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Introduction

1.

The 29th meeting of the APEC Intellectual Property Rights Experts’ Group (IPEG XXIX) was held on 28-29 July 2009 at the Riverfront Ballroom, Grand Copthorne Waterfront Hotel, Singapore.
2.

The Meeting was attended by representatives from the following APEC Member economies: Australia; Brune;, Canada; Chile; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Peru; Philippines; Russia; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the U.S;. and Viet Nam. The Chair of the IPEG, the Program Director of IPEG, and the Assistant to the IPEG Chair also attended the meeting.  A representative from the APEC Business Advisory Council also attended the 29th IPEG Meeting.
Agenda Item 1: Opening

3.

The Chair opened the 29th IPEG Meeting and welcomed all Members and guests back to Singapore.  
Agenda Item 2: Report on Previous Activity of IPEG

(2a)
APEC

Update / Information from APEC Secretariat

4.

The APEC Secretariat thanked the IPEG Chair and his assistant for their support in the preparation for the Meeting and thanked Singapore for their excellent organisation of the “Trading Ideas 2009” Symposium, which would take place after the IPEG Plenary Meeting. The Secretariat informed Members that the APEC Secretariat Report on APEC Development (2009/SOM2/IPEG/002) had not been printed out for Members but made available 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 latest updates of the Project Management Reform Agenda, and its implications for Project Approval Session Three to be carried out by the Budget Management Committee (BMC).  Ms. Loh also put forward a Quality Criteria document for Assessing APEC Project Proposals for Members‘ information.
(2b)
TILF

Trading Ideas 2009 (CTI04/2009T) and “From Mind to Market – The Highs and Lows of Technology Transfer” Seminar (IPEG02/2009S)
6.

Singapore shared its thoughts on the rationale for the IPEG theme for 2009, and on “From Mind to Market – The Highs and Lows of Technology Transfer” Seminar, held in February 2009.  It also gave a preview of “Trading Ideas 2009”, scheduled immediately after the Plenary Meeting.  The Chair thanked Singapore for the excellent organisation and preparation for these well-received events. 
Conducting Effective Intellectual Property Rights Public Education & Awareness Campaigns for SMEs (CTI06/2008T)

7.

Australia provided an update on this project, which is the final phase of a four-year collaboration by Australia, Hong Kong, China and Singapore. Australia gave a brief summary of the three day workshop held in Melbourne from 1-3 April 2009 and thanked Members for their active participation. All materials from the Workshop would be available on the IPEG Public Education and Awareness Resources website.  

8.

Hong Kong, China thanked Australia and Singapore for this tripartite collaboration, as well as the active participation of Economies in the three projects.  The final deliverable of the project, IPR Tool for SMEs, would be available by the end of this year.
APEC Project for Training Intellectual Property Rights Information Facilitators Using e-Learning Content – IP Xpedite (CTI21/2009T)

9.

Korea reported the progress of the Project IP Xpedite, which was well-received.  Australia, Brunei, China and Chinese Taipei thanked Korea for this Project, and commented that the response from participants to the online course had been overwhelming.
10.

Malaysia and Viet Nam thanked Korea for the Project, and brought out some technical issues to Korea on this e-learning platform.  Korea would contact Malaysia and Viet Nam to offer necessary technical assistance. 
11.

Philippines thanked Korea and would like to know the sustainability of the Project.  Korea replied all materials of the Project would be available to the public, which would facilitate the dissemination of IP knowledge.  The Chair also thanked Korea.
(2c)
Self-funded

APEC Colloquium for Public Prosecutors and the Judiciary on Intellectual Property Enforcement (IEPG03/2009S) & APEC Workshop on IP Border Enforcement for Customs Officials (IPEG04/2009S)

12.

The U.S. gave a brief oral update on two Projects.  Materials for the two Projects would be available on the website of the USPTO Academy, APEC Secretariat and ASEAN Secretariat.
13.

Australia, Japan, Mexico and Peru thanked the U.S. for these capacity building and experience sharing activities for the APEC Economies.  The Chair thanked the U.S. for its generosity in sponsoring both Projects.

Agenda item 3: Interactions with CTI

14.

The CTI Chair, Ms. Elizabeth Chelliah, attended the Meeting and gave an oral update on the FTA/RTA and the interaction between APEC and ASEAN.  She also noted that supply chain connectivity remained an important topic in CTI.  CTI Chair also noted that it was her last term as CTI Chair.

15.

The Chair thanked the CTI Chair for her comprehensive overview of the CTI’s work. He pointed out to the CTI Chair the importance of having representatives from customs authorities in the IPEG Meeting.

(2d) Other Matters

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

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

Report on the Geographical Indications Regimes in APEC Economies
16.

Mexico gave a brief update on the development of the Report. Four Economies had already responded.  Mexico and the Chair encouraged Members to respond the Report.
(4a-ii)
Protection of genetic resources (GR), traditional knowledge (TK) and folklore

Protection of Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore
17.

Peru gave an oral update on the initiative on developing a living document summarising the protection of genetic resources, traditional knowledge and folklore, and invited Members to provide comments.
(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

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4b-ii)

Developing Strategies to Meet Intellectual Property Needs of SMEs

Making IPRs Work for SMEs – Report of the IPR Enforcement Expert Group to the European Commission
18.

The Chair put forward an information paper about the European Commission Report, kindly summarised and made available by the Scottish Intellectual Asset Centre, for Members’ information.
(4c)
Trade and investment Facilitation

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

Best Practice Paper on Innovative Techniques for IPR Border Enforcement
19.

The U.S. gave a brief oral presentation on the Paper and invited Members to give updates to the Paper.
20.

China thanked the U.S. for their efforts and reiterated China’s concern on the title of the Paper, where the phrase “Best Practice” used in the title might leave an impression of norm-setting.  The Chair appreciated the remark made by China, and emphasised the importance of working on the basis of IPEG’s previous achievements and agreements.  
21.

To clarify the purpose of the Paper, China prompted Members to consider re-naming the Paper as an “Experience Sharing Paper”.  The Chair suggested Members should avoid any paper or initiative that would leave an impression of setting norms and standards in future.  It was understood the current Paper was experience-sharing in nature and the existing title would remain unchanged since it had already been endorsed by the AMM in 2007.
22.

The U.S. encouraged Members to provide feedback on the Paper, and noted that the purpose of the Paper was elaborated in the second paragraph, which stressed that the Paper was intended to give an opportunity to Members to share experience, without suggesting that Economies should adopt any particular techniques.

23.

Thailand appreciated the effort of the U.S. in updating the Paper, and pointed out that the U.S. had an excellent computer programme for use in IPR border enforcement.  A representative from the U.S. Customs and Border Protection would introduce the computer programme in the coming Agenda Item on IPR Enforcement. 
(4c-ii)
APEC IPR Service Centre
Progress of Establishment of IPR Centres
24.

