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Introduction

1.

The 28th meeting of the APEC Intellectual Property Rights Experts’ Group (IPEG XXVIII) was held on 25-26 February 2009 at the Waterfront Ballroom II, Grand Copthorne Waterfront Hotel, Singapore.
2.

The meeting was attended by representatives from the following APEC Member economies: Australia, Canada, Chile, China, Hong Kong, China, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Philippines, Singapore, Chinese Taipei, Thailand, the U.S. and Vietnam. The Chair of IPEG, the Program Director of IPEG, the Assistant to IPEG Chair also attended the meeting.  Two representatives from the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) attended the morning session of 26 February 2009.

Agenda Item 1: Opening

3.

The Chair opened the 28th IPEG meeting and welcomed all Members and guests to the dynamic city of Singapore.  
Agenda Item 2: Report on Previous Activity of IPEG

(2a)
APEC

Update / Information from APEC Secretariat

4.

APEC Secretariat thanked the IPEG Chair and his assistant for their support in the preparations for the meeting and thanked Singapore for their excellent organisation of the Seminar on Technology Transfer, which took place before the IPEG Plenary meeting. The Secretariat informed Members that the APEC Secretariat Report on APEC Development (2009/SOM1/IPEG/017) had not been printed out for Members but had been posted on IPEG area of AIMP. The report would also be posted to the Meeting Document Database after the meeting.
5.

APEC Project Management Unit Team Leader, Ms. Evelyn Loh, gave a brief presentation on the revised project approval procedures carried out by Budget Management Committee (BMC).  
6. 

APEC Communications and Public Affairs News Manager, Ms. Carolyn Williams, gave a brief introduction to the works of APEC Communications and Public Affairs.  
7.

The Chair asked if APEC Communications and Public Affairs would offer translation services to Members on converting English materials into their respective local languages.  Ms. Williams responded APEC Communications and Public Affairs did not provide such assistance due to limited resources.
(2b)
TILF

Update by Peru on “Raising Awareness and Providing Policy Insights on Promoting Appropriate Access to Genetic Resources and Protection of Traditional Knowledge in APEC Economies (CTI23/2008T)
8.

Peru gave a presentation on the survey results of the “Raising Awareness and Providing Policy Insights on Promoting Appropriate Access to Genetic Resources and Protection of Traditional Knowledge in APEC Economies”.  
9.

The Chair thanked Peru for its continuous effort and passion on the issue of genetic resources and traditional knowledge.  Australia also thanked Peru for the presentation, and would appreciate if a written report of the survey could be provided to Members to review.  Peru welcomed this suggestion and would invite Members to review the written report of the survey later.
10.

Since many economies were running information systems to compile their traditional knowledge, Indonesia suggested that Members could share the format of how the traditional knowledge could be placed on record.  The Chair invited Peru to discuss bilaterally with Indonesia on this suggestion and requested Peru to report the progress in the coming meeting.
11.

Korea also commented that other social dimensions, such as natural resources could be included in the survey.
(2c)
Self-funded

APEC Supply Chain Integrity Seminar (8-9 January 2009)
12.

The U.S. made an oral update on the APEC Supply Chain Integrity Seminar (CTI01/2009S) held on 8-9 January 2009 in Hong Kong, China.  The Seminar was well-received: over 90 participants and nine economies sent representatives to the Seminar; where speakers from various sectors joined to exchange experiences in supply chain integrity.  The U.S. thanked Hong Kong, China, the co-organiser of the Seminar for its assistance.
13.

Hong Kong, China, commented that the Seminar was a great success.
APEC IPEG Survey on Copyright Limitations and Exceptions

14.

Chile made a presentation on the draft report of the APEC IPEG Survey on Copyright Limitations and Exceptions, where 13 economies had responded to this 34-question survey.  A full draft report was available on the APEC Collaboration System.
15.

The Chair, China and Japan thanked Chile for compiling this comprehensive report which was beneficial to Members.  Japan further commented when establishing exceptions and limitations, the interests of both stakeholders and the public should be considered in a balanced manner.
16.

Both New Zealand and Chinese Taipei asked if the draft report would be updated from time to time or a follow-up study would be carried out, in order to reflect changes of the copyright legislation in APEC economies.  The Chair echoed this call.

17.

Indonesia made a further enquiry on the exact provision of copyright limitations and exceptions in each economy.  Chile replied detailed information could be found in the full draft report.
Agenda item 3: Interactions with CTI

18.

CTI Chair, Ms. Elizabeth Chelliah, attended the meeting and made a brief presentation on the paper “APEC Regional Economic Integration Agenda Multi-Year Work Plan”.  Ms. Chelliah also gave an oral update on the FTA/RTA and the interaction between APEC and ASEAN.
19.

The Chair thanked the CTI Chair for her comprehensive overview of the CTI’s work.  Since most IPR-protection was done through national legislation, the Chair felt that regional harmonisation of IPR-protection would be challenging to APEC economies.  Notwithstanding that, due to the WTO TRIPS agreement, the IPR-field was already relatively harmonised among APEC Economies.  
20.

The Chair further supplemented that by conducting surveys and studies on commonly interested topics, IPEG had greatly improved the transparency of matters relating to IPR.   IPEG was keen on inter-sub-fora collaboration, for instance, the joint-meeting with SCCP held in February 2008.

21.

The Chair noted that “Patent Acquisition Procedures” was not listed in the CTI Priorities, but IPEG would continue to work on the issue.
22.

Thailand thanked the CTI Chair and questioned how CTI integrated all IPEG surveys into the current CTI actions.  CTI Chair responded that IPEG regularly reported back to CTI and the reports would then be discussed during CTI Meetings.  The Chair also supplemented that IPEG Collective Action Plan (IPEG CAP) also summarised the current surveys to CTI.

23.

Thailand pointed out that the Digital Economy and IPR Workplan of CTI did not reflect previous works of IPEG, while CTI members were given limited time to consider before being endorsed.  The CTI Chair replied that FOTC put forward this Workplan.  Furthermore, the CTI Chair commented that this Workplan was a CTI document and CTI members could comment on it.

24.

The CTI Chair recalled that the Workplan had firstly been circulated in December 2008, while sufficient time was allowed for CTI members to consult with their internal experts.  The CTI Chair conveyed her respect in how CTI members consulted their internal experts, such as IPEG Members of respective economy.  Furthermore, the CTI Chair encouraged economies including Thailand to actively participate in the FOTC in order to improve transparency.

