SOM Steering Committee on ECOTECH

Second meeting

9:00 – 18:00, 23 July 2009

Singapore

The second SOM Steering Committee on ECOTECH (SCE) meeting of 2009 was held in Singapore on 23 July, 2009. It was attended by representatives from Australia; Canada; Chile; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Peru; Philippines; Russia; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States, and Viet Nam. It was also attended by representatives from the Industrial Science and Technology Working Group (ISTWG), the Mining Task Force (MTF) and the APEC Secretariat. Two independent consultants were invited to the meeting to report on their assessment. 

The meeting was chaired by Mr. Kenji Hiramatsu, APEC Senior Official for Japan, Deputy Director-General, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  
1. 
Welcome by SCE Chair, Mr. Kenji Hiramatsu

SCE Chair welcomed all members to the second SCE meeting of the year 2009. He underlined the importance of this meeting as it was to discuss the two important agenda items of the year - new framework to guide ECOTECH activities in APEC and the reform of SCE itself. 

2.
Adoption of the Agenda
The meeting agenda (Doc.2009/SOM1/SCE1/001) was adopted without amendment.

3. Independent Assessment of SCE Fora

3.1. TEL Independent Assessment
Ms Salma Jalife, an Independent Consultant from Mexico presented the final report of the Telecommunications and Information Working Group (TEL) Independent Assessment conducted from mid-December 2008 to July 2009 (Doc.2009/SOM2/SCE2/002).  The consultant focused the presentation on main findings related to TEL meetings, projects and activities and the recommendations to SCE and TEL.   

With regard to the recommendations to SCE, the consultant emphasized the need to engage fora in developing the SCE-COW agenda to promote exchange of views (formal and informal); to find cross-cutting issues and serve as a bridge with other APEC fora for joint collaboration to avoid duplication of work.  She also recommended providing long term guidance on priorities to help TEL in its decision making; maintaining regular mechanisms of communication; and, being able to measure TEL’s effectiveness and impact of its work. 
The main recommendations to TEL were that the group should develop an outreach strategy; delimit its scope of work; build a step by step single roadmap with achievable and specific milestones and middle to long term goals; and address stake-holders’ needs by conducting periodical consultations on their priorities and expectations that regulate the way they relate to TEL.
SCE members highlighted the important role ICT play in doing businesses and enabling growth in the region as well as its impact in other key sectors such as education and health.  Members recognized the relevance of this report that included policy and practical recommendations regarding TEL’s scope of work, collaboration with the private sector, APEC fora and other international organizations.  SCE members welcomed the report and supported its recommendations.   The SCE Chair will inform the TEL  Chair about the SCE’s decision and request the TEL to report back on progress in the implementation of the recommendations.

3.2. ISTWG Independent Assessment 

Professor Neantro Saavedra-Rivano of the University of Tsukuba, Japan, presented the final report of the ISTWG Independent Assessment (Doc 2009/SOM2/SCE2/003). The consultant emphasized that Science and Technology was central to APEC and an essential vehicle for the fulfillment of ECOTECH core goals.  The main challenge of the ISTWG was to contribute to these goals while managing the complexities of cooperation in a highly heterogeneous group of economies.  He noted that the group was implementing several projects of high quality and with significant impact.  However he also observed a lack of strategic vision and organizational deficiencies, as well as a shortage of specific skills.  

The consultant’s recommendations to the ISTWG targeted at the group’s strategy, organization and coordination, impact of its activities and relation with other fora with the three following objectives: (i) strengthen its capacity to develop a strategic vision; (ii) enhance the analytical competence of the group in selecting projects to sponsor; and (iii) provide the ISTWG with means to reach a wider audience in all APEC member economies and attract relevant communities to cooperative endeavors in Science and Technology.