Japan gave a brief update on their initiative on up-dating information on the IPR Service Centres.  The Secretariat thanked Japan for its continuous effort on maintaining the IPR Service Centres and encouraged Members to inform Japan of any relevant updates.
25.

The U.S. asked what proportion of IPR service centre handled enquiries was answered manually and what proportion was handled automatically.  Japan would supply relevant statistics to the U.S. after the Meeting.  The Chair appreciated the kind effort of Japan.
(4c-iii)
Enforcement related activities

U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s Enforcement Efforts Related to Intellectual Property Rights
26.

A representative from the U.S. Customs and Border Protection gave a brief introduction to the enforcement efforts in relation to intellectual property rights protection.  The Chair thanked the U.S. for the comprehensive presentation and asked which control points witnessed the largest number of seizures of good related to the IPR infringements.  The U.S. responded the control points on the West Coast had the largest number of seizures.
27.

Thailand thanked the U.S. and noted that during a previous WCO Meeting the U.S. had demonstrated a computer programme, which calculated the risk factors associated with a particular shipment and boosted effectiveness in identifying counterfeit shipments.  Thailand wondered if this computer programme could be made available to Members.  
28.

Thailand would also like to know the difference between the existing trademark registration system provided by IP offices and the trademark recordation system provided the Customs; as well as the ex-officio powers currently enjoyed by the U.S. Customs and Border Protection.
29.

The U.S. responded that the request to share the computer software, Pro-Logic, among Members would be relayed to their Headquarters.  The U.S. explained the trademark recordation system allowed rights-owners to record their Federally-registered trademarks with U.S. Customs in order for Customs officials to be informed of the identity of the legitimate owner thereby providing for better protection in deterring counterfeit shipments, while the registration system referred to the system for registering a trademark at the USPTO and was a vital element in establishing legal protection of trade marks.  The U.S. also noted there were differences on the ex-officio powers enjoyed by customs authorities across the Asia Pacific Region.
30.

The Chair asked if a foreign trademark owner could register its trademark in the online recordation system of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection.  The U.S. replied all foreign trademark owners were able to register trademarks in the online recordation system.  The Chair suggested that Members informed their local enterprises of this trademark recordation system.
31.

Thailand asked what fees were charged for using the trademark recordation system.  The U.S. said that the fees should be nominal and would supply the exact amount after the Meeting.

32.

The Chair noted that under the current U.S. copyright provisions, copyright owners should provide copies of their publications to the Library of Congress. He asked about the difference between the trademark recordation system and the system for registering copyright with U.S Library of Congress. He asked whether similar recordation arrangements were required for copyright works.  The U.S. responded further information would be available after the Meeting.  Thailand and the Chair thanked the presentation on the trademark recordation system of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection.

33.

Indonesia noted that the TRIPS Agreement played an important role in IPR-related border enforcement, and wondered why only trademark and copyright infringing activities on a commercial scale were currently covered, and hence required to be criminalised according the TRIPS Agreement.  The Chair appreciated the comments made by Indonesia and pointed out the historical backgrounds of the differences in protection of different intellectual property rights across world economies.  The Chair noted that the TRIPS Agreement provided for ex-officio action against trademark and copyright infringement on a commercial scale. Economies were free to extend their existing ex-officio authority to combat infringement of other IP rights if they deemed it necessary to do so.
Japan Customs Report on IPR Border Enforcement
34.

A representative from Japan Customs gave a brief presentation on its IPR border enforcement.  The Chair thanked Japan and would like to know if the existing forum with Korea and China would also invite participation of other Economies.  Japan replied it would depend on future discussions among the three economies.
35.

Chinese Taipei thanked Japan for the presentation and asked about the annual number of inspections performed for suspected patent infringements and who carried out the inspections.  Japan replied in 2008, there were 70,000 inspections performed for suspected patent infringements; before the inspections were carried, Japan Customs would consult experts for their opinion first.  Indonesia also thanked Japan for the presentation, and her efforts in combating patent infringement.

36.

Mexico also appreciated the effort of Japan Customs in combating patent infringement, which had exceeded the enforcement requirements as specified in the TRIPS Agreement.  Furthermore, despite not having ex-officio powers, the enforcement authority in Mexico worked closely with the private sector and rights-owners on gathering intelligence on IPR-infringements.
37.

Philippines echoed the views of Indonesia and Mexico, and noted that domestic customs laws could supplement the TRIPS Agreement and provide a more comprehensive protection against IPR-infringement.  On the other hand, Philippines would like to know how Japan Customs would screen its export goods against IPR-infringements.  Japan replied that both import and export were subject to similar screening and inspection procedures.
38.

The Chair acknowledged that the coverage of the TRIPS Agreement was limited and encouraged more experience-sharing amongst Members on the latest IPR-protection and enforcement strategies.  Thailand suggested patent infringement could be criminalised.  The Chair encouraged Members to have a general discussion on customs enforcement.
Hong Kong Customs’ Perspective – Strategic Partnership with the IPR Industry

39.

A representative from Hong Kong Customs gave a brief presentation on the partnership between Hong Kong Customs and the local IPR industry in combating IPR-infringement.  The Chair thanked Hong Kong, China and asked if the partnership covered areas other than trademark and copyright.  Hong Kong, China replied only trademark and copyright infringements were criminal offences in Hong Kong, China.
40.

Japan thanked Hong Kong, China and would like learn how the Hong Kong Brand Protection Alliance (HKBPA) partnered with the Hong Kong Customs.  Hong Kong, China replied that since there was no pre-recordation system in Hong Kong, China, HKBPA maintained a list of rights-owners and provided intelligence on suspected infringing behaviour in trade fairs and exhibitions to Hong Kong Customs.
41.

The Chair followed up the question and asked what kind of assistance the HKBPA’s lawyers would provide to the Hong Kong Customs.  Hong Kong, China replied the lawyers from the HKBPA would prepare necessary documents, such as the registration certificates of trademarks, to facilitate the operations of the Hong Kong Customs.
42.

Chinese Taipei thanked Hong Kong, China for the presentation and asked if this partnership with local IPR industries targeted also the online infringement.  Chinese Taipei would also like to know if there were rights-owners of minor cases who refused to enforce their IPRs even if there were sufficient evidence; and if there were any abuse of the existing fast action scheme for international trade fairs held in Hong Kong, China.  Hong Kong, China replied there was a dedicated team to combat online infringements.  And from experiences of Hong Kong, China, most rights-owners were willing to provide assistance in identifying suspected goods.  Hong Kong, China replied there was no evidence of the abuse of the fast action scheme.
43.

Indonesia asked if Hong Kong Customs had any measures to monitor export goods.  Hong Kong, China replied that all control points would seize all suspected infringing goods for investigation, regardless of import or export.  Furthermore, Hong Kong Customs appreciated any intelligence from the rights-owners for both import and export goods.  The Chair supplemented that according to a 2008 UNCTAD Report, Hong Kong, China was an important re-exporter of creative products.
44.