Agenda item 4: CTI priorities

(4a)
Support for WTO – deepening the dialogue on intellectual property policy and protection of emerging fields in IPR

(4a-i)
Protection for geographical indications

Draft Proposal – Report on the Geographical Indications Regimes in APEC Economies
25.

Developed in 2006, a geographical Indications (GI) questionnaire was open to Members.  On a self-funded basis, Mexico proposed to draft a report based on the economies’ responses to the questionnaire, and invited members to update their information on the questionnaire.  A draft report would be ready by 29th IPEG Meeting for discussion.
26.

The U.S. thanked Mexico for the initiative, and asked if this report intended to summarise national policies on GI.  Mexico replied this report would be a mere summary of facts and data gathered by the questionnaire in 2006.

27.

Australia and Canada thanked Mexico for the initiative and reminded the Group that GI protection was a multi-level topic. They reiterated that the report should be a factual report, and contain no policy analysis.  Mexico replied this report would be a factual report and would not contain any policy analysis.
28.

The U.S. asked if the work of compiling this report would be outsourced.  Mexico replied that the whole task would be handled in-house.  The U.S. asked that the report be limited to a compilation of the responses, that economies be given the opportunity to update their 2006 submission prior to issuance of the report, and that all economies must agree to the reporting language before it is made publicly available on the APEC website.
29.

China requested some extra time to coordinate with different Ministries in Beijing.  Mexico emphasised that Members had responded to the questionnaire in 2006. The report would be a compilation of the results of questionnaire.

30.

The Chair encouraged China and Mexico to have a bilateral discussion on this issue and come back to the Plenary Meeting later.

31.

On 26 February 2009, Mexico reported to the Plenary Meeting that China had agreed to support Mexico in drafting the report.  The Chair summarised the Report on GI Regimes in APEC Economies should be factual in nature without policy elements, while Mexico should seek comments from Members after finishing the Report.  IPEG endorsed Mexico to compile the Report.
(4a-ii)
Protection of genetic resources (GR), traditional knowledge (TK) and folklore

Protection of Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore
32.

Peru put forward an initiative on developing a living document summarising the protection of genetic resources, traditional knowledge and folklore.

33.

The Chair thanked Peru for his continuous efforts on promoting the protection of the genetic resources, traditional knowledge and folklore.  IPEG agreed the initiative.
(4a-iii) 
Protection of Plant Variety Protection System

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4b)
Support for APEC Investment Facilitation Action Plan

Utilising New technology to Improve Investment Environment
4(b-i)
Providing Adequate and Effective Protection of Technology and Related Intellectual Property Rights

APEC IPEG Trading Ideas 2009 (CTI04/2009T)

34.

Singapore gave a brief update on the “APEC IPEG Trading Ideas 2009” (CTI04/2009), which would be held on 30-31 July 2009 in Singapore.  Prominent speakers were invited to give speeches in the event.
35.

The Chair thanked Singapore for the update and noted that Director General of the World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPO), Dr. Francis Gurry, would be one of the speakers to the event.  Subject to CTI’s approval on non-member participation, the Chair suggested having an additional meeting session with Dr. Gurry to exchange opinions on important intellectual property issues.
36.

Australia, Canada, Thailand, Mexico and the U.S. supported the Chair’s suggestion.

37.

The Chair invited Singapore, host economy of 2009 and the project overseer, to coordinate this additional meeting session.  The Chair also noted that other senior officials were also invited to speak for the event, and would like to extend the invitation to these senior officials.
38.

Singapore appreciated the Chair’s suggestion and would coordinate the additional meeting session with Dr. Gurry and other senior officials. 
Project for Training Intellectual Property Rights Information Facilitators Using e-Learning Content – IP Xpedite

39.

Korea gave a brief presentation on the latest developments of the “Project for Training Intellectual Property Rights Information Facilitators Using e-Learning Content – IP Xpedite”.  The project was targeted to commence in March 2009.
40.

The Chair thanked Korea for this wonderful IPR training resource and invited Members to further enrich IP Xpedite.

WIPO-IMPI Distance Learning Courses (DL101S) and the Inauguration of IMPI’s Virtual Conference Room

41.

Mexico gave a brief presentation on the distance learning courses jointly offered by WIPO and IMPI, with a special focus on Spanish speaking countries.  Further, Mexico also introduced the Virtual Conference Room in IMPI.

42.

Chinese Taipei asked Mexico how to evaluate the success of the distance learning course.  Mexico replied that the distance learning course could be evaluated both internally and externally.
43.

Chile congratulated Mexico on the success of this distance learning course, which brought new IPR-related training elements into the Spanish-speaking sphere.

(4b-ii)

Developing Strategies to Meet Intellectual Property Needs of SMEs

Developments in Intellectual Capital Management in Hong Kong, China

44.

Hong Kong, China gave a brief presentation on the latest development of intellectual capital management (ICM) in Hong Kong, China aiming at helping SMEs to elevate their efficiency and competitiveness, resulting in more business opportunities.
45.

Australia supported the ICM idea and said that the APEC Seminar to be held in April 2009 would also have some coverage in ICM.  Besides, the “APEC SME IPR Commercialisation and Management Resource” to be available by end 2009 would also cover ICM.
APEC IPEG Public Education and Awareness Program for SMEs

46.

Australia gave a brief presentation on the APEC IPEG Public Education and Awareness Program for SMEs. 

(4c)
Trade and investment Facilitation

(4c-i)
APEC Anti-counterfeiting and piracy initiative

Best Practice Paper on Innovative Techniques for IPR Border Enforcement
47.

The U.S. introduced the “Best Practice Paper on Innovative Technique for IPR Border Enforcement” developed in 2007 and invited Members to update the Paper if there were changes in the border enforcement practices.  The U.S. proposed to develop this Paper as a live document.
48. 

Australia supported the proposal and would provide an update on border enforcement practice in Australia.

49.

China thanked the U.S. and would provide updates to the U.S.  China also raised a concern over the title of the Paper as “Best Practice” might prejudice one border enforcement practice over another and result in confusion.  Since there were no international standard of best practices in border enforcement, China proposed to change the title from “Best Practice” to “Experience Sharing”.
50.

The U.S. referred in the first two paragraphs of the Paper, where it was stated explicitly that this Paper intended to share experiences among members.  Further, this Paper was under the APEC IPEG Counterfeiting Model Guidelines, which left little room in changing the title.

51.

China responded that it would feel more comfortable to state explicitly that the Paper intended to share experience on the title.
52.