Members agreed with the need to develop a strategic vision for this group to directly respond to APEC’s overarching goals and objectives.  Suggestions were made that the ISTWG should focus its work on innovation and activities to contribute to economic growth, competitiveness and sustainable development in the region.  It was also suggested that the ISTWG had to balance the policy discussion and the implementation of projects to respond to member economies’ needs in this sector.  ISTWG should outreach to and coordinate with other APEC fora, such as the Energy Working Group (EWG) on climate change and energy efficiency.  ISTWG would also be served by  more interaction with ABAC and the academic sector to encourage the participation of all member economies in its meetings and activities.  Members highlighted that a specific theme would need to be identified before a Ministerial Meeting on Science and Technology could be considered.  Members recognized that Science and Technology is a cross cutting issue that is considered in many other fora and other international organizations and warned against expending scarce resources on possibly duplicative efforts.

SCE member economies agreed in general with the main findings of the assessment, but considered that some recommendations need to be further discussed.  SCE agreed that members would provide additional comments to the APEC Secretariat.  Based on comments from member economies, the Secretariat will prepare a paper with suggestions on how to further proceed.  The paper will be submitted to SCE for consideration intersessionally.  The objective is to finalize work on this assessment intersessionally and report its completion in the 2009 APEC Senior Official’s Report on Economic and Technical Cooperation. 

3.3. Progress report of the ongoing independent assessment of HRDWG and TPTWG
Before reporting on the ongoing independent assessments, the APEC Secretariat brought to the attention of SCE members documents 2009/SOM2/SCE2/013 and 2009/SOM2/SCE2/014 which include the SCE decision regarding the recommendations in the Independent Assessment Reports on EWG and on Agricultural Technical Cooperation Working Group (ATCWG)/ High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology (HLPDAB).  The documents were considered and endorsed intersessionally.  The SCE Chair will write to EWG and ATCWG/HLPDAB Chairs to inform them of SCE final decisions on the reports’ recommendations.

Regarding the ongoing assessment of the Transportation Working Group (TPTWG), the Secretariat reported that Mr John Platts, a former public servant in Canada’s transport sector was selected as the consultant.  The consultant attended the Transportation Ministerial Meeting held in the Philippines in April, the meeting of the APEC Port Services Network held in Vancouver in May and planned to attend the TPTWG meeting in Singapore in July 2009.  The findings of the assessment will be presented at the SCE1 meeting in Japan in 2010.

Dr Jacqui True, a Professor at the University of Auckland (New Zealand) was selected as the consultant for the Human Resources Development Working Group (HRDWG) Independent Assessment.  The consultant attended the HRDWG meeting held in Chicago in June.  The findings of this assessment will also be presented at the SCE1 meeting in Japan in 2010.
3.4. MRCWG’s progress report on the implementation of the independent assessment recommendations
Peru briefed members on progress made by the Marine Resources Conservation Working Group (MRCWG) to implement the recommendations of the independent assessment conducted in 2008 (Doc 2009/SOM2/SCE/018).  The MRCWG reported its planned and ongoing joint activities and coordination with the FWG regarding priority areas as well as preparations for the Third APEC Ocean Ministerial Meeting to be held in Peru in 2010. 

The SCE thanked Peru for the MRCWG report and requested the group to continue reporting progress to SCE regularly.

4. 
Mandates of Mining Task Force (MTF)
The Chair of MTF presented the request for extension of the MTF’s mandate (Doc.2009/SOM2/SCE/004rev1). Member economies expressed support for the request and the meeting approved the extension of MTF’s mandate until  September 2011 and encouraged the MTF to continue to  develop and implement a work plan that directly responds to APEC’s overarching goals and objectives. Members welcomed and supported  China as  the newly elected next Chair of MTF.

