computer-Related Inventions (Lead Economy: USA)
42. No presentations or interventions.

5-A-ii-b.
Protection for Geographical Indications (Lead Economy: Mexico)
43. Australia gave a presentation on geographical indication, highlighting the fact that GI had become a political issue in the WTO forum. (Document 2005/IPEG2/010)

44. With regard to the project on GI where Mexico is the lead economy, Mexico informed the Meeting that the survey was participated in by eighteen economies. The result of the survey had been collated for some time now, and as such, there may be a need to update the inputs provided by member economies. (Document 2005/IPEG2/011)

45. The Chair suggested that Mexico upload the matrix in the APEC IPEG Web site to make it accessible to all member economies so that it would be more convenient for them to update the data. The Chair then informed the Meeting that the uploading of post survey results in the IPEG Web site is a requirement for all IPEG projects.

46. A discussion ensued on how updating should be made and it was agreed that all updates will be forwarded to the lead economy, which in turn will forward them to Australia. Australia maintains the APEC IPEG Web site.
5-A-ii-c.
Protection of Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore
47. No presentations or interventions.

5-B.
Trade and Investment Facilitation
48. Japan, on behalf of the project’s co-sponsors Korea and US, informed the Meeting that they have presented their anti-counterfeiting and piracy initiative project to the CTI and SOM. Japan also informed the Meeting that they are drafting model guidelines to be circulated towards the end of August for comments of the member economies.

49. The Chair thanked Japan for the presentation and urged member economies to answer the questionnaire with sincerity to ensure the success of the project.

50. Singapore joined the Chair in congratulating Japan for having a very good project. It pointed out however, that clarifications should be made and suggestions solicited on the types of model guidelines that will be developed since it will be the member economies that will implement these guidelines in their respective jurisdictions once adopted.

51. A number of member economies suggested that the proposed guidelines be circulated and discussed at the next IPEG Meeting and that these should include action points needed and the timelines.
5-B-i.
Comprehensive Strategy on IPRs in APEC (Lead Economy: Japan)

5-B-ii.
APEC IPR Service Centers (Lead Economy: Japan)
52. Japan gave an update on the IPR Service Center project. Japan informed the Meeting that ten economies have already set up IPR service centers and two member economies have manifested their plans to set up IPR service centers soon. Japan informed the Meeting that some member economies’ Web sites were visited, specifically that of Canada, Indonesia, China, Philippines and Russia, and were found to be capable of hosting the IPR service centers. Japan also informed the Meeting that the IPEG Web site had no good linkage with IPOs’ Web sites, thus there is a need to develop hyperlinks between the IPOs’ and IPEG’s Web sites. Australia was requested to look into the matter. 
5-B-iii.
IPR Policy Progress Mapping (Lead Economy: Japan)
53. Japan likewise informed the Meeting that it has already compiled the answers of twenty member economies on the IPR policy progress mapping paper last year. It is, therefore, only appropriate to declare the project completed or closed. Japan proposed that the data gathered should be uploaded at the IPEG Web site so that necessary updating could be done by member economies.

54. The Chair thanked Japan for their update on the matters.

5-B-iv.
Enforcement-Related Activities
55. Australia gave a presentation on Enforcement of Copyright in Australia (Document 2005/IPEG2/013). Stressing that while their copyright enforcement legislation is effective, their main concern is to keep the law up-to-date in view of developments in new technologies. 

56. China gave a presentation on the Measures in IPR Enforcement outlining the approach that the economy has undertaken to improve IP enforcement.
57. Hong Kong-China gave a presentation on Company and Trademark Registration (Document 2005/IPEG2/015). The report pointed out the confusion that arises out of the two (2) separate laws in the registration of company or business names and trademarks in Hong Kong. Hong Kong requested economies to share their experiences on this matters and if possible to share solutions.

58. Australia suggested an exchange of information with Hong Kong because both have similar systems on company name and trademark registration.

59. Singapore agreed to prepare a note to share its experience at the next meeting in relation to the issue in para 57..

60. Chinese Taipei gave a presentation on the Implementation Plan for Strengthening Preventive Measures Against Internet Infringements in Chinese Taipei (Document 2005/IPEG2/016), outlining its program of action to improve IP enforcement.

61. Indonesia also circulated an information paper outlining the implementation and recent development of the IPRs system in Indonesia covering current initiatives in legislation, law enforcement, institutional development, public awareness and fostering cooperation among its relevant IP sector (Document 2005/IPEG2/034).