Thailand welcomed the Paper as it was a good opportunity to share good enforcement practices among economies.  Notwithstanding, it left an impression of standard-setting on border enforcement practices among APEC economies.

53.

The Chair commented for documents with finalised titles, the contents of the documents should explain the document title better with more elaborations in order to avoid any misunderstanding.  The discussion of this Agenda Item was adjourned.
Customs Information Related to IP - Mexico

54.

Mexico gave a brief presentation on the IP enforcement and border control in Mexico.

55.

The U.S. thanked Mexico and asked how to perform the inter-departmental collaboration in the border enforcement.  Mexico replied that a dedicated committee with representatives from all related departments had been formed and an action plan had been drawn up by the committee to steer the collaboration.

(4c-ii)
APEC IPR Service Centre
Progress of Establishment of IPR Centres
56.

Japan gave a brief update to their initiative on up-dating information on the IPR Service Centres.  14 economies had responded while Japan further encouraged remaining economies to give more information.
57.

The Chair noted that each economy had their own standard of maintaining the IPR Service Centre. Having a one-stop links to economies’ IPR Service Centre could be one of the deliverables of IPEG.
(4c-iii)
Enforcement related activities

Collective Follow-up on Possible Further International co-operation for IPR Protection among Enforcement Agencies of APEC Economies

58.

The Chair reported his brief visit to the meeting of the Sub-Committee for Customs and Procedures (SCCP), in which he gave a presentation on the IPEG Collective Action Plan of 27th Meeting.  The Chair also noted that Peru in SCCP had sought TILF-funding for a seminar on border enforcement which was similar to the U.S.’s proposal.  The Chair encouraged Members to suggest any possible further collaboration with SCCP.
59.

The U.S. replied that Peru’s proposal in SCCP would be implemented in Peru, while the U.S.’s proposal in IPEG intended to seek some collaboration with ASEAN and Pacific Islands Forum.  The U.S. welcomed any opportunity to share experiences with Peru.

60.

The Chair thanked the U.S. and appreciated any suggestions on further co-operation with SCCP, such as holding a second joint session.
61.

Japan welcomed the discussion regarding further IPEG-SCCP collaboration.  Japan would like to support this exercise based on the experience of the previous joint-session in 2008, though Japan did not have any specific plans at this moment.  Indonesia supported another joint-session with SCCP, as it would help harmonise the systems.  The Chair asked Members’ advice about the proposed joint-session with SCCP.
62.

Australia welcomed the proposal of having further joint-sessions with the SCCP from time-to-time, where they focused on particular topics and did not duplicate other international work.  Thailand further proposed to have a joint-session focusing on issues such as appropriateness of conducting search and seizure of goods in transit and transhipment, taking into account WCO’s guidelines.
63.

The Chair proposed to focus on innovative techniques for combating counterfeiting goods in transit, with a particular interest in RFID.  Chinese Taipei echoed goods in transit could be one of the starting points.

Proposal to Address Illegal Use of Recording Devices to Record or Transmit Movies off the Screen
64.

The U.S. gave a brief introduction to a new proposal to address illegal use of recording devices to record or transmit movies off the screen.  The U.S. intended to have an inter-sessional discussion on this proposal.  Ultimately, the U.S. proposed that IPEG should propose draft a text for inclusion in the 2009 APEC Ministerial Meeting Statement.  The U.S. also noted a best practice paper would be developed.
65.

The Chair thanked the U.S. for the proposal and asked what it was exactly that the legislation against unauthorised recording behaviour was intended to target.  The U.S. replied the legislation targeted the behaviour of unauthorised recording inside cinemas, instead of a mere possession of recording devices inside cinemas.
66.

The Chair queried whether it was right to target video recording in cinemas if similar activities such as recording of music performances was not similarly targeted  The U.S. considered that unauthorised recording inside cinemas was often relating to organised criminal activities; and cinema audiences were warned against any unauthorised recording before entering the premises of cinemas.
67.

Thailand doubted the necessity of enacting new provisions against the unauthorised video recording off the screen, since current copyright law in general and TRIPS Agreement already provided adequate protection against such infringing activities; where copyright infringers would be liable to both criminal and civil legal liabilities.  Thailand, therefore, suggested economies whose laws had complied with the TRIPS would not need to enact such provisions.  Thailand further suggested it was discriminating to enact a legislation for one activity only, while the similar infringing activity occurring to other kinds of copyright works were not covered.
68.

The U.S. replied that under the current U.S. copyright law, unauthorised video recording off the screen was liable to both civil and criminal proceedings.  The U.S. Congress passed the provision of targeting unauthorised video recording off the screen, which intended to highlight a special kind of criminal behaviour.  The U.S. had no intention of setting any standard on combating unauthorised video recording off the screen among APEC economies.
69.

The U.S. added that the number of unauthorised video recording cases in the U.S. had declined after the legislation.  Before the legislation on the federal level, there was evidence the unauthorised video recording off the screen migrated from states with relevant legislation to those without.  
70.

Canada and Hong Kong, China supported the initiative on combating unauthorised video recording off the screen in cinema.  Hong Kong, China highlighted that the movie industry was one of the important pillars of the creative industries in many APEC economies, for example a Peruvian film won the best film award in the Berlin Film Festival in February 2009.  Hong Kong, China further commented that for some years there had already been provisions in its existing copyright law to deal with this kind of illegal activities.  To further strengthen protection in this area, since April 2001, Hong Kong, China had had in place legislative provisions preventing the possession of video recording equipment in cinemas etc.   Since the enactment of the new provisions, only two cases had been brought to court.  Hong Kong, China emphasised that apart from legislation, strong public education plus effective enforcement were the keys to combat unauthorised video recording.
71.

Indonesia said that landlords in Indonesia were liable to prosecution if unauthorised video recording off the screen was found in their cinemas.  Indonesia had experienced some difficulties in implementing the legislation, but he stressed the importance of close collaboration between the legislature and the enforcement agencies. Indonesia added as background that many people found that cinema tickets were expensive. 
72.

Australia welcomed further discussion of this issue at the IPEG noting that it was a legitimate concern for the film industry.  China stated this issue involved at least two ministries to consult before taking it forward, and would need more time to discuss, preferably inter-sessionally, with the U.S.
73.

Japan supported the initiative and commented there were US$200 million losses in 2005 due to the unauthorised video recording off the screen in cinemas.  
74.