5. Reforming SCE’s Policy Agenda 
SCE Policy Reform

Agenda items 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 were discussed collectively as they were closely related. The Chair briefed the meeting on the outcomes of SCE Core Group meeting held on 16 July 2009 and presented his paper on ECOTECH policy framework (Doc. 2009/SOM2/SCE/008). He proposed that short term priorities for capacity building activities (i.e. SCE policy criteria) and medium and long-term priorities should all be combined into the new ECOTECH framework. These priorities will be informed by the result of survey on capacity building needs in developing member economies and the stocktake on capacity building activities in SCE sub-fora, CTI and EC. The new framework should provide for better orientation of ECOTECH activities and better coordination among APEC fora. The Chair also raised the following issues for discussion: (i) who (SOM or SCE) should be in the position to coordinate all ECOTECH – related activities; (ii) what should be done to improve coordination among SCE, CTI and EC; (iii) how would priority areas discussed by Ministers such as inclusive growth, sustainable growth, innovation, energy be addressed in the ECOTECH framework; and (iv) how to translate ECOTECH priorities into real actions. Since not all developing members responded to the survey, he encouraged all to provide clear ideas about their capacity building needs.
On behalf of Japan, the Chair informed the meeting that Japan was very mindful and keen to press ahead with the ECOTECH issue next year with a view to achieving better orientation, better guidance to fora, and a streamlined process.  
Malaysia suggested that times had changed and SCE had to reorient ECOTECH activities towards new issues that have been put on the agenda. The short and immediate priorities should give focus on those specific programs like inclusive growth, sustainable growth, innovation, and SMEs development. At the recent MRT, Malaysia proposed that 2010 be a capacity building year. There was a lot of emphasis on capacity building at Ministers’ level and the issue would surely be revisited in AMM and AELM. Malaysia urged members to cooperate with the Chair to make sure that political commitments be realised on the ground. Malaysia judged that SOM should focus on this issue. 
The Secretariat presented the results of the survey on capacity building needs among developing member economies and the stocktake on capacity building activities in APEC fora. These documents appear as documents 2009/SOM2/SCE/006 and 2009/SOM2/SCE/007. 

The Philippines presented its paper which was an initial reaction to the proposed SCE reform (Doc. 2009/SOM2/SCE/017). The paper noted that, in the 2009 policy criteria, there were certain overlapping terms which did not provide clear guidance to working group and fora. For example, it was unclear where exactly the division line between the two criteria “necessary to the furtherance of the Bogor Goals” and “support the furtherance of the Bogor Goals” was.  It was noted that the criteria would significantly influence the types of projects that economies proposed for funding and their ability to get support from APEC funds. In the 2009 project cycle, there were only 3 out of 14 approved projects from all for a proposed by developing economies. By the time the projects of the present cycle were being implemented, SCE should be able to move to new areas like inclusive growth, as well as three pillars discussed in Asian Development Bank (ADB) paper (Doc. 2009/SOM2/SOM-SFOM/SYM/010) namely (i) High and sustainable growth to create economic opportunities; (ii) Equal access to the opportunities by all; and (iii) Social safety nets to prevent extreme poverty. SCE should look at the issue of capacity building and ECOTECH to make sure that there is a balance in the allocation of resources and more importantly a balanced growth in the APEC region. The Philippines’ next paper would discuss the nexus between regional economic integration (REI) and capacity building and human resources development which was identified as priority by sectoral ministerial meetings (TPT, SMEs, FMP, HRD) and by developing member economies. SCE should more carefully filter proposed projects to avoid duplication of previous efforts. 
Hong Kong, China commented on the results of the survey on capacity building needs in developing member economies. It noted that although REI was a key issue for APEC at SOM, Ministerial and Leaders’ levels and the stocktake also confirmed that REI was considered a priority for various fora, REI was ranked as the lowest priority for capacity building by developing members, and it was ranked way below the top two priorities. Hong Kong, China considered that there were two possible explanations for this. One was that developing economies agreed that REI was important but they did not have great capacity building needs in the area.  It could also mean that some of the developing economies did not consider REI a priority issue for APEC, and if it were the case, there was a disjoint between the priorities of APEC collectively and the views of individual economies.  Hong Kong, China believed that a more in-depth analysis on this issue was worthwhile. 
Australia commented that the Chair’s paper was a good starting point, but it needed to be fleshed out and, along with the two surveys, would be a very useful input into the Policy Framework. The question was how to move from SCE’s short-term annual Policy Criteria to strategic medium and longer-term guidance.  Australia argued that SCE should build on the 2009 policy criteria to develop a document with a medium term outlook, including by looking at what substantive changes were needed, and what was the best strategic guidance SCE could give in terms of project funding.  Australia underlined that the SCE’s guidance must be practical. Australia also agreed that more work was needed to distinguish between activities ‘necessary to’ and ‘supportive of’ APEC’s core objectives, and reiterated Hong Kong China’s point that REI was the reason that APEC exists. 