62. The United States briefly outlined the decision made on the MGM versus Grokster case (Document 2005/IPEG2/017) which deals with copyright infringement in the digital environment. The decision establishes liabilities in the event of infringement.

63. The Chair thanked Australia, China, Hong Kong, Chinese Taipei, Indonesia and the USA for their informative presentations.

5-B-iv-a.
Establishment of Enforcement Guidelines

64. Korea presented a paper on its IPR enforcement activities. Korea informed the Meeting that it has adopted a number of initiatives to improve enforcement of IPR protection, viz:

i.     increasing the punishment and fines for IPR infringement 

ii.    revising their trade secret protection act, from a complaint to non-complaint based 

       investigation and prosecution

iii.   adopting new laws on unfair competition fundamentals

iv.   establishing cyber IPR protection centers

v.    public education through electronic billboards on major cities

vi.   increasing general public awareness on fake items by frequently publishing 

   counterfeited trademarks

vii.    establishing an IPR protection policy council

65. US lauded Korea for all these initiatives to improve enforcement of IPR, especially the electronic signboard and public awareness campaigns.
5-B-iv.b. Exchange of Information Concerning IPR Infringement

66. No presentations or interventions.

5-C. Implementation of Pathfinder Initiatives

67. Singapore made a brief presentation on the Enforcement of Best Practices in APEC Economies to Combat Optical Disc Piracy (Document 2005/IPEG2/020). Singapore informed the Chair that as instructed during the previous IPEG meeting to gather more inputs from member economies, fifteen (15) economies have already submitted their replies to the questionnaire. Singapore is requesting other member economies to submit their responses and for those that have already submitted to update their submission should there be any change in their laws from the time the answers have been forwarded. 

68. Indonesia informed that their comment was not included in Singapore’s paper and thus commented that they would be sending a copy of their input within two (2) weeks to Singapore.

69. The Chair reminded the members that there is still one project under Agenda 5-C, the US Digital Economy, IPR action 5 to 8. Hong Kong noticed that they have not been included in the list of those economies that have already submitted their inputs to the US, when they have already updated their inputs twice.

70. Singapore commented that these are projects that can be updated if such are posted in the IPEG Web site. 
5-D.
Implementation of Transparency Standards

71. No presentations or interventions.

Agenda Item 6.
Other Collective Actions of the IPEG

6-A. Support for Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights

6-A-i. Participation in International IP-Related Systems (Lead Economy: the USA)

6-A-ii. Establishing Internationally Harmonized IPR Systems (Lead Economy: Japan)
72. The Chair informed members that a representative of INTA will make a presentation on a Model Free Trade Agreement Proposal with respect to the Trademark Law (Document 2005/IPEG2/021). 

73. INTA was represented by Atty. Mila Federis who gave the presentation. Atty. Federis briefly discussed the ten (10) proposals contained in the INTA Model Free Trade Agreement, explaining that INTA would be more than willing to give a more detailed paper for consideration of the IPEG members containing the principles behind the proposals.

74. The Chair thanked INTA for participating in the IPEG meeting and for sharing their group’s view, ideas and expertise in the field of Trademarks.
6-A-iii.
Standardization of Trademark Application Forms (Proposed by Singapore)
75. As agreed during the previous IPEG meeting, Singapore gave a final report on the project Standardization of Trademark Application Form, adding during the presentation, that once the project result is posted at the IPEG Web site it would serve as a useful tool for member economies. Singapore added that they have an existing and similar project at the ASEAN, stating that this would further increase effectiveness and efficiency of the standardized form since both APEC and ASEAN countries, hopefully, will use the same.

76. The Chair closed the project and urged Singapore to forward the results to Australia so as to post the result on the IPEG Web site to allow easy updating of information by the member economies. 
6-A-iv.
Well-Known Trademarks (Lead Economy: Thailand)
77. Thailand gave an update on the Well-known Trademarks project.

78. Singapore noted that Thailand has not included an analysis of the data submitted under the project. Singapore thus recommended to the Chair that an analysis be made of the replies submitted by member economies.

79. The Chair acknowledged the magnitude of additional work for Thailand if it will do an analysis of the project results, but she agrees with Singapore’s observation on the importance of data analysis. Thus, Thailand was requested to submit the analysis by the middle or end of September and to make a presentation at the next IPEG meeting.