New Zealand asked about the effectiveness of the new legislation in the U.S., with a specific question on how to implement the new legislation.  Chinese Taipei shared the view of Thailand and Indonesia that existing copyright law already offered enough protection against unauthorised video recording off the screen in cinemas.  Furthermore, Chinese Taipei regarded effective public education as more important.
75.

Thailand said that existing laws already provided protection against unauthorised video recording off the screen in cinemas.  Thailand further suggested that good collaboration from copyright owners and cinema owners in providing deposit boxes at the entrance of the cinema would help guard against such infringing activities.  Thailand also proposed to record all the previous discussions verbatim by APEC Secretariat.  Given the diverging views over this issue, Thailand also proposed to conduct a survey to reveal the current practices on combating unauthorised video recording off the screen in cinema among APEC economies and to find a common starting point to work on further.
76.

The Chair replied that the practice of the APEC Secretariat was not to document the meeting verbatim; but he invited individual members to document the meeting according to their own needs.

77.

The U.S. replied to New Zealand that usually the enforcement of the new legislation involved local / state law enforcers, while it was rare to involve federal officials.  Upon receiving requests from cinema owners, local officials would visit the cinema to investigate.  Furthermore, local officials were working closely with movie associations.  With the help of technology, it was easier to trace back the location where the unauthorised video recording took place, which made the establishment of evidence easier.
78.

The U.S. replied to Indonesia that the management of the cinemas could call police if they suspected any unauthorised video recording off the screen in the cinema.
79.

The Chair concluded the discussion and encouraged members to share the methods used to address the problem of unauthorised video recording off the screen in cinemas.  The Chair invited members to provide comments to the U.S. in writing within three weeks after the meeting and continue to discuss this agenda item in the coming meetings.  The discussion of this Agenda Item was adjourned.
Enforcement Related Activities – Mexico

80.  
Mexico gave a brief introduction to the enforcement-related activities in Mexico.  

(4c-iv)
Exchange of information concerning IPR Measures/ Policies

Survey on Prevention of Abuse of IP Rights
81.

China gave a brief update on development of the Survey on Prevention of Abuse of IP Rights.  
Seminar on Practices of IPR Protection in Standardisation

82.

China gave a brief update on his development of the Seminar on Practices of IPR Protection in Standardisation. 
Challenges and Solutions for Copyrights Collective Management in Chinese Taipei

83.

Chinese Taipei gave a presentation on the copyright collective societies in Chinese Taipei.  

84.

Indonesia asked about service scopes provided by these copyright collective societies, and questioned if these societies provided overlapping copyright licensing services.  Chinese Taipei replied some areas of copyright, such as musical works, were covered by more than one collective society; while it was difficult for all organisations to find a suitable collective society.
85.

Thailand questioned the classification of different copyrights as described in slides.  Chinese Taipei briefly explained the classification. 
Latest Development in Policy Measures to Strengthen Copyright Protection Online

86.

Korea made a presentation on the latest development in policy measures to strengthen copyright protection online.  

87.

The Chair asked how the automated system traced the unauthorised uploaders.  Korea replied all users had to register with the online service providers and log-in the system before uploading; while the automated system would screen the content for authenticity.
88.

Chinese Taipei asked Korea how this automated checking system was funded.  Korea replied this system was funded internally by the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism.

89.

New Zealand thanked Korea for the introduction of this system, and commented that colleagues responsible for copyright protection would like to learn further about the system from Korea.

90.

Chile showed an interest in learning further if there were any limitations and exceptions in copyrights during the transfer of information through digital means; and would like to invite Korea to update the Chilean report on copyright limitations and exceptions.  Korea replied that current copyright laws had provided copyright limitations and exceptions.

APEC IPEG Survey on Opposition Proceedings

91.

The U.S. gave a brief presentation on the draft questionnaire and invited Members to comment on the items.

92.

Canada asked about the timeline for this Survey.  The U.S. planned to solicit feedback from Members by 30 March 2009 and circulate the final draft to Members for completion by 30 April 2009.  Members were expected to return the completed questionnaire by 1 July 2009.

(4c-v)
Responding to cable and encrypted satellite signal theft

APEC Satellite and Cable Signal Theft Initiative

93.

The U.S. gave a brief update on the development of the APEC Satellite and Cable Signal Theft Initiative.  The U.S. put forward a self-funded “Workshop on Effective Implementation of Best Practices Concerning Cable, and Satellite Signal Piracy and Enforcement” for IPEG to consider and endorse. This Workshop would also partner with a working group in ASEAN, where members of ASEAN would like to have some collaboration with various developed economies.
94.

Thailand thanked the U.S. for this project proposal, and would suggest the U.S. to invite speakers as well as audience from various stakeholders since the topic of cable and satellite signal theft was a multi-disciplinary issue.
95.

Subject to CTI’s approval on the non-member participation, IPEG endorsed the Workshop.
96.

China suggested this topic was a multi-disciplinary issue and involved different stakeholders.

97.

The Chair reminded Members that under the 2007 Annual Ministerial Meeting Statement, it had been decided to discuss the topic of Cable and Signal Theft.  Consequently, the Chair encouraged Members to continue to work on this issue.

98.

The U.S. thanked Members for suggestions and agreed that the Cable and Satellite Theft initiative was a cross-fora topic while other stakeholders were also welcome to join the Workshop as endorsed by the IPEG.

99.

The Chair encouraged Members to discuss inter-sessionally and adjourned the discussion on this Agenda Item.
(4d) Implementation of Pathfinder Initiatives

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4e) Implementation of Transparency Standards

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4f) Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) / Free Trade Agreements (FTAs)

100.

Recognising RTAs/FTAs was a priority of CTI, Australia encouraged those who had not responded or wished to submit an update to do so.
Agenda item 5: Other Collective Actions of IPEG

(5a)
Support for Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights

(5a-i)
Establishing Internationally Harmonized IPR system
There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(5a-ii)
APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures

Survey on Patent Examination Co-operation Practices among APEC economies 

101.

Japan gave an overview presentation on the findings of the “Survey on Examination Co-operation Practices among APEC Economies”.  The Chair thanked Japan for the presentation and encouraged Members to have more collaboration in patent examination.
102.

Indonesia asked if Japan had patent application backlogs and questioned how Japan would address the challenge.  In reply, Japan said that the period from the request for substantive examination to the final decision in substantive examination (total pendency), as an index of patent application backlogs, was slightly more than 30 months on average, and that the total number of pending applications had been in decline since mid-2008. Japan noted that her efforts in coping with backlogs included, apart from international collaboration in patent examination: 
(i) outsourcing of a part of examination work (prior-art searches) from the Japan Patent Office to qualified organizations; (ii) partial refund of the examination request fee where an application was withdrawn by the applicant after the fee payment and before the first office action; and 
(iii) facilitation of the use of the information provision system, in which any interested party might submit such information as prior-art documents relevant to a patent application to be examined, with the facilitation including the launch of the online submission system.
103.