Philippines added a final suggestion that Economies could share intelligence of the international movements of suspected infringing goods.

China Customs on IPR Border Enforcement

45.

A representative from the China Customs gave a presentation on the border enforcement strategies relating to IPR protection.  The Chair thanked China for the comprehensive overview of the efforts of China Customs on the IPR protection.

46.

Mexico appreciated the presentation and asked the inspection rate for export containers performed by the China Customs.  Furthermore, Mexico would like to know the issue of legality of performing inspection and the international cooperation in sharing intelligence to combat IP infringements.  China replied the exact inspection rate could be provided after the Meeting, while the China Customs performed the inspections based on the ex-officio authority.  Under the US-China Memorandum of Understanding and Korea-Japan-China Fake Zero Project, there were mechanisms to allow Economies to exchange intelligence for combating IP infringements.
47.

Indonesia thanked China for the presentation, and suggested that international buyers should place orders only for genuine goods.  The Chair reckoned that in a long run, all purchase orders placed should only be for genuine goods.  China replied that many factories in China produced goods according to the orders of purchase.  China Customs had tried its best to address the problem.
48.

Chinese Taipei thanked China for the presentation.  Chinese Taipei suggested that postal channel had become one of the major ways to smuggle infringing goods.  The Chair echoed this view, adding that with the proliferation of e-commerce in small items – particularly fake medicines – use of postal services for smuggling was a significant issue worldwide.
49.

To conclude, the Chair thanked customs authorities for their active participation in the IPEG meeting.  With no intention of norm-setting, the Chair encouraged Members to give more experience-sharing presentations on “TRIPS-PLUS” enforcement efforts.  In discussing the enforcement efforts against patent infringement, the Chair encouraged Members to take the potential cost that might be incurred in cross-border trade into consideration.
Initiative on Addressing the Illegal Use of Recording Devices to Record or Transmit Movies off the Screen
50.

The U.S. thanked the co-sponsors of the Initiative.  To allow more time for discussion, the U.S. did not propose any text for inclusion into the Statement of the Chair of the Meeting of APEC Ministers Responsible for Trade.
51.

The U.S. reiterated that IPEG was an appropriate forum to discuss and examine the Initiative, while the U.S. aimed at proposing a text for inclusion into the Joint Declaration of the APEC Ministerial Meeting with possible inter-sessional discussion and then endorsement.

52.

The U.S. reported that they had addressed all the preliminary responses from Members and acknowledged that the availability of DVD-burning devices and the high penetration of the broadband Internet also contributed to the proliferation of the unauthorised camcording.  

53.

The U.S. said that the proposed text was general in describing the situation of the unauthorised camcording without any specific recommendations.  The U.S. would appreciate that the issue might be addressed through diverse approaches.
54.

The U.S. commented that the rapid development of information and communication technology contributed to the proliferation of unauthorised camcording activities.  With the assistance of digital watermark technology, it had been found that 80-90% of the pirated DVD or pirated copies on the Internet originated from unauthorised camcording activities.  As the date of movie screenings differed between Economies, there was evidence that the pirated copies of the latest movies could be transferred from one Economy to another within 24 hours.  
55.

Unauthorised camcording activities could easily migrate from one Economy to another.  After the U.S. had introduced a new provision to combat unauthorised camcording in cinemas on the Federal level, it was found that the unauthorised camcording activities had moved from the U.S. to Canada.  Consequently, the U.S. called on Members to make joint efforts in combating unauthorised camcording in the APEC Region.
56.

The U.S. acknowledged that the current copyright provisions, based on the TRIPS Agreement, offered some protection against unauthorised camcording.  Given the devastating effect of unauthorised camcording across the movie industries on a multinational level, the U.S. noted that a dedicated provision would facilitate Economies in combating the unauthorised camcording activities.

57.

The U.S. explained that the Initiative had adopted a multidimensional approach to combat the unauthorised camcording, including suggestions on public education programmes, better enforcement and dedicated legislative provisions.
58.

The Chair thanked the U.S. for its explanation.  The Chair recognised that Member Economies could choose to adopt different approaches to combat the unauthorised camcording since, APEC operated on the basis of non-binding, voluntary commitments.

59.

China thanked the U.S. for the introduction to the Initiative.  China would like to have more discussion on the Initiative inter-sessionally, such as on the definition of unauthorised camcording, before making any proposal to the APEC Ministerial Meeting.  China noted that the issue of unauthorised camcording was a multidisciplinary topic where IPEG alone would be not able to resolve the issue in full. As such China advised the U.S. to take a step-by-step approach to address the issue.

60.

Russia thanked the U.S. for the presentation and asked for more time to study the issue from different perspectives before concluding any recommendation to Ministers.  

61.

The U.S. supplemented that unauthorised camcording was understood to be the unauthorised recording or transmission of a copyrighted work off the screen in cinemas.
62.

Canada thanked the U.S. for the presentation and had offered to be a co-sponsor of the Initiative.  Canada indicated it shared the goals expressed by the U.S. and that it would continue to work with the U.S. and looked forward to further discuss the Initiative and shared that Canada had legislation in place to combat the unauthorised camcording.  In June 2007, a provision had been passed in Canada to make unauthorised recording of a cinematographic work in a movie theatre a criminal offence.  The provision was aimed at fighting against pirated copies of movies. There had been three convictions since the legislation came into effect. SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
63.

Hong Kong, China thanked the U.S. and had offered to be a co-sponsor of the Initiative.  Hong Kong, China had more than one decade’s experiences in tackling offences in this area.  The Copyright Ordinance of Hong Kong, China provided that a person committed an offence if he made for sale or hire an infringing copy of the copyright work. Such provisions should include the making of an infringing copy of a movie in cinema.  Subsequently in 2001, Hong Kong, China had a dedicated provision for combating bootlegging of movies inside cinemas, where the unauthorised possession of recording devices inside the premise of cinemas was made illegal.  Hong Kong, China stressed that apart from having relevant legislative provisions, both effective public education and consistent enforcement were essential. Hong Kong, China was in a close partnership with rights-owners and cinema operators in conducting public education. Hong Kong Customs conducted over 1,100 patrols in cinemas in 2008.
64.

Japan thanked the U.S. and offered to be a co-sponsor of the Initiative.  Japan had a specific legislation in place since 2007.  Japan was convinced that specific legislation was effective in deterring unauthorised camcording activities.
65.

Mexico agreed and regarded specific legislation as an effective way to address the issue of unauthorised camcording.  Mexico was trying to revise some of its relevant legislation.  Mexico would appreciate more time for Members to discuss before proposing any text to Ministers.

66.