80. Australia and Indonesia requested Thailand to include in the report the definitions used by member economies of well-known marks as well as the meaning of the abbreviations used in the survey result.
6-A-v.
Cooperation on Searches and Examinations (Lead Economy: Japan)
81. Japan gave a presentation on the Developments of Dossier Access System (Document 2005/IPEG2/022), emphasizing its readiness to extend cooperation to other IP Offices. 

82. Korea thanked Japan for the presentation, but raised the issue of security. Japan responded by explaining that there are security measures installed in the system.

83. Thailand inquired whether Japan has plans to conduct seminar and training on procedures and utilization of the new system that it has developed. Japan replied in the affirmative.
6-A-vi.
Nontraditional Trademarks (Lead Economy: Singapore)

84. Singapore gave a brief presentation on the revised form for a survey of the laws and best practices of APEC member economies for examining nontraditional trademarks, which was proposed to initiate at the 19th IPEG meeting. (Document 2005/IPEG2/0023). 
85. Singapore informed the IPEG that they have incorporated some changes in the survey form with reflecting comments from Hong Kong-China, Mexico and Chinese Taipei. The survey questionnaire is ready for distribution for the IPEG member economies. There were additional comments made, however, during this current meeting. In view thereof, Singapore was requested to circulate the revised form after thirty days.

86. The IPEG Chair informed the members that the IPEG chair’s office would circulate updated survey form for members’ review once Singapore have revised and forward the paper to the IPEG chair’s office.  

6-B.
Electronic Processing of IPR-Related Procedures

6-B-i.
Electronic Filing Systems (Lead Economy: USA)
87. Korea gave a presentation on the PCT-ROAD (Document 2005/IPEG2/025), explaining the operational systems of interconnecting Patent Offices.

88. The Philippines thanked Korea for installing the system at the IPOPhil just two weeks before the IPEG Meeting.
6-B-ii.
Electronic Commerce (Lead Economy: Australia)
89. No presentations or interventions.

6-B-iii.
Dissemination of Information by Electronic Means: APEC IPEG Website (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. Australia gave a presentation on the Management of IP by the Australian Government (Document 2005/IPEG2/026), highlighting the strategies adopted to improve public access to IP created through government activities and the use of copyrighted materials by the Australian government.   
6-C-ii.
Raising Public Awareness (Lead Economies: Australia and Hong Kong‑China)
92. Australia gave a presentation on SMART START (Document 2005/IPEG2/027), which is Australia’s premier IP resource material for small businesses. 
93. Hong Kong-China on the other hand updated the Meeting of its public awareness activities (Document 2005/IPEG2/028).

94. Mexico likewise gave a presentation on their awards for Great National Honor Order to the Author Merit (Document 2005/IPEG2/029) which is conferred to those who have helped enrich Mexico’s culture. 

95. Australia and Korea shared that they too have similar awards for exemplary individuals in their country.

96. Chinese Taipei gave a presentation on IPR Awareness Promotion Campaign on Campuses (Document 2005/IPEG2/030) to enhance IP knowledge and protection among those in the academe in Chinese Taipei.

97. The Chair thanked the member economies who made the presentations and cited the Chinese Taipei program for IP awareness in campuses. The Chair urged economies to look at the activities of Chinese Taipei for possible adoption in their own situations.

98. The Philippines informed the Meeting that it is also in the process of advocating for the inclusion of IP in the curriculum of academic institutions. Philippines will appreciate being enlightened on the processes and difficulties that Chinese Taipei has encountered before succeeding in the implementation of this endeavor.
6-C-iii.
Facilitation of Technology Transfer by Ensuring IP Protection (Lead Economies: Australia and Japan)
99. No presentations or interventions.

6-C-iv.
Utilization and Dissemination of IP Information (Lead Economy: Korea)

100. No presentations or interventions.

Agenda Item 7.
New Project Proposals

101. No presentations or interventions.

Agenda Item 8.
Cooperation with Other Fora

102. The Chair of the IPR Working Group of the Automotive Dialogue gave a presentation on the Activities for IPR Protection in the APEC Automotive Dialogue (Document 2005/IPEG2/031), highlighting the need for member economies to adopt appropriate measures to abate IP violations relating to the automotive industry, including parts and components in view of the danger it poses to life and property. 
103. The Chair thanked the Chair of the IPR Working Group of the Automotive Dialogue for the very informative presentation, and then proceeded to give an update on the invitation from the Government Procurement Experts Group for the IPEG to make a presentation at the next GPEG meeting.