Thailand thanked Japan for the presentation and would like to clarify with Japan the difference between “modified examination” and the system of the submission of foreign examination results at the request of a patent office in question.  Furthermore, Thailand asked if Japan would accept the patent examination results done by ASEAN member economies.

104.

Japan replied that “modified examination” was a term specifically used in the Australian patent system.  The system of modified examination differed, Japan noted, from the system of the submission of foreign examination results at the request of a patent office in question, in that in the former system foreign examination results were adopted where certain conditions were met, while in the latter system such adoption was not prescribed.  Japan further explained that although she had no system of adopting foreign examination results she did have the system of accelerated patent examination applicable to cases where the examination results as to foreign corresponding patent applications were submitted to the Japan Patent Office, with a view to assisting foreign patent applicants in expeditious patent acquisition.
Patent Co-operation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures – Roadmap for Further Co-operation
105.

The U.S. gave a brief update on the development of the Patent Co-operation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures – Roadmap for Further Co-operation.  With the intention of seeking endorsement from IPEG on this initiative, the U.S. proposed to conduct a gap analysis on patent acquisition among APEC economies before proceeding to work on the Initiative.  The U.S. would give Members a completed sample of a gap analysis, which was done based on the U.S.’s own situation.  The gap analysis on patent acquisition would serve as a starting point for Members to work towards endorsing the Initiative.
106.

The Chair thanked the U.S. for her effort on bringing this Initiative forward.  Japan expressed her general support to the U.S. initiative and stated that she was looking forward to seeing more international co-operation in patent acquisition.
107.

China supported this Roadmap on condition an extra clause “Each member economy has its own right to choose the appropriate approach and method” would be included in the first paragraph of the Roadmap.  The U.S. agreed and reiterated that the participation in the gap analysis was voluntary. The U.S. indicated that it would welcome further comments on the Gap Analysis and would further refine the proposal in response to comments. IPEG endorsed the Patent Co-operation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures, as well as the Gap Analysis.
(5a-iii)
Papers related to Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights and Protection

Accelerated Examination Program in Chinese Taipei
108.

Chinese Taipei gave a presentation on its accelerated patent examination programme. 
109.

Hong Kong, China thanked Chinese Taipei and asked if there had been any increase of application fee for the accelerated application channels.  Chinese Taipei replied there is no extra fee needed for utilizing the accelerated application channel.
110.

China appreciated the accelerated examination programme, and would like to learn further if there were any promotions or incentives given to encourage applicants to use the new accelerated channels.  Further, China would like to know if multi-national corporations were the major users of the new accelerated channels.  Chinese Taipei replied that the incentive was the acceleration of examination itself, and the accelerated examination programme had been implemented for just two months.  The new channel currently was used by local applicants.
111.

Mexico asked who carried out the accelerated patent examination other than the existing full-time staff.  Chinese Taipei replied that there were about 70 outsourced patent examiners from universities and research institutes, but all of the accelerated applications were handled by full-time examiners.
112.

Japan paid tribute to the initiative by Chinese Taipei and shared its current practice of accelerated patent examination, where approximately 9,000 requests for accelerated patent examination were received annually.
113.

The Chair thanked Australia, China, Chinese Taipei, Singapore and the U.S. for the active participation in the experience sharing of developing the accelerated patent examination channel.  The Chair also suggested that this accelerated patent examination facilitated regional trade integration and could be of interest to the APEC Communications and Publications team.

(5b) Electronic Processing of IPR-related Procedures

(5b-i)
Electronic Filing Systems

Chinese Taipei E-filing System

114.

Chinese Taipei gave a brief presentation on the E-filing System.  The Chair asked if there were any measures to encourage electronic applications.  Chinese Taipei replied that the electronic application itself was attractive to patent agents.  Furthermore, the electronic application offered a discount on the application fee, while there would be some promotional campaigns in future.
115.

Hong Kong, China asked about the development of the electronic application computer system, as well as the technological support.  Chinese Taipei replied the in-house information and technology experts had developed the computer system, while users had to register with an electronic certificate and install a free software programme before using the electronic application system.
116.

Thailand asked Chinese Taipei if the electronic application system was open only to lawyers and foreign IP practitioners.  Chinese Taipei replied that local users could make application through the e-filing system, while foreign users could use the e-filing system through local IP practitioners.
117.

The Chair asked if the e-filing system provided a database for members of the public to search for free.  Chinese Taipei replied an IP database was accessible to the public for free.  The Chair invited Chinese Taipei to provide some screenshots on user-interface of the e-filing system as a follow-up for Members.

(5b-ii)
Dissemination of Information by Electronic Means: APEC IPEG Website

e-Filing Systems and Dissemination of Information

118.

Mexico made a brief introduction to its comprehensive electronic system.  The Chair thanked Mexico and commented the Mexican e-filing system was one of the most comprehensive systems.

(5c) IP Asset Management and Utilization

(5c-i)
IP Asset Management and Utilization

AusPat – the New System for Australian Patents

119.

Australia had introduced a free on-line patent search system in April 2008, and gave a brief introduction on the system.  
120.

The Chair asked both Australia and Mexico whether the patent database systems could search the content of each patent or just image scans of the whole document.  Australia replied the AusPat contained searchable text, where keywords could be one of the criteria to search the patent database.  Mexico said that users could enter the barcode number to navigate in the patent database.
121.

The Chair shared Hong Kong, China’s experience in developing an online database.  Before 2003, the online database in Hong Kong, China scanned only the bibliographic data. Non-searchable image documents were uploaded to the database.  However, the non-searchable image documents made the database less user-friendly.  Consequently, Hong Kong, China had revamped the entire online database by converting every record to text to allow users to search the content of every document.
Accountability and Copyright Collecting Societies: The Role of the Code of Conduct
122.

Australia gave a brief oral presentation on the paper of ‘Accountability and Copyright Collecting Societies’, which outlined the code of conduct that had been developed on a voluntary basis by collecting societies as an additional accountability mechanism. Australia noted that this Paper followed on from previous papers that it presented at the Peru IPEGs that focussed on the Copyright Tribunal of Australia and other accountability mechanisms.
(5c-ii)
Raising Public Awareness

Intellectual Property (IP) Training Within Australia’s Vocational Education and Training (VET) Sector

123.

