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The APEC Economic Committee (EC) held its first plenary meeting for the year 2008 on 25-26 February in Lima, Peru. The meeting was chaired by Professor Robert Buckle of New Zealand, and attended by Australia; Canada; Chile; the People’s Republic of China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; the Republic of Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Peru; the Philippines; Russia; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States of America; and Viet Nam. 

The Chairs of the Senior Finance Officials’ Meeting (SFOM), Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI), Competition Policy and Deregulation Group (CPDG), Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure (SELI) Coordinating Group, and the Small and Medium Enterprises Working Group (SMEWG) attended parts of the EC meeting to provide briefings; as did a representative from the SOM Chair’s Office, and the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC). The APEC Secretariat was present throughout the meeting. Invited keynote speakers from Australia and Mexico participated in the roundtable discussion on regulatory reform. Invited guests from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) provided a briefing on the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform and participated in the roundtable discussions on regulatory reform and public sector governance as well as other parts of the EC meeting.
1. Chair’s Opening Remarks

The Chair opened the meeting, welcoming EC participants to Lima and noting Peru’s smooth transition to the role of APEC host for 2008.  He noted it had been an enjoyable first year as Chair, with significant progress being made.  The EC has:

· Developed a multi-year work program for the EC to implement the Leaders’ Agenda to Implement Structural Reform (LAISR), which was endorsed by The Annual Ministerial Meeting (AMM) last year.
· Implemented a number of initiatives outlined in our work program, including holding very successful seminars and policy discussions on the key LAISR themes.
· Produced a good 2007 APEC Economic Policy Report on the theme of public sector governance.

The Chair foreshadowed the SOM Policy Dialogue on Structural Reform to be held on 29 February in Lima, and thanked Peru and co-sponsors Australia, New Zealand and the United States for this initiative.

The Chair outlined the key outcomes to achieve from the EC meeting:
· Substantive policy discussions on “Balancing Accountability and Innovation: Practical Measures to Strengthen Public Sector Governance” and “Attributes of a Robust Regulatory Reform Framework”.

· Discussion and endorsement, where appropriate, of project proposals aimed at implementing our work program under each of the five LAISR themes.

· Substantive discussion on the objectives, agenda and discussion papers for the Structural Reform Ministerial Meeting (SRMM), and the Deputies’ Meeting. 

The Chair noted that we are looking forward to the Joint EC-TEL (Telecommunications and Information Working Group) Workshop on E-governance being held after the EC plenary meeting on 27 February 2008. The Chair thanked all economies who have helped develop EC policy discussions and initiatives.

2. Adoption of the Agenda

The meeting agenda was adopted with no amendments (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/001).
3. Roundtable Discussion on Regulatory Reform: Attributes of a Robust Regulatory Reform Framework
The Chair welcomed participants to the roundtable discussion on regulation reform developed by Australia. The Chair introduced this agenda item by noting that the purpose of the discussion is to encourage economies to share experiences of attributes of a robust regulatory reform framework and raise awareness and encourage policy makers to test their own regulatory structures and review processes. This initiative is a good example of how we can use EC meetings to engage in policy discussions.
The Chair thanked Australia for preparing the program for the session (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/012) and the issues paper (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/012anxa) which sets out a framework for the discussion. The paper outlines a series of question for economies to reflect on in terms of their own experiences. Australia, Canada, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Singapore, Thailand, and Peru provided written responses to the issues paper, which Australia has summarized in a paper (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/012anxb). The Chair encouraged all participants to read the economy papers responding to the questions raised in Australia’s issues paper. The Chair welcomed the participation of key note speakers from Australia, Mexico and OECD in the roundtable discussion.

Session 1: Introduction to regulatory reform
The keynote speaker, Ms Erika Quevedo Chan of Mexico, focused her presentation on the Mexican experience of regulatory reform.  The Mexican experience of regulatory reform addressed the “stock” of existing regulation and the “flow” of new regulation. An institution independent of the government ministries (COFEMER) has a mandate to ensure transparency in the formulation of regulation and to promote the development of cost-effective regulation.

Key lessons learned from Mexico’s regulatory reform experience included: 

· Regulatory reform should not be an isolated effort but an integrated, whole-of-government approach.
· Regulatory reform must have strong support and guidance from the highest political levels.
· There must be one government agency responsible for efforts and accountable to follow through on reforms.
· Ensure regulatory reform permeates all levels, including state and municipal levels. 

· Public-private dialogue is essential.
· Reform agencies need to integrate social topics into the regulatory reform efforts.
The Chair invited New Zealand and Peru to share their economy’s experiences with regulatory reform. 
New Zealand stressed the importance of on-going policy review and the need to ask key questions, such as what level of political endorsement has been given to regulatory reform. Seeking to ensure coordination, and assess the role of local government is also important.

Peru explained that they had recently introduced a quality review system for regulation in four ministries and once trialed and fine-tuned the system will be extended to all other ministries. The review system has a dual scope, focusing on market access, and efforts to remove all non-tariff barriers. 

Discussion

The following key points were made during the general discussion:

i. Australia noted the amount of activity happening on the regulatory reform front in the Asia-Pacific region, and asked whether governments were responding just in form or if the actual content of regulation is improving. They also asked whether anyone could think of a specific example where, as result of government endorsement of the regulatory reform process, a government had changed the course in its policy response. 

ii. The Chair asked about the role and impact of the various institutions introduced to support regulatory reform. For example, the Australian Productivity Commission conducts and disseminates a significant amount of research on the effects of improved regulation on economic performance. New Zealand is weighing the merits of such an approach, and the possible benefits of having an institution actually charged with measuring the benefits of regulatory reform.
iii. Canada noted that in April 2007 a Cabinet directive was issued on a more effective regulatory system for new and existing regulations. Some concrete results of the directive include changes to occupational health and safety regulations to protect employee health which led to substantial cost savings. Canada also uses the budget process as a mechanism to enforce quality in regulation.  
iv. Japan has a Minister of State for Regulatory Reform and a Council for the Promotion of Regulatory Reform (CPRR). They observed that they can clearly see the institutional benefits of a regulatory reform framework in Japan. The CPRR regularly reports regulatory reform suggestions to the Prime Minister, which are reflected in the government’s regulatory reform plan. The CPRR also links to the Council on Economic and Fiscal Policy (CEFP) chaired by the Prime Minister. The CPRR is invited to the CEFP, and they discuss what regulatory reform areas are strategically important in the growth strategy. New regulations are subject to rigorous public comment procedures when they are created or amended. Key lessons learned by from Japan’s regulatory reform experience are the importance of:

· Institutions to support regulatory reform to maintain momentum behind reforms.
· Raising public awareness, for example, through the use of econometric analysis of impact of regulatory reform. For example, recent research discovered that as a result of the 60% cut in the number of government regulations since 1995, there has been a 10% rise in Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
Session 2: Designing regulatory reform policy
The key note speakers from the OECD, Mr Josef Konvitz and Ms Evdokia Moise, made presentations on the various attributes of a robust regulatory reform framework and the political challenges of reform (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/018).
According to the OECD there are some key lessons learned from economies that have undertaken successful programs of regulatory reform, including:

· High level leadership is the most important ingredient of success.
· Crises can be a key catalyst for change, but we should not have to wait for a crisis.
· Central regulatory authorities can play a key role in changing administrative culture for the better.
· A short term perspective can be harmful.
· A good communications strategy is important for building a constituency in favor of reform.
· Governments need to be careful to get the level of intervention right. 