The Chair of the BMC Small Working Group on Project Management informed the meeting that BMC was very interested in developing a better system to prioritize projects. BMC is considering delinking priority and quality assessment in order to give committees greater responsibility to prioritize and to make them look across fora and across the broad range of issues they face in deciding their top priorities. By setting priorities and delinking it from quality assessment, BMC aims to see top priority projects being funded once they reach the required quality level. BMC is also promoting the universal use of medium-term plans by Committees and sub-fora.

China commented that the survey was a very useful exercise and it was the only way that the needs and expectations of developing economies would be fully reflected and incorporated in the future strategies and workplan of SCE. China encouraged other developing member economies to fully participate in the survey. SCE is a very important forum especially in the backdrop of the financial crisis. The essence of SCE is to improve and enhance the capacity of developing economies so that they can catch up with developed economies and reach the Bogor Goals. The most urgent issue at present is how to transform these needs into actions. One of the ways is through implementing projects. It was sad to see that developing economies were short of capacity to build projects and it was challenging for developing economies to apply for funding. As project implementation is a very important way to transform priority into action, SCE should focus on improving the capacity of developing member economies in applying for project funding.   
The United States raised the question of the Secretariat’s interpretation of the meaning of “necessary” and “support” when ranking projects, suggesting that more guidance on this point might increase comfort levels. The United States expressed the belief that delinking priority and quality assessment would help projects that meet SCE and fora priorities get funding once their quality was satisfactory. The Technical Assistance and Training Facility program would be able to support project overseers in improving project quality if their projects  were identified as a key priority by SCE, CTI or EC. Regarding the survey result, APEC’s main goal was prosperity through REI.  The United States believed that member economies, when filling the survey, probably considered that REI belonged to TILF track and therefore not part of ECOTECH agenda. It may also be because there are different approaches to capacity building. The U.S. opined that some may be considering REI narrowly in terms of trade and investment liberalization, but REI was broader than trade and investment liberalization, including structural reform and other areas that would contribute to further integration of our economies. The survey for developing economies needs should help to provide SCE with ideas about what should be taken into account in considering the APEC strategic agenda and how to address the specific needs to achieve wider APEC strategic goals. 
Japan suggested that there needed to be a linkage between the important agenda for this year and next year, between the APEC agenda and ECOTECH activities, and between SOM discussions and those at the committees. There should be high level support from Ministers and Leaders and a structure to accommodate mid-term and short-terms needs. It might be better to have budget allocation based on discussion among SCE, CTI and EC. Japan also suggested prioritization and budget allocation for newer agenda items or more important agenda items of the current and next years. There should be a ‘sunset’ approach for removing obsolete activities from the APEC agenda. Coordination among relevant committees is important. Japan  asked the Secretariat to suggest options for APEC activities (not just SCE) to formulate this broader approach. 
Indonesia expressed its appreciation for SCE’s work in conducting the survey on capacity building needs. The survey provided SCE with information on the needs of developing member economies’ in building their capabilities. In addition, the survey would benefit APEC’s agenda of inclusive growth. 
 Internal  review of the Committee

The Chair presented his paper on reforming SCE (Doc. 2009/SOM2/SCE/010) and briefed the meeting on the outcome of SCE Core group meeting. The Chair raised the question on whether SCE should continue to work in the current manner and how SOM process could be more integrated into the policy guidance and prioritization issue. The paper proposed that, in order to have better SOM involvement, the discussion of SCE should be divided into two parts: SOM to directly participate in policy–related discussion and SCE to handle more technical issues. For this to be implemented, SOM and SCE meetings should be held back to back. There was broad support for this approach at SCE Core Group meeting.  The paper also discussed ways to streamline SCE fora. The Chair noted that independent consultants’ papers provided a good basis for reforming SCE fora as called for in the 2006 SCE APEC Fora Review. 