Australia gave a brief presentation on “Intellectual Property (IP) Training within Australia’s Vocational Education and Training (VET) Sector”, where the accredited trainers could provide training to up to 1.6 million students.
124.

The Chair shared Hong Kong, China’s experience in offering IPR training in vocational schools, where many enrolled students mistook intellectual property management as a kind of real estate management.  Australia further suggested avoiding any use of jargon and preventing misunderstanding.

Genuine Business Software Campaign in Hong Kong, China

125.

Hong Kong, China gave a brief presentation on the information paper of “Genuine Business Software Campaign in Hong Kong, China” which was a successful partnership between the public and private sectors. 

IPR Protection and Awareness in Chinese Taipei

126.

Chinese Taipei gave a brief presentation on recent activities relating to IPR protection and awareness.  
127.

Korea asked about the IP Court System in Chinese Taipei, and would like to learn more about qualifications of the judges in IP Court.  Chinese Taipei replied that the IP Court was a part of the judiciary in Chinese Taipei, and would have more information later as it had just been established.

128.

Thailand asked whether the IP offices of other APEC economies had the authority to enforce IP laws.  Indonesia replied his IP office could initiate civil investigation against suspected IP infringements.
129.

Korea asked Chinese Taipei about any collaboration between business sector and the authorities, and the annual number of cases in the IP court.  Chinese Taipei responded to Korea that the IP court was set up in July 2008.  Currently the court mainly handled patent cases.
130.

The Chair reminded Members that Chinese Taipei had tabled a paper on the establishment of the IP court in 2007 and invited Members to study the paper.  Further, the Chair encouraged Members to provide more information to Thailand on his question on the authority of IP offices in enforcing laws.

Raising Public Awareness Activities

131.

Mexico gave a brief presentation on her public campaigns in raising awareness on IPR.  The Chair thanked for the presentation and the interesting public campaigns in Mexico.
132.

Chinese Taipei asked if Mexico had experienced any resistance from the business sector when carrying out inspections.  Chinese Taipei asked if the IP office of Mexico required a warrant from a court before carrying out inspections.  Mexico said that its IP office had constitutional authority to carry out inspection on suspected IPR infringements.  Notwithstanding, Mexico experienced much resistance from stakeholders.
133.

Indonesia appreciated the efforts of Mexico in raising the public awareness in IPR, and asked if there was a significant decline in the number of IPR infringement cases after collaborating with Canada and the U.S.  Furthermore, Indonesia asked about the legal consequences of those IPR infringers, as well as the balanced between IP protection and innovation.
134.

Mexico replied that with international collaboration and public-private partnership, Mexico had organised some successful campaigns to raise public awareness on IPR.  On the other hand, during inspections of the business sector, the Mexican IP office could prosecute and seize any pirated goods or computers loaded with pirated software.  Finally, the various contests on IPR also encouraged creativity.
(5c-iii)
Facilitation of Technology Transfer through Ensuring of IP Protection

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(5c-iv)
IP Creation, Utilization and Dissemination

KIPO’s SME Support Center for Closing IP Gap

135.

Korea gave a paper presentation on a SME support centre for closing the IP gap.  
136.

Thailand thanked Korea and wondered how Korea quantified the level of IP awareness among SMEs and translated the level of awareness into figures.  Furthermore, through various supportive schemes, the number of patent applications by SMEs had increased.  Thailand asked Korea how it could safeguard the quality of patent applications made by SMEs.  
137.

Korean said that it was difficult to quantify the level of IP awareness among SMEs.  On the other hand, Korea had deployed IP consultants to SMEs for free and assisted their developments on the patent application in order to improve quality.

138.

Australia thanked Korea for the innovative programme for SMEs, and shared that there were some similar programmes in Australia targeting SMEs.  Australia would like to learn further if the IP consultants deployed to SMEs would constitute a competition to other IP attorneys.  Korea replied for the patent consultancy service, there was another programme which provided patent attorney and matching funds to SMEs and innovators.  

(5d)
Capacity Building

Survey of Strategic Consideration of IPR Capacity Building in APEC Economies

139.

Australia gave a brief update on the development of the “Survey of Strategic Consideration of IPR Capacity Building in APEC Economies”.  Australia stressed that participation in the Survey was on a voluntary basis in hope to share experiences among Members.  This Survey would be made available online and in printed format.  The Chair thanked Australia and China for the update, and commented on the importance of having some strategic collaboration with other stakeholders.

140.

The U.S. welcomed the Survey and regarded it was beneficial to all economies.  However, the U.S. questioned the purpose of the Survey, as it stated on the Survey that it would assist IPEG to undertake a more strategic approach in delivering capacity building projects.  The Chair replied that the information gathered from the Survey was for IPEG Members to consider internally.
141.

Australia stressed the Survey would identify similarities of the needs for capacity building among economies, and allowed IPEG to develop specific activities to address those needs.

142.

The U.S. asked if this strategic consideration would be used in the IPEG and Budget Management Committee (BMC) meetings for prioritising the capacity building activities intended for seeking APEC-funding.  The Chair emphasised the overriding priority of IPEG was set by AMM/MRT, whereas the result of the Survey would help identify the individual needs of each economy and match appropriate capacity building activities more efficiently.
143.

Australia echoed the views of the Chair and reiterated that the Survey would not set any standard for future prioritisation of project proposals.  Rather, the Survey helped economies assess their own strengths and weaknesses and encouraged them to design projects according to their own needs.

144.

Indonesia commented that IPEG had not covered all topics of interest, such as trade secrets and integrated circuit lay-outs.  The Chair thanked Indonesia and recorded their comments.
145.

Thailand appreciated that the Survey was jointly drafted by a developed and a developing economy, where capacity building could be a forum for both developed and developing economies to collaborate with each other.  The Chair encouraged Members to participate in the Survey, so as to help identify any areas for improvements, while the report of the Survey would only serve as an internal reference within IPEG.
146.

Australia stressed the Survey was intended to draw out experiences from both developing and developed economies and share experiences among Members.  

147.

The U.S. would like to give comments on the questions in the Survey, since previous comments were not included in the current Survey.  Australia noted that the survey had been approved but it was happy to make further revisions to the survey where appropriate.  Australia invited economies to complete the survey intersessionally.
(5e)
Strategic Development of IPEG (continuation)
List of Surveys in Progress in IPEG
148.