The Chair thanked the OECD presenters, welcoming their emphasis on the complementarities between trade reform and structural reform policies.  These complementarities come through clearly in the research literature and it is important to stress this linkage in discussions within APEC. The Chair invited the Singapore and Thailand to comment on their economy’s regulatory reform experiences.
Singapore noted that, while they do not have an overarching regulatory reform framework, they would share the key mechanisms they have for reviewing regulations. Singapore has a Pro-Enterprise Panel (PEP), which is a public-private partnership to review regulation.  The aim of the panel is to reduce regulatory burdens for business and create a vibrant environment for entrepreneurship. 
The PEP has the following features:
· Aims for transparency in review. Every time they receive request to review a rule, even if that rule remains in place after the review, the PEP needs to explain its rationale for keeping the rule. 

· Aims to push agencies to remove regulatory obstacles and only regulate on core issues. 

· Imposes sunset clauses on regulations to force the review of regulation.
· There is high level involvement and commitment in the PEP.  The PEP is chaired by the head of the civil service, and supported by permanent secretaries from the three regulatory agencies.
· Involves officers from the relevant regulatory authorities in review work so they have an understanding of needs of business and why there is value in regulatory reform. 
· Institutionalizes private sector involvement in the regulatory review process. Half of the panel members are from the private sector.

· The PEP regularly ranks how “pro-enterprise” domestic agencies are. 

The key lessons learned from Singapore’s regulatory reform experience are:
· The benefits of adopting a risk management approach to regulation. Often rules are justified for public policy objectives, but agencies are unaware of the costs to business. Even though the rule may make sense at an agency level, the cumulative impact of the rules across the economy, mean that the rule may not be cost effective. 
· Risk management helps economies to move from “water tight” to a “lighter touch” approach to regulation. Public agencies and the general public need to accept that there may be more “untidiness” and instances with negative consequences with a lighter touch approach to regulation. 
· A recent Singaporean example has been seen in the regulation of the charities sector. Under a light handed regulatory approach there will be cases where funds are not well managed, and consequent negative public reaction, and cries of “why did the government not regulate?” It is then tempting for the government to intervene and over-regulate again. Governments need to have processes in place to resist this temptation.

Thailand began a program of regulatory reform, driven at the Prime Ministerial level, over the 1960-1971 period. Since 1988 Thailand has institutionalized social and economic impact assessments and public consultation for all new regulations. The driving factors of regulatory reform in Thailand include concerns over: cost reduction; public welfare; human rights protection; and environmental protection. Thailand uses four indices to examine regulations: economic; social; impact on natural resources and good governance. The private sector, especially Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), are involved in assessing regulations. 
Discussion

The following key points were made during the general discussion:

i. The United States will present its Individual Action Plan (IAP) report at SOM1 that will contain a substantial section on regulatory reform. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) is responsible for overall regulatory reform in the United States.  The OMB has found regulatory reform to be an iterative process, with a need to interact with agencies; and sometimes agencies themselves submit regulations for review. There must be a cost-benefit analysis of any new regulation, and all processes need to involve the public. The OMB has a government-wide task force to reduce paperwork for small business as they often bear the brunt of regulation. The United States is interested in what other economies are doing to lessen the burden of regulation on SMEs. 

ii. Hong Kong, China would like to summarise its experience with successful regulatory reform by the 4-letters "CISE".  "C" means carrots to obtain cooperation and support for regulatory reform.  "I" means creating an optimal environment with effective institutional framework to break inertia to change.  "S" means early involvement of stakeholders to bring understanding and support of regulatory reform.  "E" means effective enforcement to ensure compliance.  Transparency, accountability and level playing fields are crucial in sustaining the momentum of on-going structural and regulatory reform.
Session 3: Regulatory tools, systems and processes for improving the quality of new (flow) and existing (stock) regulations
In his keynote presentation Mr Steve French from Australia provided examples of regulatory burden in Australia, particularly across different states within the federal system. He then shared insights from Australia’s experience with Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) - a tool that helps policy makers to systematically analyze and communicate the impacts of new and existing regulation.  RIA involves identifying and understanding the problem to be addressed by the regulation, and systematically analyzing the solutions that might help address the problem. 
Key lessons from the Australian experience of RIA include the importance of:
· Commencing RIA at the earliest possible stage of developing the relevant policy.
· Screening proposals and getting feedback from stakeholders. However this can be difficult because policy may be developed by the government without consultation because it involves information which is market sensitive, budget, or tax related. 
· Oversight and quality control.

· Mechanisms for ex post review, such as ad hoc or sector specific reviews; sunset clauses; or set review periods for any new regulation. 

· Review of administrative burden targets, for example by the government measuring the existing burden of all regulations and setting a target to reduce the burden by a particular amount, for example by 25%.
There is no simple system for implementing RIA. Each economy needs a method best suited to its own circumstances.

Discussion

The following comments were made during the general discussion:

i. Hong Kong, China has a strict RIA requirement. There are clearly defined key performance indicators for the process, which involves quantifiable and non-quantifiable indicators, including tangible and intangible benefits that the economy can gain from regulating or not regulating. There is flexibility for policy makers about how they consult with the public, for example ministries may issue public consultation papers, use the media to raise awareness, and intensify interest, or hold discussion forums, exhibitions, issue leaflets, and establish websites to allow public input into new or changed regulations. Bureaus are also held accountable as to the level of public consultation that they undertake. There is also a complaints mechanism, with an Ombudsman.

ii. Canada has a Cabinet directive on streamlining regulations which has been in force since 2007. It seeks to ensure that a complete RIA is integrated into new regulations, and each RIA must be signed by the relevant minister and approved by the Treasury Board. The Centre of Regulatory Expertise (CORE) conducts analysis of RIAs and the potential impacts of proposed regulations on a broad array if issues. In addition to consultations, regulations are published in the Government Gazette. Government agencies are required to review their existing policies and programs regularly, and there is a parliamentary committee on the scrutiny of regulations. 