Philippines thanked the U.S. and shared that the relevant legislation was under revision so as specifically to combat the unauthorised camcording activities.  Chinese Taipei reckoned the proposed text to the Ministers had addressed all concerns raised by Chinese Taipei, and appreciated the multidimensional approach adopted by the U.S.

67.

Australia welcomed the Initiative and agreed that damage as a result of the unauthorised camcording to the film industry was significant and deserved attention from Economies.  Australia thought that technology-neutral general offences in copyright legislation could be enough to deter unauthorised camcording, as long as there were effective criminal offences.  Chile thanked the U.S. and appreciated a further discussion on the Initiative before recommending a text to Ministers.  

68.

The Chair summarised that unauthorised camcording was recognised as a challenge in a number of Economies. Some of them had already taken action to tackle the challenge.  The Chair also summarised that there was more than one approach to address the challenge and encouraged Members to identify effective examples of practices to combat unauthorised camcording.
69.

The U.S. reported there was media coverage of the unauthorised camcording in the National Geographic magazine, a television programme broadcast on the Australian Channel 7, and a book published by an American non-profit institute, RAND Corporation.
70.

The Chair thanked the U.S. for the information on media coverage and acknowledged the concerns of China.  The Chair encouraged the U.S. to discuss the proposed text with Members in detail.  
71.

China thought that progress of the Initiative was too fast and would appreciate more time for discussion. Indonesia echoed the views of Mexico and China requesting more time to discuss the proposed text before recommending to the Ministers. The Chair thought that the U.S. had been sincere in consulting Members fully and encouraged Members to discuss actively with the U.S.  Japan reiterated its support for the Initiative.
72.

The U.S. appreciated Members’ active discussion on the Initiative and acknowledged the importance of having a further discussion.  The U.S. proposed to recommend a text to the Ministers, which acknowledged the situation of the unauthorised camcording without suggesting specific remedies.  
28.

In particular, the U.S. would like to understand the view of China that IPEG alone was not able to discuss the Initiative in full.  China explained the definition of unauthorised camcording was unclear while the issue of copyright was administrated under more than one ministry in many Economies.
74.

The Chair thanked Members’ for their active discussion and encouraged Members to pocket the points of consensus reached so far and develop them during the inter-sessional discussion.  

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

Final Report for APEC IPEG Survey on Copyright Limitations and Exceptions

75.

Chile gave a brief introduction to the Final Report and thanked Members’ for their comments and input during drafting of the Final Report.  The Chair thanked Chile for their great effort on summarising the copyright limitations and exceptions in various Economies and regarded the Final Report as being of great value to external parties, such as academia.  The Chair recommended Members to endorse the Final Report to enable the public access.  
China thanked Chile and supported the Chair’s recommendation.  

76.

Chile noted that copyright legislations were changing according to the social development, while the Final Report was a snapshot of the current development in the copyright limitations and exceptions.  The U.S. suggested Chile to put a time-stamp on the Final Report, with an intention to maintain the Report as a living document.

77.

Thailand agreed to endorse the Final Report despite difficulties in finalizing translation into Thai for internal consultation. Chile agreed to put a time-stamp on the Final Report.  IPEG endorsed the Final Report for APEC IPEG Survey on Copyright Limitations and Exceptions.
Consultation on Copyright Legislation in Canada

78.

Canada noted that a national consultation on the modernisation of its copyright legislation had commenced in July 2009, with an intention to revise the current legislation.  Members could visit the website below to see the development of the consultation:



http://www.copyrighteconsultation.ca/

Survey on Prevention of Abuse of IP Rights
79.

China gave a brief update on the development of the Survey on Prevention of Abuse of IP Rights.  The Chair thanked China for the update.
80.

The U.S. thanked China and invited China to highlight any changes made to the Paper and the proposed Survey.  China explained the introduction to the Survey was substantiated while the format of the Survey had been re-organised.  The expression of the questions in the Survey had also been revised.

81.

Russia thanked China for their efforts, and expressed its support to the Survey.  Russia regarded the issue of abuse of IP Rights was an important topic.  Chinese Taipei supported the Survey as a co-sponsor, since the IPR system should serve the interests of the general public.  Chinese Taipei regarded the data collection exercise of the Survey as an important step.  Peru also supported the Survey as a co-sponsor.
82.

The U.S. suggested that the definition of “abuse of IP rights” was not clear and the U.S. was not able to respond to the Survey.  Furthermore, the U.S. explained that competition law and the IPR system were two different concepts and the U.S. was not able to endorse the Survey.
83.

Japan echoed the view of the U.S. and called for more discussion on the Survey.  Mexico had some concerns over the Survey since the idea of “IP right abuse” was not distinguished from competition law in the Survey.
84.

Viet Nam supported the Survey.  Chile suggested the issue of the abuse of IP right should be discussed in the context of Article 8. of the TRIPS Agreement 

85.

China thanked Peru, Russia, Chinese Taipei and Viet Nam for their support; and thanked Japan, Mexico and the U.S. for their questions and concerns.  China thought that the Survey itself would allow Members to gain a better understanding of the issue of the IP rights abuse.  China explained the abuse of IP rights was a cross-border topic and related to the competition / monopoly law and the IP law, while the abuse of IP rights had become one of the heated topics in both legal fields.
86.

Thailand suggested there were some cases in the U.K. discussing competition and IPR abuse.  Philippines suggested that it was vital to establish a definition of the” IPR abuse” and the items in the Survey should be revised.  China reckoned different stakeholders would have different understandings of IPR abuse.

87.

The Chair concluded that no consensus had been reached and encouraged Members to continue the discussion on this Agenda Item.
Seminar on Practices of IPR Protection in Standardisation

88.

China gave a presentation on IPR protection in standardisation.  The U.S. supplemented that they had had regular communication with China on the proposed Seminar, and would like work further with China through bilateral meetings.  
89.

Chinese Taipei thanked China for the clear presentation and noted that the proposed Seminar had been discussed for a long time.  Chinese Taipei acknowledged that the proposed Seminar did not intend to set any norm and hence would like to co-sponsor the proposed Seminar.  Chile and Russia also offered to be co-sponsors of the proposed Seminar.
90.

The Chair encouraged China and the U.S. to discuss the proposed Seminar bilaterally.  The U.S. proposed to discuss the proposed Seminar inter-sessionally with China, and invited the Secretariat to explain the project proposal submission procedures.  The Chair replied that all project proposals endorsed by IPEG should be submitted to CTI for consideration by 19 August 2009.

91.

China encouraged the U.S. to actively participate in the discussion with agencies and reiterated that the proposed Seminar had no norm-setting intention.

APEC IPEG Survey on Opposition Proceedings

92.

The U.S. gave an oral update on the Survey, for which the data collection exercise had completed by June 2009.  The U.S. would circulate a draft summary of the completed Survey by September 2009 for comments.
93.