The Chair invited Members to update the List of Surveys in IPEG, which would be submitted together with the IPEG Chair’s Report to CTI.  Natalie Nii noted that a dedicated folder with survey currently in progress was set up in the APEC Collaboration System.

IPEG Collective Action Plan

149.

The Chair invited Members to update the IPEG Collective Action Plan, which would be submitted together with the IPEG Chair’s Report to CTI.
Agenda item 6: New Project Proposals

New Quality Assessment Framework Team

150.

Australia, Canada and Mexico would form the new Quality Assessment Framework Team for 2009.  The Chair thanked Australia, Canada and Mexico.

Workshop on Effective Practices in the Border Enforcement of Intellectual Property Rights
151.

The U.S. introduced a self-funded “Workshop on Effective Practices in the Border Enforcement of Intellectual Property Rights”.  Peru would also sponsor a similar event in SCCP on IP border enforcement for custom officers.  The Chair reminded the U.S. that the proposed date of the Workshop might clash with the Trading Ideas 2009, and asked if the US would collaborate with Peru in SCCP.
152.

Thailand reminded members that transhipment and goods in transit were two different concepts, where World Custom Organisation had addressed the issues of inspecting transhipments.  The U.S. accepted to include both transhipments and goods in transit into the Workshop.
153.

New Zealand asked if the Workshop would collaborate with ASEAN or Pacific Islands Forum.  The U.S. replied she was initiating discussions with ASEAN and Pacific Islands Forum, and after seeking formal endorsement from CTI, the U.S. would invite ASEAN and Pacific Islands Forum to collaborate.  

154.

Japan and Peru agreed to co-sponsor the Workshop. Without further comments, IPEG endorsed the Workshop.
APEC Workshop on Judges and Public Prosecutors on Developing a Successful Intellectual Property Enforcement Regime
155.

The U.S. introduced a new project initiative for judges and public prosecutors on intellectual property enforcement.  Australia and Viet Nam supported the Workshop.  Australia further commented the Workshop would be an important opportunity for judges and prosecutors from APEC economies to share experiences about IP enforcement and develop solutions to emerging challenges.  Australia also welcomed the proposed involvement of the ASEAN Working Group on IP Cooperation and the Pacific Islands Forum.
156.

New Zealand expressed concerns over involving judges in the training.  New Zealand would like to consult the Ministry of Justice first.  She further noted the roles of law enforcers and prosecutors were carried out separately in New Zealand, while putting both law enforcers and prosecutors into one single workshop might hinder the exchange of information.
157.

The Chair asked to clarify with New Zealand whether the judges in New Zealand would object this Workshop.  New Zealand replied she would like to consult colleagues back home first.

158.

Chinese Taipei supported the Workshop and thought that it would provide good exposure to participants.  The U.S. emphasised the Workshop did not intend to educate judges: it was primarily for experience sharing between judges.  The U.S. would make efforts to avoid any educational elements.  Furthermore, members could nominate either prosecutors, judges or both to attend the Workshop.
159.

Indonesia commented that the Workshop should allow participants to share information on voluntary basis only.  Also, Indonesia suggested that the Workshop should cover a limited scope of topics.  Chile suggested the U.S. to send invitations to individual economies’ contact points, which would forward the invitation to appropriate parties.  

160.

Mexico thanked the U.S. for the good initiative, and advised the U.S. to be careful when holding an event for judges.  Furthermore, the nature of the Workshop should experience sharing rather than training.

161.

The U.S. emphasised there was no intention to train judges.  The proposed Workshop would be a mere peer-to-peer occasion where judicial officials could come together to discuss.  More importantly, the U.S. suggested this kind of Workshop had been done in APEC before.
162.

Thailand would be glad to endorse the proposal if the U.S. would invite IPEG members to comments on the programme run-down.  The Chair concluded to endorse the Workshop on condition that the programme run-down would be open to members to comment on in advance.

APEC Intellectual Property Awards

163.

Viet Nam gave a brief presentation on the project proposal of the APEC Intellectual Property Awards.  In the view of the limited TILF-funding allocated to the first approval session, Viet Nam would not put forward the Seminar as included in the proposal.  Instead of organising the Seminar, Viet Nam would develop a set of guidelines for the IP Awards Competition.
164.

The Chair concluded that around US$ 20,000 would be sought from TILF, while the Chair further suggested Viet Nam to comply with APEC-funding requirements.  Indonesia, Singapore, Thailand and the U.S. supported the project proposal.  Indonesia and Thailand would be co-sponsors of the project proposal.

165.

Viet Nam replied to send a revised project proposal to QAF Team for assessment by 1 March 2009.  The Chair encouraged Viet Nam and QAF Team to try the first approval session, and IPEG endorsed the proposal.
APEC Projects on the Utilisation of IP for Sustainable Economic Growth

166.

Korea gave a presentation on the three separate project initiatives.  The Chair thanked Korea for the good initiatives, and asked how Korea would put forward these initiatives as they were targeting three different groups of stakeholders. Korea replied the three initiatives shared a common objective on assisting the public on utilising IPR for economic growth.  
167.

The Chair invited Korea to further clarify how APEC IPEG would assist Korea of carrying out these initiatives.  Korea further explained the variations of scope in these initiatives.  Since these initiatives varied greatly in terms of service scopes, the Chair encouraged Korea to proceed with one initiative at a time.
168.

Indonesia suggested Korea to pursue the “One Village One Brand” Initiative and move step by step.  Furthermore, Indonesia commented that it would be difficult to develop a collective mark for a village.  Thailand thought that under the financial turmoil, the utilisation of IPR would be highly appreciated. However, Thailand regarded the education of the utilisation of IPR as a difficult area to be implemented collectively.  Thailand, therefore, invited Korea to outline how IPEG Members could offer assistance.  Thailand further suggested Korea to incorporate the concept of geographical indication into the “One Village One Band” Initiative.
169.

The U.S. echoed the views of Indonesia and Thailand that the scope of three initiatives was rather big without any concrete implementation plans.  Japan commented that the proposal was comprehensive though it was not clear how the project proposal would be implemented.  After all, both Japan and the U.S. supported this initiative in concept.
170.

The Chair invited Korea to further develop one or two initiatives of the project proposal and to discuss again with more details in the coming meetings.  Specifically, the Chair encouraged Korea to list out the assistance sought from APEC, the manpower plan, budget and the implementation time table.

171.

Korea agreed with the suggestions and welcomed inputs from Members.  Korea would come up with more detailed project proposals in the coming meetings.