The Chair noted in concluding this session that the beneficiaries of regulatory reform are often dispersed, or cannot be easily identified, while those that are harmed by reform are often more concentrated. Therefore political economy challenges exist in relation to RIA; and institutional approaches can be very valuable tools in the process. The Chair thanked all participants in the discussion and in particular Australia for leading this initiative. The Chair noted that regulatory is a key driver of structural reform and that this discussion will also feed into the agenda, discussion papers and case studies for the Structural Reform Ministerial Meeting (SRMM), to be discussed under item 10 in the EC’s agenda.  

Outcomes
Australia to take into account the roundtable discussion on regulatory reform when developing the agenda, discussion paper and case studies for the SRMM.

4. APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform

The OECD provided the EC with an update on the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform, and presented a synthesis of the results of the five self-assessments that economies have undertaken during 2006 and 2007 (Doc. No. 2008/SOM1/EC/013; 2008/SOM1/EC/017). The synthesis will be made available on the APEC and OECD websites.
The OECD noted that some of the main issues confronting economies undertaking programs of regulatory reform are:

· Implementation issues.
· The reality that governance is critical to investment and that government must have the capacity to adapt to change. 

· The need to link regulatory reform to broader structural reform.

Discussion

The following points were made during the discussion on the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform:

i. Indonesia recently held Seminar on Utilizing the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform in Jakarta, 13-15 June 2007. In the future they would find targeted bilateral assistance beneficial, for example having experts placed within Indonesian ministries to work closely with colleagues on particular issues or reforms.

ii. Australia noted that the proposal for “twinning” arrangements being developed in the SOM Steering Committee on ECOTECH (SCE) might meet this need.  Australia will consult on specific areas where assistance could be given, and regulatory reform is a possible area. 
Outcomes
The APEC Secretariat to liaise with the OECD about making the synthesis report on the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform available on the APEC website.
Australia, when developing the SCE “twinning” proposal, to consider whether support for regulatory reform could be an area of focus.
5. Meeting of “Friends of the Chair” Groups

The EC’s Friends of the Chair (FotC) Groups met in parallel, to discuss their forward work programs, upcoming initiatives, and other business (Doc. 2007/SOM1/EC/002; 2007/SOM1/EC/014). 
6. Updates on Fora Work Programs/ APEC Priorities/ Complementary Work – Part 1
6(i) Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI) Update

The CTI Chair introduced her report by noting that in the 2007 Report to Leaders on Regional Economic integration (REI), there were fifty-three agreed actions. There were also some additional new mandated actions. A tasking sheet has been developed that was circulated in November, and the bulk of the tasks fall to CTI. Among these, the key priorities identified to be progressed in 2008 are:

· Strengthening the multilateral trading system: This is not seen solely as referring to the WTO Doha round, but also in the areas of competition policy, investment and services there will be some work undertaken by APEC which could be utilized by the multilateral trading system. 

· Steps to help developing economies meet the Bogor goals by 2020.
· Strengthening REI model measures: Model measures are due to be completed in 2008. At least 4 of the remaining 8 model measures can be completed by the time of the Ministers Responsible for Trade (MRT) meeting. Economies need to show flexibility to achieve this.
· Trade Facilitation Action Plan (TFAP) 2: The CTI is developing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), for example to KPIs of a 5% reduction in transaction costs.  

· Investment Facilitation Action Plan (IFAP): To be completed by MRT. Some inter-sessional work has been done but there is a long way to go before the IFAP will be ready or even close to completion. Investment is a behind-the-border issue and therefore relates to EC /Structural Reform work. 

6 (ii) Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure (SELI) Coordinating Group Update 

The SELI Coordinating Group Chair briefed members on the SELI work plan for 2008 (Doc. 2007/SOM1/EC/027), and the SELI Voluntary Progress Reports (Doc. 2007/SOM1/EC/026). He also updated EC members on the background, purpose and draft programs of two 2008 SELI project proposals: Survey on Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure for Regional Economic Integration, proposed by Japan (Doc. 2007/SOM3/EC/028); and Train the Trainers on Strengthening Economic Legal Infrastructure in APEC Economies, proposed by Viet Nam (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/029). 
Discussion

The following key points were made during the discussion on the SELI work plan and initiatives:

i. The United States suggested that Japan consult with the Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI) and Competition Policy and Deregulation Group (CPDG) on the Survey on SELI for Regional Economic Integration.
ii. Thailand suggested that the Survey on SELI should take into account progress of economies to meet the Bogor Goals.
iii. Australia, the US and Japan noted that the SELI project proposal to Train the Trainers on SELI in APEC Economies requires further refinement inter-sessionally, for example including some linkages to the APEC Studies Centres and their conference this year, before further consideration by EC2. 
iv. The Chair noted that the SELI projects would be more fully considered under agenda item 8. 
7. Discussion of EC, CPDG and SELI Working Relationship

The Chair introduced this item by noting that the Concluding SOM (CSOM) 2007 agreed that the formal reporting lines of the CPDG and SELI be moved from the CTI to the EC (Doc. 2007/CSOM/023).  The EC needs to think of ways to increase the complementarities between these three fora, and also how best to feed into the broader trade and investment liberalization agenda. Under this item EC would also review the 2008 work programs of the CPDG and SELI.

Discussion

The following key points were made during the discussion on increasing the complementarities between the work of the EC, CPDG and SELI:
i.
Australia noted the need to look for complementarities, and identify a niche for the SELI Coordinating Group. The SELI and competition policy components of the EC’s forward work program should completely capture the work of the SELI Coordinating Group and the CPDG respectively. This could be done through the EC FotC Groups on SELI and Competition Policy. 
ii.
The United States observed that it would be useful if the CPDG meetings could be scheduled close to EC meetings, as is done with SELI and EC meetings.
iii.
Canada commented that there should be complete alignment between the EC’s work programs on SELI and competition policy and the work programs of the SELI Coordinating Group and the CPDG..
The Chair summed up the discussion noting that we should try to align the timing of EC and CPDG at SOM3 and future meetings, as well as the work programs of the EC, CPDG and SELI.
Outcomes
APEC Secretariat to liaise with the APEC taskforce about scheduling CPDG and EC meetings close together at SOM3.
Coordinators of the FotC groups on SELI and CPDG (Hong Kong, China; Japan) to work inter-sessionally with the SELI Coordinating Group and CPDG to align their work programs and bring the revised work programs to EC2. [If work programs of the SELI Coordinating Group and CPDG are completely encompassed by the EC forward work program then there will be no requirement for the SELI Coordinating Group and CPDG to have separate work programs].
8. LAISR Forward Work Program