Thailand had sent a request to the U.S. for explaining the definitions of some terms used in the Survey.  The U.S. would check the request and provide the definitions as soon as possible.  As such, the U.S. agreed to extend the time period for additional Economies to provide responses to the questions.
APEC IPEG Survey on Certification and Collective Marks

94.

The U.S. gave an oral update on the Survey, to which Members were invited to respond by September 2009.  After the data collection exercise, the U.S. would circulate a draft summary for comments.

95.

Thailand requested to extend the consultation period of the Survey items for a week, as they would like to comment on the Survey items.  The U.S. replied that the consultation period had passed.  Some Economies had already responded to the Survey.  The Chair encouraged Thailand and the U.S. to work together on a best-effort approach.
96.

Thailand would like to suggest additional items into the Survey without changing the existing ones.  The U.S. agreed to allow the comment period to remain open in order to receive input from Thailand and other interested Economies.  The Chair thanked the U.S. for its flexibility.
Australian Copyright Cases and Developments
97.

Australia gave an oral update on a High Court judgement on copyright in compilations , such as timetables of television programmes, and a High Court decision regarding the use of copyrighted works by the Government.  Australia also outlined some recent government reports regarding various copyright issues, such as copyright enforcement, parallel importation of books, the use and re-use of the public information and copyright issues in the online environment.  The Chair thanked Australia for the information.
An Introduction to the Newly Adopted ISP Bill of Chinese Taipei

98.

Chinese Taipei gave a brief presentation on the new bill for the Internet service providers.  The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei for their follow-up on the topic.
99.

The U.S. thanked Chinese Taipei and appreciated the progressive nature of the ISP bill.  The U.S. also asked if the implementation of the “graduated response” provision would be incorporated into the implementation regulation.  Chinese Taipei replied since the implementation regulation authorised the ISP bill had been limited to the details of the “notice and take down” mechanism, the “graduated response” would be fulfilled otherwise by the consensus reached by the ISPs, copyright holders and subscribers.  Chinese Taipei would provide assistance in the negotiation between parties.
100.

Japan thanked Chinese Taipei and asked why only the Internet Access Provider (IAPs) were required to apply the Notice-and-Notice System; and how Chinese Taipei would assist in the agreement.  Chinese Taipei explained that IAPs provided access to the Internet only and hence only the Notice-and-Notice System was necessary.  Other three categories of ISPs were required to apply the Notice-and-Take-down System, whereby ISPs would take down all infringing contents from the server.  As to the implementation module of the “graduated response” provision, the copyright holders and the ISPs both rely heavily on Chinese Taipei’s opinion and have expressed their strong will to have Chinese Taipei’s assistance.  Thus Chinese Taipei would actively engage ISPs and the copyright holders during the consultation and offer assistance where necessary.
Recent Development in Copyright Policy of Korea

101.

Korea gave a brief oral update on the latest development of the copyright policies in Korea.  The Chair thanked Korea and encouraged Members to communicate with Korea on the copyright developments after the Meeting.
New IP Legislation in Viet Nam

102.

Viet Nam introduced the developments in their IP legislation. After the joining the WTO in 2007, Viet Nam had been modernising its legal system; and in June 2009, the National Assembly of Viet Nam passed the new IP legislation.  The new IP legislations were up to international standards and covered a wide range of IPRs.  The penalties for IP infringements had been increased while the definitions of IP infringements used by the criminal courts were now on par with WTO standards.

103.

The Chair thanked and encouraged Viet Nam to submit a written report on these developments.  The U.S. appreciated the efforts made by Viet Nam as the U.S. had been working closely with Viet Nam on modernising the legal frameworks and the enforcement capacity.

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

APEC Workshop on Effective Implementation of Best Practices Concerning Cable and Satellite Signal Piracy and Enforcement
104.

The U.S. gave a brief oral update on the Workshop.  The Workshop had been endorsed by TELWG, which provided an opportunity for various stakeholders to share experience and opinions.  The Workshop was now scheduled on 14-15 December 2009 in Jakarta, Indonesia.  The Chair thanked the U.S. and encouraged Members to participate in the Workshop and understand the issue of cable and satellite piracy.
105

China suggested that the title of the Workshop should be changed to “Experience Sharing” instead of “Best Practices”; and noted that “copyright theft” and “copyright piracy” were used interchangeably. China expressed that “theft” was a mere stealing behaviour and “piracy” was stealing assets for other commercial purposes.
106.

The Chair noted the preference of “piracy” over “theft”.  Indonesia regarded the scope of copyright piracy was too broad.  Thailand echoed the view of Indonesia and invited the U.S. to provide speakers from the academic field at the Workshop.  The Chair encouraged Members to have a more substantial discussion on the technical aspects during the Workshop.

107.

China reiterated her concern over the title of the Workshop.  The Chair emphasised the Workshop had already been endorsed by IPEG and appreciated any flexibility the U.S. might offer.  The U.S. would consider the suggestions from China, and emphasised that representatives from all relevant disciplines would be invited to participate in the Workshop.  The Chair encouraged the U.S. to address Members’ concerns.

(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)

108.

Recognising RTAs/FTAs was a CTI priority, 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

Patent Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures – Roadmap for Further Cooperation: Gap Analysis
109.

The U.S. gave a brief oral update on the Gap Analysis.  Nine Economies had responded to the Gap Analysis, which covered mainly factual aspects of the capacity and resources of each patent office.  The Gap Analysis would assist Economies in identifying such capacity and resources and hence the U.S. encouraged Members to participate in the Gap Analysis.  The U.S. would use the findings of the Gap Analysis to correlate with the Roadmap.
110.

The Chair thanked the U.S. and encouraged Members to participate in the Gap Analysis.  Thailand thanked the U.S. and noted that there were similar exercises being conducted in other organisations, such as the EU-US Gap Analysis.  The U.S. reckoned that the Gap Analysis conducted in IPEG was complementary to other efforts. The IPEG Gap Analysis was a snapshot of patent offices, with an intention to share experiences.

111.

Chinese Taipei thanked the U.S.  TIPO had been handling patent applications in Chinese Taipei and there was a discussion on changing the status of TIPO from a government agency into a statutory institute.  Chinese Taipei would like to know the statutory status of the IP offices in APEC Economies.
112.

The Chair noted that there were many variations, ranging from a government to a private institute.  Philippines shared that their IP office was a government agency operating as a trading fund.  Singapore said that their IP office was self-funded government agency established by law as a statutory body.  Mexico said that their IP office was self-funded.  Australia said that their IP office was a federal government agency that operated on a cost recovery basis.

113.

The Chair concluded that there was a range of possibilities.  Chinese Taipei appreciated all the information provided by Members.

More Coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures

114.

Japan gave a presentation on their initial ideas on more coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures.  The Chair thanked Japan and expressed his impression that these initial ideas were in line with what the business community advocated.  The Chair noted that IPEG would give first priority to the directives from Ministers.
115.