Certification and Collective Mark Registration at the USPTO
172.

The U.S. gave a presentation on certification and collective mark registration in the U.S.  
173.

Thailand wondered what kind of protection an owner of a geographical indication would get if the owner registered his geographical indication as a certification mark in the U.S.; though the owner of the certification mark could not use the certification mark under the U.S.’s laws. The U.S. replied that while the owner of a certification mark may not use the mark in commerce, an entity or person certified by the certification-mark owner as meeting the certifying standards, may use the certification mark; and that in addition to certification mark protection, other mechanisms for protection (trademark, collective mark) are available for the owner of a geographical indication.
174.     Thailand noted that her understanding was different and that this could affect her public awareness campaign on GI protection abroad. Thailand called on the U.S. to provide further clarification so as to ensure that all Members would have a better understanding of U.S.'s policy and practice. The U.S. replied that in the U.S. a geographical indication could be registered as a certification mark, a collective mark or a trademark; where the trademark scheme in the U.S. had already offered protection to geographical indication owners.  The Chair further pinpointed that certification marks, collective marks and trademarks differ in terms of the ownership.
175.

The U.S. stressed that there are three distinctive avenues for geographical indication owners/stakeholders to choose for protection in the U.S.; collective mark, certification mark and/or trademark registration.  The Chair invited Thailand and the U.S. to have a bilateral meeting to discuss this matter further.
176.

Mexico agreed that certification marks and geographical indications were complex topics.  Further, Mexico noted that in Mexico only the State could own a geographical indication; while a company could not obtain a licence for geographical indication from the State.  The U.S. appreciated the difference between economies in handling the issues of geographical indications and certification marks.  
177.

Chile asked if an application for the certification mark, collective mark or trademark registration could be cancelled.  The U.S. replied that under the current practice, if these marks were no longer in use, the registration is subject to cancellation.
178.

IPEG endorsed the U.S. to develop a survey on certification and collective marks registration.
Singapore Treaty on the Law of Trademarks

179.

The U.S. gave a brief presentation on the Singapore Treaty on the Law of Trademarks.  

180.

Mexico commented that the Singapore Treaty was an important document, and would like to know which economy would be the tenth economy to ratify the Treaty.  The U.S. replied that Australia would become the tenth to ratify the Treaty.

Agenda item 7: Cooperation with Other Fora/ Stakeholders
181.

President-Elect of The International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA), Ms. Ellen Tise, gave a presentation on “Copyright Exceptions and Limitations for Libraries”.  The Chair solicited IFLA’s views on the copyright limitations and exceptions for digital libraries.
182.

IFLA regarded digital library as being no different to traditional libraries.  However the existing copyright legislation could not cope with the development of digital libraries.
183.

Indonesia asked if there were any constraints on copying digital books in digital libraries.  Furthermore, Indonesia commented it would be beneficial if some historical books in developed economies were digitized and made available to developing economies through digital libraries.  IFLA replied that copyright owners had developed some harmonised protections for digital libraries.

184.

The Chair reminded members to make reference to the TRIPS Agreement and Berne Convention ‘three-step-test’ on the copyright front.  IFLA continued that there was some progress in developing copyright agreements with publishers on books in digital library.

185.

Chile and Thailand thanked IFLA for the presentation and appreciated their efforts on the digital library front.  Thailand would like to learn further on who would benefit from the copyright exceptions and limitations for libraries.  IFLA replied that the copyright exceptions and limitations for libraries were applicable mainly for individuals, but not for organisations.  These exceptions and limitations depended on the extent of copying and the purpose of making such copies.  
186.

New Zealand solicited IFLA’s views on the perpetual copyright of some special publications.  IFLA commented that information should be made available to the public, while the topic of perpetual copyright often fell outside of the existing copyright law protection.
187.

Chinese Taipei asked about the possibility of developing international model guidelines on copyright limitations and exceptions for library.  IFLA replied it would like to see the progress on developing these model guidelines.
Agenda item 8: Other business

Recent Hong Kong Court Judgement Concerning a Deceptive Trademark for a Tobacco Product

188.

Hong Kong, China gave a brief presentation on a recent court case concerning a deceptive trademark for a tobacco product.  

Developments in Addressing Abuses of the Company Name Registration System by Shadow Companies in Hong Kong, China

189.

Hong Kong, China gave a brief presentation on the abuses of the company name registration system by the shadow companies and the active steps that had been taken by the Government to address this, including some proposed legislative steps enabling the Registrar of Companies to act on a court order to substitute an infringing company name with the company registration number. 

190.

Chinese Taipei said that Chinese Taipei was facing a similar problem.  Currently there was a provision of the amendment to the “Corporate Act” under consideration. The provision suggested that, the Registrar of Companies could terminate a company registration if it was found to have infringed any previous trademark registrations.  However, Chinese Taipei thought that the proposal of Hong Kong, China offered a softer approach to tackle this problem. 
Update on Viet Nam’s IP System

191.

Viet Nam gave a brief presentation on its updates on the IP system.  

Agenda item 9: Document Access

192.

Members decided at the meeting which documents could be made public or to be restricted.

Agenda item 10: Future Meeting

193.

Director-General of Intellectual Property Office of Singapore, Ms. Liew Woon Yin, invited Members to attend the coming 29th IPEG Meeting to be held on 28-29 July 2009 in Singapore, as well as the Trading Ideas 2009 Symposium on 30-31 July 2009.  
194.

The Chair informed Members ABAC had sent him a letter and suggested to have a half-day seminar with representatives from ABAC and other business sectors before the pre-meeting.  The U.S. supported the ABAC’s suggestion.

195.

The Chair would discuss with ABAC further and would share the communication between ABAC with members.

196.

The Chair encouraged Members to initiate an inter-sessional discussion over the next IPEG Chair, whom would take up the responsibilities the Chair starting from 30th IPEG Meeting.  The Chair informed Members he would not draft the agenda for the 30th IPEG Meeting on behalf of his successor, although he would willingly offer any support that he could. Furthermore, the Chair said that it was important for those who would like to take up the position of IPEG Chair to provide an assistant to handle daily administrative matters of IPEG.
Agenda item 11: Report to the Next CTI

197.

The Chair would prepare an IPEG Chair’s Report to CTI by the end of March 2009.  Before submitting to CTI, the Chair would like to solicit comments and feedback from Members.

Closing remarks

198.

The Chair thanked Members for actively participating in the two-day meeting, and appreciated their further inputs inter-sessionally on the pending items.  
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