8(i) Updates from Friends of the Chair (FotC) Group Coordinators on their respective work programs
The Chair noted the EC’s forward work program to implement the Leaders’ Agenda to Implement Structural Reform (LAISR) that was approved by Ministers in 2007 (Doc. 2007/SOM3/EC/014). The Chair invited each of the FotC Group Coordinators to update the EC on their meetings earlier in the day (agenda item 5) and on their respective work programs.
Competition Policy
Hong Kong, China noted the FotC group on competition policy had a fruitful discussion during their morning meeting and felt they should strive for deepening and sustaining the EC’s work effort on competition policy. The group formed a consensus that they should make progress in the following areas:

· Hold another roundtable discussion on competition policy in 2009. Possible themes for the discussion are: infrastructure regulation and competition; energy sector regulation; and telecommunications sector regulation. It would be useful to build on the Seminar on Good Practices in Regulation and Promotion of Efficiency in Transport Infrastructure Facilities to be held at EC2 2008, by bringing in other sectors for similar examination. 
· Undertake a detailed study of how to raise market contestability and examine how to regulate monopolies in infrastructure sectors.  
· Organize a dialogue among regulatory authorities across APEC. 
· Continue to build on the Selected Bibliography of Resources on Competition Policy being developed by Hong Kong, China (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/021rev1). 
Public Sector Governance
New Zealand noted that the EC’s forward work program on public sector governance builds on the 2006 seminar on public sector governance organized by New Zealand, Japan and Malaysia, and includes the following upcoming activities:
· Roundtable discussion on Balancing Accountability and Innovation: Practical Measures to Strengthen Public Sector Governance, organized by Canada, to be held on during the EC plenary meeting tomorrow.
· EC-TEL Seminar on e-governance, sponsored by Chinese Taipei, to be held on 27 February. 
· Workshop on Government Performance and Results Management to be held in Taipei, 26-28 March 2008, sponsored by Chinese Taipei and co-sponsored by New Zealand.
· Building on the Selected Bibliography of Resources on Public Sector Governance developed by New Zealand (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/019).
Regulatory Reform

Australia noted that the FotC group on regulatory reform has an ambitious forward work program, which on is track with the following activities planned:

· Five of the seven chapters of the good practice guidance material on regulatory reform have been drafted, and have been circulated to the FotC group for comment.  The guidance material should be in good shape by May for consideration at the Deputies’ Meeting in June.
· Proposed discussion is held at EC2 2008 reflecting on the key messages from the SRMM, and implications for the EC’s work program.
· If the World Bank Consultancy Study on Measuring the Ease of Doing Business in APEC Economies, sponsored by Singapore, goes ahead, the group would like to have World Band attend EC2 to provide a progress report on this initiative.
· Develop a practical list of schemes that economies have used to ensure public servants are “bought in” to the process of regulatory reform. Chinese Taipei will compile a list of schemes, and contact details if EC members would like further information on the schemes, inter-sessionally.
· The 2009 APEC Economic Policy Report (APER) could be on the theme of regulatory reform. Part 1 of the report could capture material from morning’s Roundtable Discussion on Regulatory Reform: Attributes of a Robust Regulatory Reform Framework. Economies will be provided with another opportunity to provide submissions. The timing of the report would be good, because it is after the SRMM, and could also capture key messages from the ministerial meeting.
· Capacity building initiatives to help economies implement regulatory reforms could be informed by discussion at the SRMM. 

Corporate Governance

The United States outlined the upcoming items in the EC’s corporate governance work program: 
· Seminar on Corporate Governance, self-funded by the United States, and planned for EC2 2008 (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/023). This seminar this will help develop the EC’s forward work program in this area. 
· Roundtable discussion on corporate governance at EC2 2008.  
SELI

Japan noted that their FotC group did not meet earlier in the day, and the material relevant for the update was discussed under agenda items 6 and 7. 

Discussion

The following key points were made during the discussion on the EC’s forward work program:
i. The Chair noted that the EC’s forward work program is a “live” document and is being refreshed as we develop ideas in the EC.
ii. Indonesia welcomed the work program for regulatory reform, and in particular the regulatory reform good practice guidance material. Indonesia asked for clarification on the plans for SRMM endorsement of the good practice guidance material.
iii. OECD welcomed Hong Kong, China’s idea for a roundtable involving regulatory authorities; Chinese Taipei’s initiative on good incentives /programs for public servants; and the suggestion from Australia for completing good practice guidance material. The OECD looks forward to working with APEC on these initiatives.
iv. Australia is interested in ideas of the competition policy FotC group on ways governments can encourage greater contestability, and regulate monopolies in key infrastructure sectors. The group should build on the EC2 2008 Seminar on Best Practices in Regulation and Promotion of Efficiency in Transport Infrastructure Facilities, being sponsored by Peru. Australia would be happy to organize a roundtable in 2009 on this topic at either at EC1 or EC2.

v. The United States noted the need for the FotC groups on regulatory reform and competition policy to coordinate with the CTI Sub-Committee on Standards and Conformance (SCSC) to ensure work is complementary, and to be mindful there is some work on infrastructure being undertaken in some sectoral groups, such as the Transportation Working Group (TPTWG).  
vi. ABAC congratulated the EC on orchestrating good coordination by bringing CPDG and SELI into the EC arena. Welcomed the EC’s valuable work on transportation infrastructure, as well as progress on competition policy and regulatory reform. Supported US comments on working with SCSC, as standards and conformance is a serious issue in ABAC. Noted importance of comments by Indonesia on outputs of the SRMM.  

vii. Peru supported suggestions for further work further building on the Seminar on Good Practices in Regulation and Promotion of Efficiency in Transport Infrastructure Facilities to be held at EC2 2008. Peru is interested in the idea of promoting dialogue among regulatory authorities across APEC. Peru is considering volunteering to undertake a self-assessment using the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform.  

Outcomes
FotC Group Coordinators (Hong Kong, China; New Zealand; Australia; United States; Japan), in consultation with FotC group members, to update their forward work programs inter-sessionally based on the discussion at FotC group meetings, and the EC meeting.

Stocktake of Structural Reform Activities

The APEC Secretariat briefed members on the stocktake of structural reform activities it has undertaken across APEC (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/025). The stocktake is undertaken twice a year to coincide with the two EC plenary meetings. EC members are encouraged to take into account the activities listed in this document when identifying structural reform initiatives, so as to avoid unnecessary duplication and to build on work that has been undertaken. While the stocktake is not intended to be exhaustive, the APEC Secretariat encouraged EC members to alert the Secretariat should there be structural reform activities undertaken by other fora which have not been captured by the stocktake. 