104. The Chair also announced that WIPO offered to allocate SF 50,000 for a WIPO-IPEG cooperative training project on any topic relating to IPR. Proposals.

Agenda Item 9.
Other Business
Review of IPEG’s Projects

105. The Chair specifically identified the following projects for finalization:

i. Mexico’s Survey Project Geographical Indication 

· For uploading in the IPEG Web site

ii. Singapore’s Standardization of Trademark Application Form and Optical Disc Piracy project

· For uploading in the IPEG Web site

iii. Japan’s IPR Policy Progress Mapping project

· Project report for uploading in the IPEG Web site (project considered complete)

iv. Thailand’s Well Known Trademarks project

· Thailand to make an analysis of the data submitted and make a presentation during the next IPEG meeting

106. The Chair asked the Philippines to set a deadline to which they would be able to present the survey result and analysis for their lead project, Border Measure project . 

107. The Philippines responded that should member economies submit their responses by the end of October this year, it would be able to present the project report at the next IPEG meeting

108. The Chair identified US’ Digital Economy/IPR Action 5-8, Non Traditional Trademarks and IP Information Utilization and Dissemination projects as new and/or on-going projects.

109. New Zealand informed the IPEG member economies that it is organizing a forum for Asia-Pacific IP Offices on 9-11 November 2005, but it is not sure if this forum should be included in the list of IPEG projects or not. 

110. APEC Secretariat clarified that APEC self-funded projects should still have the consensus of the 21 member economies, not unless they consider the project as their own and would only be inviting the member economies to attend such forum or activity.

111. To clarify the issue, the Chair suggested that if New Zealand should decide to enter the said symposium as an APEC seminar/forum initiative, they should send a letter to the APEC Secretariat so that it can disseminate the invitation to member economies. The Chair also clarified that New Zealand will be the one to decide on this.

112. The United States informed the IPEG that they are doing a similar project for the ASEAN countries in Bangkok in October. 

113. Regarding Vietnam’s Workshop on IP for SMEs and Micro-enterprises, the Chair requested Vietnam to coordinate with the IPEG Secretariat on the proposed schedule for the said workshop. The Chair hopes to get the information before the next IPEG meeting.

114. China reported that they would be holding an APEC IPR High-Level Symposium on 07-08 September 2005 in Xiamen. China informed the Meeting that attendees to the said Symposium would acquire information on the latest developments on IP protection and cooperation on enforcement in APEC areas.
New Convenorship of the APEC IPEG

115. The Chair informed the IPEG member economies that Korea’s Convenorship of the IPEG would end this year. There is, therefore, a need for the member economies to elect/choose a new convenor at this Meeting. She then opened the floor for nominations.

116. The United States of America nominated Singapore to be the next Convenor for the APEC-IPEG. 

117. The Chair asked Singapore if Singapore will accept the nomination. Singapore responded that they will be honored to accept the nomination. 

118. Australia supported Singapore’s nomination for Convenorship.

119. Chinese Taipei, Thailand and the Philippines also expressed full support for Singapore’s nomination.

120. Indonesia, Mexico, Vietnam, Malaysia, New Zealand and Papua New Guinea also expressed support for Singapore’s nomination.

121. Canada, Chile, Korea, Japan, Hong Kong and People’s Republic of China also supported Singapore’s nomination.

122. Since all attending IPEG member economies expressed support to Singapore’s nomination, the outgoing Chair declared Singapore as the new IPEG Convenor for the next two years, beginning 2006.

123. Australia thanked the outgoing Chair for the Chair’s efforts and the numerous achievements that were accomplished during the Chair’s term.

Agenda Item 10.
Document Access

124. APEC Secretariat stated all meeting materials should be process under the APEC rules and submission of member economies. 

Agenda Item 11.
Future Meetings
125.   The following schedules for the succeeding APEC IPEG Meetings were approved:

i. Vietnam – 22nd APEC IPEG Meeting

ii. Mexico – 23rd APEC IPEG Meeting

126. Australia thanked the Philippines for hosting the 21st IPEG meeting and for making the stay of the delegates a pleasant experience.
127. The Chair adjourned the meeting and said that new coming chair would take over from the middle of the XXII IPEG meeting. 
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