China noted that the format of search reports was different from Economy to Economy.  China reckoned that harmonisation was important, and regarded WIPO as a better forum to work on the harmonisation of the format for patent filing.  China further noted that applicants from developing Economies often encountered difficulties during patent applications in the developed Economies.
116.

The U.S. thanked Japan for the presentation and was glad to see the progress on the Patent Acquisition Survey.  Chile promised to provide comments to Japan, and noted that Members should observe the autonomy of each Economy in the patent application process.  Thailand suggested that any analysis on the formality of the patent application should also discuss the advantages and disadvantages of different approaches.
117.

Japan thanked Members for their comments.  Japan reiterated that the initial ideas suggested a harmonised application format for the utilisation of search and examination results from another IP office instead of a harmonised format for patent filing.  Japan had no intention of harmonising the systems of patent acquisition, nor to compare the system of patent acquisition of one Economy with another.  Rather, Japan’s focus was on facilitating the applicant-driven exchange of information on search and examination between IP offices, while each Economy could have its own autonomy in designing the system of patent acquisition.
118.

China further expressed their concerns over difficulties encountered by the patent applicants from the developing Economies while filing a patent application in the developed Economies.  China hoped that IPEG could have further discussion and address this challenge faced by developing Economies.  The Chair encouraged China and Japan to conduct further discussion on the Agenda Item.
Patent Prosecution Highway
119.

Russia gave an oral presentation on the Patent Prosecution Highway.  Russia shared some of their views on the Patent Cooperation Treaty, especially on recognising search reports conducted by International Search Authority and other foreign IP offices.  The Patent Prosecution Highway offered an opportunity for Russia to recognise foreign search reports, and hence shorten the time for processing a patent application.
120.

Russia had signed Memorandums of Understanding with Japan and Korea on the Patent Prosecution Highway, and was in discussion with some European Economies and the U.S.  The Chair thanked Russia for sharing their view on increasing use of the Patent Prosecution Highway.
121.

China shared a similar view with Russia, where under Patent Cooperation Treaty, the long application lead time and high application fee were the major obstacles for patent applicants from developing Economies.  The Chair reassured China that Japan had no intention to seek any endorsement from IPEG on the previous Agenda Item, and encouraged Members to approach Japan to further discuss the previous Agenda Item.
122.

Mexico thanked Japan, Korea, Russia and the U.S. for bringing up this Agenda Item, and exchanged their views on the development of the Patent Cooperation Treaty on the international search and the preliminary examination.  
123.

The Chair thanked Members for their participation and encouraged inter-sessional discussion on the Agenda Item, with possible participation from ABAC.
(5a-iii)
Papers related to Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights and Protection

Australia’s New Patent Examination Centre

124.

Australia gave a brief introduction to the new Patent Examination Centre in Melbourne.  Mexico and Chile asked if the Patent Examination Centre carried out only patent examination.  Australia replied the Patent Examination Centre conducted only patent examinations, while the main office in Canberra carried out other functions.
Intellectual Property Litigation Developments in Chinese Taipei
125.

Judge Lin from Chinese Taipei gave a presentation in the intellectual property litigation developments.  The Chair thanked Judge Lin and asked what other cases the IP Court handled.  Judge Lin replied that the IP Court handled a variety of litigation, such as those relating to competition.
126.

Mexico thanked Judge Lin for the presentation and asked about the “IP right validity in civil and criminal actions”.  For patent infringement, Judge Lin explained that patent owners could file a civil action in the IP Court for monetary compensation.  On the other hand, Judge Lin noted a patent applicant could also file a case in the IP Court against the administrative procedures carried out by TIPO.
127.

Mexico followed up the previous question on the criminal action against patent infringement.  Judge Lin clarified that patent infringement was not criminalised and hence the IP Court did not handle criminal cases relating to any disputes in patent law.
128.

Philippines asked the difference between filing a case in the District Court and IP Court.  Judge Lin replied that the IP Court had technical experts to expedite the process of litigation.  Philippines followed and asked the cost of filing a case in IP Court.  Judge Lin replied that the cost would depend on the nature of the case, which was largely similar to the cost in ordinary courts.

129.

The U.S. thanked Chinese Taipei and commented that rights-owners would tend to file in IP Court as the court of first instance.  The U.S. would like to know the capacity of the IP Court.  Judge Lin replied that the statistics would be available after the Meeting, and said that the IP Court had eight judges and was already working at full capacity.
130.

China shared their experience in IP litigation handled by IP Tribunals, and asked if there were any dedicated training programmes provided to IP judges.  Judge Lin replied that the IP Court adopted case management procedures where evidence was requested to be submitted in advance.  Furthermore, Judge Lin added that annual training courses and other overseas opportunities were provided to IP judges, while a familiarisation programme was available to new judges.
131.

Indonesia shared that there was a dedicated IP court in Indonesia, and suggested a special meeting on the latest development of IP courts.  Furthermore, Indonesia proposed to add a new agenda item on IP courts development in the coming IPEG Meeting.  The Chair thanked Indonesia for the proposal and agreed to add a new agenda item.
Update on the Accelerated Examination Programme in Chinese Taipei

132.

Chinese Taipei gave an oral update on the accelerated examination programme.  Chinese Taipei encouraged Members to utilise the accelerated examination programme.  The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei for the presentation.
(5b) Electronic Processing of IPR-related Procedures

(5b-i)
Electronic Filing Systems

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

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

IMPI’s New Electronic Services
133.

Mexico gave a brief introduction to their newly launched electronic services.  The Chair thanked Mexico and asked if the system was available in languages other than Spanish and capable of text or image search.  Mexico replied that the system was in Spanish, with an intention to provide also English in future.  Mexico also noted that all documents were searchable with a user-friendly interface.
(5c) IP Asset Management and Utilization

(5c-i)
IP Asset Management and Utilization

APEC HRD-CBN Strategic Intellectual Asset Management for Emerging Enterprises Projects

134.

Japan gave an oral introduction to the Projects and invited IPEG Members to participate in this Project endorsed by HRD-CBN.  The Chair thanked Japan for the information and provided a brief description of HRD-CBN.

(5c-ii)
Raising Public Awareness

Survey on Public Awareness of Intellectual Property Right Protection 2008 & Survey on Business Attitude to Intellectual Property 2009
135.

Hong Kong, China highlighted the importance of having objective ways to ascertain the IPR awareness level in an economy.  Hong Kong, China shared its initiative on conducting surveys to see whether past efforts on IPR education were effective and to work out the appropriate strategy for future IPR public education campaigns.  Hong Kong, China gave an oral introduction to the outcome of two Surveys conducted in 2008.  The Chair thanked Hong Kong, China for the update.
A New Collaboration to Promote Small Business Growth in Australia

136.

Australia gave an oral introduction to a new collaboration to promote small business growth.  The Chair thanked Australia for the information.
Chinese Taipei IP Protection on Campus
137.