8 (ii)
Progress reports on initiatives

The Chair invited economies to update the EC on the initiatives that are currently underway to implement the EC’s forward work program.
a. Regulatory reform good practice guidance material

Australia referred to their previous comments on the good practice guidance material from during item 8(i).
b. Seminar on good practices in regulation and promotion of efficiency in transport infrastructure facilities

Peru outlined the objectives and structure of the seminar and noted that it is tentatively scheduled for Lima for 15-16 August 2008 on the margins of EC2. Thanked Australia, Indonesia and Mexico for co-sponsoring the initiative. Introduced a new project overseer due to personnel changes, and also noted the date of the seminar had changed from that reflected initially in the project proposal (Sept.) in line with SOM III dates now in August. 
To facilitate information sharing among APEC members, to define and improve best practices in this area, including capacity building activities. Two days with Panel discussions, including “why is regulation transport infrastructure important?”; evaluation of competition policies and laws in each economy; institutional frameworks; review of regulation of transport infrastructure; and equality of security standards in transport infrastructure.   Airport, rail and road infrastructure would be considered. Speakers to be invited will include representatives of the World Bank, OECD, UN, and the Inter-American Development Bank. 

c. Paper reviewing the individual economy reports on public sector governance

Canada provided an update on the paper (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/024).  In December 2007, Canada had circulated a paper summarizing Individual Economy Reports on Public Sector Governance included in the 2007 APEC Economic Policy Report (AEPR).  A number of developments have been identified in that paper, one being the different nature of public sectors in different economies, and the importance of the public sector as part of overall economic activity. Second, was the need to increase the focus on principles of good governance, including support for the rule of law, transparency, accountability and oversight as well as responsiveness to stakeholders. Third, it became apparent that a number of economies are moving towards RBM as a way to balance accountability - by reporting on objectives and outcomes - and innovation - through a greater focus on results or outcomes rather than inputs. Ensuring this balance remains a challenge in APEC economies. This paper, which highlights cross-cutting themes and differences in public sector governance structures in APEC economies, now provides the jumping off point for the Roundtable Discussion on Public Sector governance which will be held tomorrow. 

d. Bibliography of resources on public sector governance

New Zealand noted that a bibliography of resources on public sector governance has been prepared for the information of EC members (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/019). This flowed from the seminar held in Danang in 2006, NZ Treasury Secretary presented a paper entitled The Imperative of Performance in the Public Sector. Arising, from this, NZ has gathered together a bibliography of relevant resources available on Public Sector governance within APEC and other organisations. It will be made available on the EC collaboration site. It has been prepared in consultation with APEC fora, ABAC, APEC Studies Centres and relevant multi-national organisations. NZ has been pleased to assist in its production. 
e. Workshop on government performance and results management

Chinese Taipei noted preparations are well underway for the Workshop on Government Performance and Results Management being held in Taipei on 27-29 March 2008 (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/011). The Workshop will focus on strategic performance management for the whole of government; good practices in target setting; monitoring and measuring progress; evaluating and reporting performance. It will also includes a demonstration of the use of ICT in the Public Sector Governance by Chinese Taipei.
f. Roundtable discussion on corporate governance reform

The United States noted plans to hold a roundtable discussion during the EC2 2008 meeting on corporate governance reform. 
g. Study outline of cross-border mergers and acquisitions in APEC and their implications for exports, FDI and growth

Hong Kong, China provided an update on the preparation of a study and noted that a detailed study outline would be brought to EC2 2008 for discussion and comment (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/022). Have finished consulting related APEC fora and obtained endorsement of the study, including SELI, IEG, CPDG and taken account of advice from other related fora. We have now entered the tender procedure, and will select a consultant by mid-April, commencing the study by May. Objectives set out in document. A tentative timetable: present agreed study proposal and literature review to EC 2 and by EC 1 2009 Key Findings to EC 1 2009, bet EC 1 and EC 2 – draw up key insights and by EC 2 2009 Present Full report.  
h.  Trends and Perspectives on Human Capital: Study Report

Japan presented a paper which is an outcome of a research project proposed by Japan and endorsed by EC in 2005. The results of the study, focusing on human capital in APEC, are contained in this paper (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/015).

i.   Selected bibliography of Resources on Competition Policy 

Hong Kong, China made a brief presentation on the bibliography under preparation through the FotC group. It takes account of work being done by other APEC fora and other Committees such as CTI. An update is contained in (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/021). Recalling the comments made earlier by CTI Chair, the EC Chair commented on whether there would be scope to include something in the bibliography on the relationship between Competition Policy and trade. HK China welcomed the suggestion. 

8 (iii) Discussion of initiatives seeking EC endorsement

a.
Seminar on Corporate Governance

United States presented the self-funded project proposal for a seminar on corporate governance to be held on the margins of SOM3 2008 (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/023).

Discussion

The following key points were made:

i. Australia, Canada Chinese Taipei, Thailand, and ABAC expressed support for the initiative. 

ii. Australia, Canada, and ABAC may be able to contribute a speaker for the seminar.  

iii. Thailand expressed an interest in co-sponsoring the seminar.

Key outcome

The Chair noted this initiative is endorsed by the EC.

b.
Consultancy Study by the World Bank on Measuring the Ease of Doing Business in APEC 

Singapore gave a presentation on their self-funded proposal for a Consultancy Study by the World Bank on Measuring the Ease of Doing Business in APEC (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/003).   The study will look at the impact of regulatory reform on a range of macro-level economic indicators such as economic growth, inward FDI and job creation, as well as the regulatory burden’s impact on firm level indicators like job creation and investment. The study will also include case studies of reforms in APEC economies. The findings will reiterate the importance of reducing regulatory burden and identify priorities for reform, thereby giving further impetus to the regulatory reform agenda in APEC. Singapore also presented a proposal to fund World Bank staff to attend EC meetings to regularly update and seek feedback from the EC on the Consultancy Study (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/004). The two projects are co-sponsored by Brunei Darussalam and Peru

Discussion

The following key points were made in the discussion that followed:

i. Australia, Japan, Peru, Chinese Taipei, and the United States expressed support for the proposal. Meanwhile, Chinese Taipei also expressed interest in contributing its case study to Singapore's initiative.
ii. OECD noted that the Ease of Doing Business indicators are a way into regulatory reform, and not a substitute for it.  The EC can assist by making these linkages.

iii. Australia noted that Singapore has consulted well on the project proposal and that the study extends previous work that has been done using the indicators. Japan noted that the study would prove useful for the EC’s discussions on regulatory reform,

iv. Philippines are comfortable with the idea of the proposal, but added a note of caution with the use of data from the Ease of Doing Business database. Indonesia also commented on the accuracy of the database.

v. Hong Kong, China commented that close coordination is needed with the Small and Medium Enterprises Working Group (SME-WG) on this project, and that there were other datasets that could also be looked at. Peru suggested the work of other APEC fora be reviewed. United States noted that the proposal complements the Private Sector Development work program being led by the SME-WG..

vi. ABAC noted that private sector participation needs to be explicated stated in the project proposal.

vii. Indonesia expressed concerns about being a subject of a case proposed as part of the study. Chile noted that case studies should be voluntary. Singapore noted that they would of course respect that and would remove Indonesia from the proposed case studies.