Chinese Taipei supported SCE’s discussions to focus on policy-related issues but raised a question about possible overlap between SCE and BMC. Chinese Taipei suggested that SCE should consider whether some issues could be discussed in BMC instead of creating a new mechanism. Regarding the recommendation on streamlining fora, independent assessment could be a good basis, and views of member economies, especially developing economies, should be invited in the process.  SCE Chair responded that he would talk with BMC Chair to avoid any duplication and to improve the coordination between the two committees. He also affirmed that the streamlining process would not be done drastically and would be based on the independent assessments and consultation with the Chairs of related fora. 
The United States supported the proposal to have only policy level issues be included in SOM discussion and agreed that there was a lot of overlap between what was going on at SCE and BMC. BMC also discussed the need for medium and long-term plans for SCE. It would make sense for SOM to provide guidance to different committees, and committees in turn should have their medium term plans to provide further direction to working groups and sub-fora. The United States also raised concerns about the feasibility of the recommendation on streamlining fora and suggested that SCE should look at where APEC was going from here and what APEC would be in the coming years. It noted that there was a spaghetti bowl of APEC fora and it might be necessary to disband fora that no longer fit within APEC’s strategic goals. SCE strategic framework/goals, as opposed to just participation rate, should help SCE decide what to do with the structure of APEC fora. Fora should explain how their medium and long-term workplan help achieve APEC’s overarching strategic goals.
Hong Kong, China welcomed the review of SCE role given the importance of ECOTECH to the overall work of APEC. It echoed the views of the United States that coordination at SOM level would be useful as SCE, CTI and EC each had their different portfolios. Hong Kong, China supported the Chair’s suggestion to concentrate SOM discussion on strategic issues, and proposed that SCE should consider meeting in the afternoon after the SOM plenary session, which was usually held only in the morning, to facilitate Senior Officials’ participation. 

Australia supported separating the policy and technical discussions in SCE to encourage SOM-level engagement and to reinforce the ‘steering’ or policy elements of the SCE. Australia suggested that SCE should have a good sense of where it is heading and what it wants to be doing when it considers whether its structures are appropriate.

Singapore expressed its full support for the ongoing efforts to strengthen ECOTECH in APEC and improve the way SCE functions. Singapore made the following observations: (i) while member economies have considerable capacity-building needs, the resources they can commit to this area are limited. Therefore, SOM needs to focus on how to better prioritise budget allocation to meet ECOTECH needs. The 2009 SCE policy criteria will serve as a more effective tool in this regard and can be further improved based on feedback received from fora and the Secretariat; (ii) we need to find ways to better translate the priorities set out by APEC Leaders and Ministers to the work of SCE subfora. While subfora under CTI and EC have a more focused agenda, SCE subfora do not have much commonality among themselves, except that they undertake ECOTECH-related activities. Therefore, one important task for SCE is to communicate Leaders’ and Ministers’ priorities more effectively to the subfora. The current mechanism of doing so through the annual SCE-COW meeting is not ideal as it does not provide sufficient time. SOM’s interaction with SCE subfora needs to be enhanced and improved so that SOM can direct the work of these fora more effectively, and ensure that the work of these groups remains relevant to APEC’s core priorities. 

Singapore also noted that in the paper submitted by the SCE Chair, the topic “addressing social dimensions of globalization” had been identified as one of the top APEC ECOTECH priorities by both subfora and developing economies. Inclusive Growth had indeed become a key priority for APEC in the wake of the economic crisis. SCE and BMC would need to coordinate closely on the concurrent workstreams and projects related to this topic. As incoming BMC chair for 2010, Singapore affirmed that it would coordinate closely with SCE on this. 

The United States added that there should be a way to provide general policy guidance to SCE sub-fora without overcrowding SOM agenda with reports from every single forum. It believed that the right way to make use of the ECOTECH item in SOM was to discuss only strategic issues. Japan supported the suggestion that more interaction/coordination between SCE and its sub-fora should be enhanced as well as SOM discussion of ECOTECH policy issues. 