Chinese Taipei gave an oral introduction to the IP protection on campus.  The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei for the effort on promoting IP awareness on campus.
138.

China appreciated the “carrot-approach” adopted by Chinese Taipei and asked how Chinese Taipei evaluated its effectiveness.  Chinese Taipei replied there was a complex evaluation system in place to monitor the progress and hence effectiveness of the Project.  China appreciated the information.
139.

Indonesia asked why the IP curricula only applied to university students.  Chinese Taipei replied that the Project targeted illegal photocopying shops, which were rampant around universities.  Indonesia continued to question if the copyright collective societies were responsible for collecting royalties.  Chinese Taipei replied that there were copyright collective societies but their service was limited. 
(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

Support for the Creation of IP in Local Communities “IP City: from IP to Regional Wealth”

140.

Mayor Il Bong HWANG, of Nam-Gu Gwangju, Korea, gave a presentation on the IP City in Korea.  The Chair thanked Mayor Hwang for this interesting and innovative presentation.
141.

Mexico thanked Mayor Hwang and asked how the Academy in the IP City delivered training.  Korea replied the Academy had a physical establishment while the class-size was around 400.  Mexico asked Korea how to vet the patent application for subsidies.  Korea replied that all patent applications were subsidised without vetting.  Mexico asked if the IP City had targeted to attract any particular industries.  Korea replied that the education and medical sectors were targeted. 
142.

Thailand thanked Mayor Hwang and asked if the Academy had collaborated with any organisations.  Korea replied that the education centre of KIPO had provided assistance to the Academy. Korea would be able to provide more information on the collaboration after the Meeting.
143.

Korea clarified that the presentation was the initial idea from the IP City Government for Members’ information.  The Chair thanked Mayor Hwang for the presentation and encouraged Members to discuss further with Mayor Hwang after the Meeting.
Use and Dissemination of IP “The Case of Tequila and Michoacan on Collective Marks”

144.

Mexico gave a presentation on collective marks.  The Chair thanked Mexico for the presentation.
145.

China thanked Mexico for the presentation and asked the difference between geographic indications, appellations of origin and collective marks.  Mexico explained the difference between these rights, and provided historical background of the discussion conducted in WIPO on geographic indications and appellation of origins.  China further questioned if geographic indications and appellations of origin were parallel systems.  Mexico emphasised that different Economies had adopted different systems.

146.

Philippines shared their experience in collective marks, where small and medium enterprises had difficulty in obtaining the collective marks.  Mexico shared the Mexican appellation of origin system, where 13 authorities were allowed to endorse an appellation of origin of tequila.  
(5d)
Capacity Building

Survey of Strategic Consideration of IPR Capacity Building in APEC Economies

147.

Australia gave an oral update on the development of the “Survey of Strategic Consideration of IPR Capacity Building in APEC Economies”.  Australia and China encouraged Members to participate in the Survey. Members could submit responses online or through e-mail.  Australia and China would report back to Members during the coming Meeting in Japan.
148.

China thanked Australia for the update and encouraged Members to participate in the Survey.  The Chair thanked Australia and China and noted that the project proposal from Russia suggested a similar framework of training, which made reference to the result of the Survey.

(5e)
Strategic Development of IPEG (continuation)
List of Surveys in Progress in IPEG
149.

The Chair invited Members to update the List of Surveys in IPEG. 
IPEG Collective Action Plan

150.

The Chair invited Members to update the IPEG Collective Action Plan.
Agenda item 6: New Project Proposals

(6a) Formation of New Quality Assessment Framework Team

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.


(6b) Call for New Project Proposals


APEC Project on One-Village-One-Brand Seminar
151.

Korea gave a presentation on the Project Proposal for an APEC Project on One-Village-One-Brand Seminar.  The Chair thanked Korea for the Project Proposal and queried whether the Seminar, targeting rural audiences some of whom may have limited foreign language skills, would be conducted only in English.  Korea supplemented providing translation service could be considered if this service would be necessarily required to encourage local participants to join the Seminar.

152.

Canada, Japan, Mexico, Peru, Philippines, Russia, Thailand and the United States offered to be co-sponsors of the Project Proposal.  Thailand would like to know if the Project Proposal followed by other projects for the sake of sustainability.  Korea replied that a step-by-step approach was being adopted, while the proposed Seminar was a pilot project where other activities would follow.
153.

Chile shared a similar concern on the language issue and would like to know if the Secretariat had a separate budget for interpretation services.  Secretariat replied that simultaneous interpretation was a non-allowable expense under the guidelines for APEC-funded projects, and therefore APEC funding could not be used for the cost of simultaneous interpretation, but added that the project proponent could seek a waiver in the project proposal, which if approved, would allow for an exception to this rule.  
154.

The Chair encouraged Members to take a best-effort approach to make project materials as accessible to the local communities as possible.  Chile asked if each economy could translate the project materials after the Seminar.  The Secretariat replied that each Economy could translate the project materials according to the relevant APEC procedures.
155.

With eight co-sponsors and no other concerns, the Chair concluded that IPEG endorsed the Project Proposal and recommended it to CTI for consideration.
Intellectual Property Academy Collaborative Initiative (iPAC Initiative)

156.

Japan gave a presentation on some initial ideas for developing a collaborative initiative on intellectual property training.  Japan emphasised that this was not a project proposal but just initial ideas, and invited Members to provide comments.  The Chair thanked Japan and noted that lawyers, as patent agents, were required to participate in continuous learning programmes in many jurisdictions and that collaboration among Economies could be helpful for them.
157.

China thanked Japan for these initial ideas and wondered if these initial ideas covered only patents.  And if only patent was covered, China suggested renaming the Initiative as a Patent Academy.  China also had concerns on the possible impacts on the Patent Prosecution Highway.  The Chair noted that Japan proposed covering all types of intellectual property.

158.

Chinese Taipei thanked Japan for their creative ideas and supported the Initiative as it also had an IP Academy.  Chinese Taipei asked about the operation of the proposed IP Academy and the possible costs involved.  The Chair suggested that Members could further comment on these project ideas inter-sessionally.

159.

Indonesia had just established an IP Academy and would like to share experience with other IP academies on courses and programmes.  As such, Indonesia supported the Initiative.  Singapore appreciated the initial ideas from Japan and noted that there was already a loose connection of IP academies under the Global Network of IP Academies (GNIPA).  It asked how this initiative was superior to GNIPA, and asked for an indication of the commitments to be undertaken by IPEG members under this proposal.
160.

Thailand noted that there was an IP centre in Thailand and supported the Initiative.  Viet Nam also had a similar organisation which functioned as a training base in the IP field.  Viet Nam supported the Initiative.

161.

Philippines supported the Initiative and noted Philippines was setting up an IP Research and Training Institute.  Philippines asked if the Initiative also covered research.  Australia appreciated the Initiative and was interested to learn if Japan had any existing collaboration with other IP academies.
162.