Key outcome

The Chair noted that this initiative is endorsed by the EC and encouraged Singapore to undertake discussions inter-sessionally with economies that have made suggestions, including economies that are proposed as case studies. 

c.
Viet Nam Sponsored SELI Workshop on Training of the Trainers on Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure for APEC Member Economies

Viet Nam presented their project proposal on Training of the Trainers on SELI for APEC Member Economies (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/029). The project has been endorsed in principle by the SELI Coordinating Group at the SELI1 2008 meeting. The project will involve a three day interactive training course planned for Hanoi in July 2008, to train lecturers and teachers at university level on economic legal infrastructure. In terms of addressing the BMC2 criteria of urgency of the project, the APEC Economic Leaders’ Meeting (AELM) in Sydney called on Senior Officials to intensify APEC’s work on structural reform. Peru as current host is committed to advancing implementation of structural reform, as a priority theme for APEC 2008, and for the SRMM. SELI is among the five elements of LAISR and this project will contribute to APEC’s work in this area. 

Discussion

The following key points were made in the discussion that followed:

i. Japan commented that they appreciate the initiative, but need more time to decide whether they can be a co-sponsor of the project.
ii. Australia noted that while “train the trainers” is an appealing concept, SELI is a broad concept and the scope of the training needs to be narrowed down based on the identification of where the major gaps are knowledge that need to be addressed (e.g. competition law or corporate governance). United States agreed the scope of the project needs to be narrowed down; this will enable greater precision in identifying attendees and speakers. 
iii. Chile noted the project has merit, and fits with APEC’s focus on capacity building. Agreed that the project scope is too broad, especially given the diversity of legal systems in APEC. Suggested the project could focus on trade law capacity building, or investment policy and law.  
iv. Viet Nam agreed to refine the proposal further and that it should focus on certain aspects of SELI. Viet Nam would see this as an urgent project, with the seminar planned for July 2008. 

Key outcome

The Chair concluded that there is goodwill toward the intentions of proposal. The Chair invited Viet Nam to work inter-sessionally with interested economies to refine the proposal, to ensure it is focused, and the target audience is clear; and to find the requisite two co-sponsors for the project.

9.
Roundtable Discussion on Balancing Accountability and Innovation: Practical Measures to Strengthen Public Sector Governance 

Introduction

The Chair welcomed participants to the roundtable discussion on balancing accountability and innovation: practical measures to strengthen public sector governance. The Chair thanked Canada for preparing an issues paper for the discussion (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/024) and for economies that submitted responses to the questions proposed by Canada (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/024anxa). The Chair introduced this discussion by noting that its purpose is to on examine how an economy can effectively use Results-Based Management (RBM) to help achieve a balance between accountability and innovation in the public sector. 
Canada provided an introduction to the roundtable discussion. 
The Chair noted that the key objective for today’s roundtable is to examine how an economy can effectively use RBM to help achieve a balance between accountability and innovation in the public sector. Economies are encouraged to share any practical measures they have adopted to ensure such a balance. It is hoped that discussion will raise awareness among officials of how to improve efficient and effective public sector governance systems.

The following economies presented the key findings from their submissions: United States, Thailand, Peru, New Zealand, Canada, and Australia, as set out in Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/024anxa.
Discussion

The following key points made during the roundtable discussion:

· Governments need to set and encourage innovative and ambitious performance targets; high level political involvement and prioritizing areas for evaluation are important.
· Resource constraints can hamper innovation.
· The need for accountability seems to be encouraged by Results-Based Management.
· Innovation is encouraged by inter-agency cooperation and communication, and by a common set of rules across government.
· There is a challenge in determining how to measure qualitative versus quantitative outcomes. 

· For some economies, there is a lack of commonality in performance management across Federal and State programs. 

· Multi-departmental programs, can make measuring performance and inputs from each department challenging. 

· Performance pay is a tool that can be used to encourage performance of officials.
· Challenge of aligning individual agency goals and overall government objectives.
· Sometimes the compliance costs are not factored into public sector budgets. It would be good to find practical examples of governments trying to streamline performance management.

· If the leadership or policy changes, there should be scope for adjustment of performance agreement according to new goals. 

The Chair concluded that public sector performance is important because public resources make up a substantial part of the resources of most APEC economies, and so it is important and these should be used as efficiently as possible. Public sector  resources should be targeted on what government and public priorities. The government’s use of resources can affect the productivity of the private sector which relates to growth and living standards.  

Outcome

The Public Sector Governance FotC group consider implications of the discussion for the EC’s work programme on public sector governance.

10.
Update on the Structural Reform Ministerial Meeting 

Australia provided an update on preparations for the Structural Reform Ministerial Meeting (SRMM), to be held in Melbourne Australia on 3-5 August 2008 (see the compendium of draft meeting documents contained in Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/020).   The SRMM will use a case study approach, and will be seeking contributions from member economies. Possible deliverables are outlined in the draft abstract of the Joint Ministerial Statement (JMS). A possible deliverable is for economies to voluntary undertake reviews of institutions and processes of reform. Invitations to Ministers will be sent in early May 2008.  The organizers plan to invite the OECD, Asian Development Bank (ADB), the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) and ABAC to the SRMM.

The Deputies’ Meeting, will be held 6-8 June 2008 in Brisbane, and will be chaired by Mr. Jim Murphy, the Executive Director of the Markets Branch at the Australian Treasury. That meeting will aim to finalize the objectives, format, and key themes of the SRMM, agree to the broad structure, focus and content of the discussion papers, and consider a draft of the Joint Ministerial Statement.

Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. Indonesia commented that a dialogue with business may not be appropriate for the first SRMM, and they hoped that the agenda for the Deputies’ Meeting could follow the agenda for the Ministerial Meeting. Questioned how many delegates can attend Deputies meeting.

ii. The United States noted that they see the SRMM as a one time ad hoc event. They appreciate the narrowing of the agenda. It is likely that the United States will be represented by the Council of Economic Advisors.  Commented on the importance of a business interaction on this topic, given concerns about behind-the-border impediments to trade. 

iii. Singapore sees value in the business dialogue, and wondered if there shouldn’t be scope for Ministers to discuss business perspectives during session 3. Suggested that session 3 may want to be positioned such that the rest of the LAISR agenda is not forgotten. 

iv. Malaysia noted Ministers may need some familiarization with the concept of structural reform and its relationship to APEC, LAISR etc. Malaysia is considering sending the Minister of their Prime Ministers’ Office to the SRMM. Indonesia agreed that we needed to provide more information and context about APEC’s work on structural reform. 

v. ABAC noted support for the SRMM. Business involvement is important in the Leaders’ and the Finance Ministers’ Meetings, and business and the interaction is greatly valued. The JMS should reflect the value of dialogue with the business community.

vi. Japan asked how many business representatives would be invited to the dialogue. Philippines queried what the topics for the dialogue with business would be.

vii. OECD suggested that careful consideration be given to a communications for the SRMM, and that this should be included on the agenda for the Deputies’ Meeting.