The Chair summarized the discussion with key points as follows: 

· SCE Chair will consolidate the policy framework paper, taking into account all comments made by member economies at the meeting. The framework will seek to cover long and medium term priorities as well as annual priorities. 

· Since the paper will also include CTI and EC priority areas, the SCE Chair will discuss with CTI and EC Chairs on this issue. 

· SCE Chair will work with volunteering economies and APEC Secretariat intersessionally to revise the paper and circulate it among SCE Core group member for consideration. Australia, Canada, Singapore and United States volunteered to help the Chair work on this paper. 

· A discussion of SCE’s working arrangements will also be incorporated into the SCE policy framework paper. Issues like coordination between SCE and its sub-fora, and between SCE and BMC will also be addressed in the paper. 

· SCE Chair will convene SCE Core meeting in conjunction with CSOM to discuss the revised paper. If the document is satisfactory to Core Group members, SCE Chair will submit it to SOM.

Collaboration with ASEAN and other Multilateral Organization
The APEC Secretariat presented its suggestions for better cooperation with ASEAN and other international organizations (Doc. 2009/SOM2/SCE/009).  It was noted that the suggestions built upon decisions agreed by SCE and SOM in previous years; took into consideration the findings of the stocktake exercise and strategies on APEC’s engagement with multilateral organizations as well as the recommendations from the Policy Dialogues held in 2003, 2005 and 2009.  

The main suggestions from the Secretariat included the need to prioritize its engagement efforts targeting limited but relevant organizations; establish a sustainable mechanism to coordinate Secretariat-to-Secretariat collaboration; make use of new technologies; leverage on PECC’s valuable network of researchers and think-tanks, and tap  its rigorous studies on topics relevant to APEC; and disseminate information and resources available from MOs to APEC fora.  The Secretariat also suggested reactivating the list of APEC Fora Points of Contact including the designation of a centralized Fora Point of Contact to coordinate inter-organisational cooperation and promote better exchanges of information on cross-cutting issues as agreed by SCE.

The United States sought clarification regarding the Secretariat’s activities and meetings with other international organizations and its coordination with APEC fora.  The APEC Secretariat explained that some of the events reported on were traditionally attended by the Secretariat as part of its outreach efforts upon the invitation of other MOs; other meetings were requested by the MOs representatives and others were more exploratory in nature.  The APEC Secretariat confirmed that its role was to facilitate the collaboration between APEC and MOs only and the need to engage and the level of engagement with MOs would be discussed and assessed by members of each group and the decision would have to be reached by consensus within each fora and in accordance with the non-member participation guidelines.

Australia welcomed the suggestions from the Secretariat, in particular the centralized point of contact within the Secretariat to facilitate the communication and exchange of information across APEC fora and MOs.  

SCE members welcomed and endorsed the report. The SCE Chair will report the decision to SOM and APEC Fora.

6. 
Other matters
6.1. ATCWG 2009 Workplan - SCE considered the workplan of the Agriculture Technical Working Group (ATCWG) (Doc. 2009/SOM2/SCE/011). It was noted that the workplan was submitted very late. The SCE endorsed the ATCWG workplan. 

6.2. HWG Report - On behalf of the Chair of Health Working Group (HWG), Australia reported on the work progress of HWG. The report appeared as document 2009/SOM2/SCE/012;  
6.3. 2009 Sectoral Ministers themes – Singapore briefed the meeting on the preparation for the 16th SMEMM (8-9 October 2009). Philippines briefed the meeting on the outcomes of the 6th Transportation Ministerial Meeting, which took place on 27 – 29 April 2009 in Manila, Philippines. The Joint Transportation Ministerial Statement and Press Statement were tabled as documents 2009/SOM2/SCE/015 and 2009/SOM2/SCE/016. 

6.4. Document access - The meeting approved the classification of all meeting documents as listed in doc. 2009/SOM1/SCE1/000. 