Japan replied to China that the proposed ideas did not include any plan on the Patent Prosecution Highway.  Japan replied to Chinese Taipei that the IP Academy would rely on a web-based information exchange platform, possibly utilising fully existing systems, and that such information exchange would involve limited marginal cost while Japan would consider financing the initial cost of launching a web-based platform.  Japan replied to Singapore that Japan was further considering relations between the proposed ideas and activities of Global Network on Intellectual Property Academies of WIPO.  Japan replied to Philippines that a research element could be included, while the exchange of research fellows was under consideration.  

163.

China expressed concern on the possible duplication of effort with other initiatives in other IP fora.  China encouraged Japan to develop a concrete project proposal in 2010.  Russia would support all training initiatives in general and echoed the view of China to avoid any duplication of effort.  The Chair noted that the IP Academy proposed by Japan was not a separate entity but a platform leveraging on the existing facilities and extracting added values from established IP academies.  Japan added that the Initiative would also mutually benefit the Global Network on Intellectual Property Academies of WIPO.

Creating APEC Framework for Intellectual Property Protection and Use: Training for Officials
164.

Russia gave a brief presentation on the Project Proposal of the “Creating APEC Framework for Intellectual Property Protection and Use: Training for Officials”.  The Chair thanked Russia and noted all Project Proposal should be submitted to CTI by 19 August 2009.

165.

China supported the Project Proposal and commented that the Project Proposal was well-organised.  China encouraged a further discussion on other logistical issues.

166.

Japan asked for details of the proposed training and legal harmonisation.  Russia reiterated the Project Proposal would follow standards envisaged in the TRIPS Agreement.
167.

Viet Nam supported the Project Proposal and looked forward to participating in the Project.  Indonesia supported the Project Proposal and regarded it as good for capacity building amongst Members.

168.

Australia thanked Russia and echoed the views of Japan that the scope of the Project Proposal was unclear, especially on the proposed harmonisation of IP.  Since there were a number of capacity building projects in place, Australia asked how this project is different from and adds value to similar work already undertaken or underway within IPEG.  The Chair also asked how this Project Proposal would be distinctive from the WIPO Academy.  Russia replied the proposed training offered a more flexible programme with a wider scope in content.
169.

The U.S. appreciated the efforts of Russia and noted that the concept of harmonisation of IP protection was unclear.  As the intention of the proposed training was left unexplained, it was not clear how the proposed training was distinctive from other training activities. 

170.

Russia expressed its willingness to make changes in the wording of the Project Proposal.  The Chair appreciated more capacity building programmes in general, and encouraged Russia to refine and be flexible about the expressions used in the Project Proposal.  

171.

The U.S. commented that there were unanswered questions on many issues and would appreciate a further discussion on the Project Proposal.  The U.S. suggested revisiting the Project Proposal in the coming Meeting.  
172.

Australia appreciated the efforts of Russia and echoed the views of the U.S. on conducting further discussions, in order to avoid any duplication with other IPEG activities.

173.

The U.S. further explained that the use of terminology such as “APEC Framework” and “harmonisation”, which repeatedly appeared in the Project Proposal was unclear and unacceptable.  The U.S. would appreciate more explanations of these phrases.

174.

Mexico noted that there were many IP training courses available, and Members should examine the Project Proposal carefully.  Furthermore, Mexico pointed out that WIPO had already offered distant-learning courses, and invited Russia to investigate the cost-effectiveness of these distant-learning courses.  Mexico also felt that the concepts of “APEC Framework” and “harmonisation” were unclear.  
175.

Russia noted the differences in the IP systems between Economies, and further clarified that the concepts of the “APEC Framework” was to allow officials to acquire IP knowledge at an advanced level.  

176.

Both Australia and the U.S. requested inter-sessional discussions with Russia on the Project Proposal.  The Chair encouraged Members to discuss the Project Proposal further.
177.

Korea thanked Russia for the Project Proposal and offered to contribute to the development of the Project Proposal.  Russia would consider comments from Members and re-submit the Project Proposal to IPEG.
Agenda item 7: Cooperation with Other Fora/ Stakeholders
ABAC Representative to IPEG on a Further Collaboration
178.

A representative from ABAC proposed to hold a dialogue session with ABAC, at the margin of the coming 30th IPEG Meeting in Japan.  The Chair thanked ABAC for their proposal and noted that it was the duty of IPEG to engage ABAC.  The Chair further suggested a morning session would be a reasonable timeslot for the proposed dialogue, and emphasised that the proposed dialogue should have a focussed topic for discussion.
179.

Japan supported the proposal and suggested inviting experts from the enforcement authorities and SCCP to attend the dialogue.  The Chair concluded that IPEG endorsed a dialogue session with ABAC at the margin of the 30th IPEG Meeting, and invited ABAC to propose a topic for discussion after the Meeting.

Agenda item 8: Other business

IP Australia’s Approach to Quality Management
180.

Australia gave an oral presentation on their quality management systems.  The Chair thanked the presentation.  Hong Kong, China conveyed that Australia’s initiative on quality management and the achievements they had obtained were highly commended.  Quality management on the trademark side was high on the agenda of the IP office of Hong Kong, China.  Hong Kong, China would follow up further with Australia concerning quality management. 

New Legislation in the Russian Federation in the Field of Intellectual Property
181.

Russia gave a brief presentation on the new intellectual property legislation in Russia.  The Chair thanked Russia for the presentation.  

Agenda item 9: Document Access

182.

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

Agenda item 10: Future Meeting

New Chair for the 30th – 33rd IPEG Meeting

183.

Mexico offered Mr. Jorge AMIGO as a candidate for the Chair for the 30th – 33rd IPEG Meetings.  The Chair reiterated the importance of providing an assistant to handle daily administrative matters of IPEG.
184.

There were no other candidate and the Chair concluded that IPEG endorsed to recommend to CTI that Mr. AMIGO be appointed as next Convenor of IPEG for 2010-2011.
Invitation to 30th IPEG Meeting in Japan

185.

Japan gave a presentation on the logistics of the 30th IPEG Meeting.  The 30th IPEG Meeting would be held on 5th – 6th March 2009 in Hiroshima, Japan, with the Pre-meeting on 4th March 2009.  Japan cordially invited Members to attend the Meeting.
Invitation to the WIPO High-Level Forum in Japan

186.

Japan gave a presentation on the “WIPO High-Level Forum on the Global Intellectual Property Infrastructure for Promotion of Innovation”, scheduled on 1st – 2nd March 2009 in Tokyo, Japan.  Japan cordially invited Members to participate in the Forum.
Agenda item 11: Report to the Next CTI

187.

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

Closing remarks

188.

The Chair thanked Members for actively participating in the two-day meeting, and expressed Members appreciation for Singapore’s hospitality arrangements.  
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