Australia made the following remarks in response to the questions and comments raised in the discussion: 

· View the SRMM as an ad hoc meeting.  

· Will consult bilaterally on appropriate ministerial attendance.

· In consultations, many economies liked the idea of business involvement. 

· Do not want the rest of the LAISR agenda to be lost. See regulatory reform as core, as it drives reform in other areas.

· Welcome written comments on the material distributed.

· A background note has been prepared to provide Ministers with context, including the role of APEC and the EC’s work program.

· The SRMM will focus on the assistance APEC can provide economies to implement structural reforms, and could perhaps look at the “twinning initiative”.

· There will be approximately six, very senior, business representatives. Australia is aiming for a broad geographical coverage of business representatives.

· Communications issues will be included in the Deputies’ agenda. Topics for the business dialogue will be finalized at the Deputies’ Meeting.

11. Updates on for a work programs/APEC priorities/complementary work – Part 2

11 (i)
SOM Chair Report on APEC 2008 Priorities and SOM Policy Dialogue 

A representative from the SOM Chair’s Office provided an update on APEC’s priorities for 2008: supporting the multilateral trade negotiations process; regional economic integration agenda; structural reform, and supporting APEC reform; and tabled a paper on corporate social responsibility (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/032).  Uupdated EC members on the SOM Policy Dialogue on Structural Reform that took place on 29 February 2008.

11 (ii)
Competition Policy and Deregulation Group (CPDG) Convener Report on Work Programme

The CPDG Convener provided an update on the CPDG activities for 2008, including the CPDG projects being implemented in 2008: 

· CPDG Seminar for Sharing Experiences in APEC Economies on Relations between Competition Authorities and Regulator Bodies (Doc. CTI 13/2008T).

· CPDG Fourth APEC Training Course on Competition Policy (Doc. CTI 14/2008T).

· EC/CPDG Seminar on Best Practices in Regulation and Promotion of Efficiency in Key Infrastructure Sectors (Doc. EC 02/2008T).

The CPDG Convener noted that he looked forward to engaging with the EC on the CPDG initiatives. The Convener tabled the CPDG Work Plan for 2008 (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/005), Terms of Reference (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/006), and the Competition Policy 2008 Collection Action Plan (Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/007).

11 (iii)
ABAC Report on 2008 Priorities and Initiatives

An ABAC representative presented the outcomes of the first ABAC meeting for 2008.  This meeting took place in Jakarta, from 21-24 January, under the theme “Mind the gap: making globalization an opportunity for all”. The rationale behind this theme is that, although APEC has advanced towards the achievement of its goals, there is an important gap within economies, between those people who have benefited from growth and globalization and those who have not. In 2008, ABAC will focus on making recommendations on measures to transform growth into lasting development, so as to spread the benefits of globalization more widely between and within APEC economies.

Discussions also covered the compliance and advancement of the Bogor Goals, the WTO Doha Development Round, the feasibility of the Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacific (FTAAP), and the role and development of SMEs. There was some focus on how ABAC should respond to the initiative by APEC Leaders to develop an Investment Facilitation Action Plan (IFAP). ABAC views on the IFAP were tabled in Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/008. 

There was strong endorsement from ABAC for the SRMM. In 2008 ABAC will be supporting practical capacity building initiatives, and working with the EC on Singapore’s Ease of Doing Business project. The ABAC Work Plan for 2008 was tabled as Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/009. 

Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. Peru asked whether ABAC is taking an interest in Sovereign Wealth Fund (SWF) issues. ABAC has concern that governments might over-react to SWFs, which could impact on international financial flows. ABAC would like to discuss this issue with APEC Leaders.

ii. The Chair thanked ABAC for the presentation, noting that, fundamental to a lot of the work this EC does, is how the work impinges on the environment for doing business in the region.
11 (iv)
Senior Finance Officials Chair (SFOM) Update on Work Programme

The SFOM Chair provided the EC with an update on the work of the SFOM. The Chair noted that it is vital for EC and SFOM to work closely together and keep each other informed. SFOM3 had already occurred in Lima in December, and was a success, with almost all economies represented and participation of the IMF, World Bank, and Asian Development Bank. The two key topics SFOM is progressing in 2008 are: performance budgeting and reform of capital markets. The SFOM work program was tabled at Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/031.

The SFOM Chair also wished to inform the meeting of change of Dates for Finance Ministers’ Meeting (FMM) to be held 6-7 November, in Trujillo; and SFOM 4 to be held 9-11 of July, in Cusco. 

The Chair noted that EC needs to keep abreast of the priorities that are being pursued in the SFOM process. He was delighted that during Australia’s host year, the Chair of SFOM invited him to meetings to discuss the work of the EC, and the SFOM Chair did the same. The three key economic policy committees in APEC are the SFOM, for macro-economic and financial issues; the Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI) for trade and investment liberalization and facilitation; and the EC, for domestic structural policies. There are important inter-connections and complementarities between the work of these three committees. For example the EC policy dialogue on balancing accountability and innovation: practical measures to strengthen public sector governance would be of interest to SFOM. Work on reforming capital markets has interest for the regulatory reform and competition policy EC FotC groups. The EC will keep connecting with SFOM meetings through the EC Chair, or Vice Chair or economy representative attending SFOM meetings on behalf of the Chair. 

11 (v)
Small and Medium Enterprises Working Group (SME-WG) Update on Working Programme

The SME-WG Lead Shepherd gave a report on current initiatives of the SME-WG, including the Private Sector Development (PSD) Work plan, which is relevant to the Singapore Consultancy Study by the World on Measuring the Ease of Doing Business in APEC, and SELI work. The Lead Sheppard’s presentation was tabled as Doc. 2008/SOM1/EC/031 33.

Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. Chinese Taipei noted the role of the workshop that they are hosting on Government Performance and Results Management in assisting SMEs.

ii. ABAC commented that they will be holding summits on SMEs in China in August, and in Lima. It is important to ensure this work is coordinated with the SME-WG.. SME-WG Lead Sheppard noted they will coordinate with ABAC including by inviting ABAC to relevant SME-WG events.

iii. The Chair noted that institutions and the broader policy framework need to be considered in addition to immediate costs of doing business.

11 (vi)
Update on the APEC Policy Support Unit (PSU) 

Australia gave an update on implementation plans for the Policy Support Unit (PSU) in their capacity as a major donor. So far contributions of support have been pledged by Australia, Japan and Singapore. There may be some other informal expressions of interest. The EC is one of the key fora for research and the EC Chair will be on the Board of Governors of the PSU. A paper on governance arrangements will be considered at SOM1.

The Chair noted that looking ahead we will have to think about how the PSU will be able to contribute to EC work, for example implementing the EC’s forward work program for LAISR. The SRMM may also identify some areas for future work by the PSU.

12.
2008 APEC Economic Policy Report (AEPR)

12 (i)
Part 1: The Role of Competition Policy in Structural Reform

Japan briefed the EC on the draft of part 1 of the AEPR on the Role of Competition Policy in Structural Reform.  The draft was tabled as Doc. 2008/SOMI/EC/010. The theme of the 2008 AEPR of competition policy was identified because of a number of initiatives from last year that provided material to feed into a rich report.

Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. Australia noted that they will incorporate the key messages from the roundtable discussion creating a competition culture, held at EC2 2007, into the appropriate section  of part 1. They will provide other comments to Japan inter-sessionally.

ii. United States asked what the timeline for comments to be provided was. Indonesia mentioned that the report was within the mandate of the Indonesian competition authority. Japan requested comments by the end of March.

Outcomes

Economies requested to provide feedback to Japan on the draft of part 1 of the 2008 AEPR by the 31 March 2008.

12 (ii)
Part 2: Competition Policy at Different Stages of Development
Peru gave a briefing on their preparation for the part 2 of the AEPR on the topic of Competition Policy at Different Stages of Development.  The part will have three sections.  Section 1 will outline the topics, questions and objectives of the part, section 2 will review the literature on economic development and competition policy, and session 3 will assess competition policies implemented at different stages of development.  The part will include a matrix plotting competition policy arrangements against different stages of economic development. Peru requested responses to the questionnaire that they circulated to economies by the end of May.

Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. Australia asked for clarification of the key messages of the part, and what Peru hoped would be revealed by the questionnaire and matrix. Peru noted that the part would study the relationships between level of development and competition policy regimes.  The Chair suggested that Peru could look at challenges posed by different stages of development to implementing a robust competition policy regime, and lessons on how these challenges could be overcome.

ii. Japan noted that they look forward to working with Peru on the parts 1 and 2 of the AEPR.

Outcomes

Economies requested to submit a response to Peru’s questionnaire for part 2 by the 31 May 2008.

12 (iii)
Part 3: Individual Economy Reports on Competition Policy

The APEC Secretariat updated the EC on the timeline for submission of Individual Economy Reports (IERs) as well as the final texts of part 1 and 2. The deadlines for submission are:

· 3 May 2008 for Individual Economy Report contributions to part 3.

· 3 October 2008 for the final texts of Part 1 (prepared by Japan), Part 2 (prepared by Peru) and the synthesis of Individual Economy Reports (prepared by Peru). 

Members were also reminded that the template for IER submissions is posted on the EC APEC Collaboration Site (ACS) at: http://member.aimp.apec.org/acms_sites/ec/default.aspx
Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. The United States asked whether there is a document, such as a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) that guides the development of the AEPR, in order to institutionalize good practices for a strong AEPR.

12 (iv)
Options to enhance the effectiveness of the AEPR

The United States briefed the EC on possible options to enhance the effectiveness of the AEPR.  The United States suggested the following initiatives be undertaken to improve the effectiveness of the Report:

· Undertake a survey of users of the AEPR (including EC members, ABAC, APEC Study Centers, and policy and academic institutions in member economies) to get their feedback on the effectiveness of the Report, and how its effectiveness could be enhanced.

· Preparation of a MoU to institutionalize good practices in preparing the AEPR, such as consultation amongst authors of parts 1 and 2 of the report, the preparation of a summary of IERs for inclusion in the report.

Discussion

In the discussion that followed:

i. ABAC and New Zealand noted the AEPR needs to get out to relevant stakeholders and endorsed the idea of survey of users of the Report.

ii. The Chair recalled that debate on the order of parts of the report and themes for the report occurred when the AEPR was established. We need to balance off against enshrining best practices in a MoU, and encouraging innovation in the report.  

Outcomes

United States to develop a survey and MoU outlining good practices for preparing and the AEPR and for consideration at EC2 2008.

APEC Secretariat to liaise with economies about providing a list of institutions for the AEPR and survey to be distributed to.

13 
Other Business

13 (i)
Briefing from APEC Secretariat
The APEC Secretariat gave a brief update on Secretariat developments of interest to EC members, including:

· Progress on the implementation of an APEC Policy Support Unit (PSU). The SOM meeting next week would consider governance arrangements for the PSU, which would allow the process of recruitment for a Unit Manager to begin.

· Reminded members of the 7 March deadline for submission of any urgent project proposals to the Secretariat for BMC2 consideration. Proposals would need to be uploaded to the Project Database by that date. QAFs need to be completed for projects seeking APEC funding, but not for self-funded projects. QAFs need to be completed by the 7 March deadline.

· Noted the two year term of current EC Chair, Professor Bob Buckle, will come to an end at the end of the 2008 calendar year. Nominations for the EC Chair for 2009-10 should be submitted to the APEC Secretariat, by the 31 May 2008 and include the CV of the candidate. The EC Chair for 2009-10 will be decided at EC2 2008. 

13 (ii) 
Economic Committee Communications Plan 

The APEC Secretariat provided a briefing on the EC Strategic Communications Plan that has been developed in conjunction with the EC Chair’s Office. The briefing covered the communications goals and objectives, target audiences, key messages and some of the recent outreach activities that have been undertaken for the EC, for instance an APEC e-Newsletter article on structural reform, a new brochure on Structural Reform (provide in the room and available as a download form the APEC website) and a media release and webcasts planned for the EC-TEL E-governance workshop and the SOM Policy Dialogue on Structural Reform.  The EC Strategic Communications Plan is available on the APEC EC Collaboration Site.

13 (iii)
FotC Coordinators Lunch
The Chair noted that the coordinators of the FotC groups held a lunch on the 26 February.  The most substantive issue discussed was the relationship between the work of the EC and its sub fora, the CPDG and SELI. 

Discussion

Japan on behalf of the SELI Chair noted that the SELI Chair would like to support the EC’s activities, and avoid possible duplication between the work of the EC and the SELI Coordinating Group. SELI wants to focus on debt collection, corporate law and insolvency law.  The SELI Chair wants to encourage ministries in charge of these activities to participate in SELI Coordinating Group meetings.  The SELI Chair would like to discuss these issues inter-sessionally.

Key Outcome

The Chair noted that a memorandum would be prepared by the EC Chair’s Office outlining the issues discussed at the lunch for circulation to EC members inter-sessionally.

13 (iv) Document Classification List

The APEC Secretariat finalized the Document Classification List (Doc. No. 2008/SOM1/EC/000) for documents tabled at the meeting.

Joint APEC EC-TEL Workshop on e-Governance

The papers for this joint seminar can be found on the Meeting Document Database. 
1

