APEC ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

FIRST PLENARY MEETING FOR 2010

26-27 February 2010

Hiroshima, JAPAN

CHAIR’S SUMMARY REPORT 

The APEC Economic Committee (EC) held its first plenary meeting for 2010 on 26-27 February in Hiroshima, Japan. The meeting was chaired by Dr Takashi Omori of Japan, and attended by all 21 APEC member economies. 

The 2010 SOM Chairs, Chair of the Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI), Convener of the Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG), a representative of the Senior Finance Officials’ Meeting (SFOM) Chair, the Director of the APEC Policy Support Unit (PSU), and the Chair of the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC) attended various parts of the EC meeting to provide briefings.  Other attendees included the APEC Secretariat Executive Director and the Secretary-General of the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC).    

The EC plenary meeting was preceded by a number of EC-related activities, including an EC-Human Resources Development Working Group joint session (24 February), a Seminar on Impacts of Structural Reform and LAISR Stocktake (25 February), an APEC-OECD Joint Seminar on the APEC-OECD Checklist on Japan (26 February), and a Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure (SELI) Policy Dialogue.  

1.
Chair’s opening remarks and introductions

EC Chair opened the meeting and welcomed members to Hiroshima.  

2. 
Report on SOM1

EC Chair invited the SOM Co-Chairs for 2010, Ambassador Shigeru Nakamura and Mr Hidehiko Nishiyama, to brief EC on the APEC priorities for the coming year as well as the outcomes of the SOM1 meetings held on 22-23 February.  Drawing on document 2010/SOM1/EC/038, Ambassador Nakamura explained that the theme for APEC 2010 was “Change and Action”.  Efforts would be focused in four priority areas: (1) promoting regional economic integration; (2) formulating a Growth Strategy for the Asia Pacific; (3) enhancing human security; and (4) strengthening APEC’s capacity building, including through economic and technical cooperation.  These elements provided the elements of Japan’s preliminary idea on APEC’s New Vision.  Mr Nishiyama supplemented Ambassador Nakamura’s remarks by briefly drawing attention to SOM instructions for APEC fora (document 2010/SOM1/EC/037).  In particular, EC was reminded to discuss on the possible new priorities of structural reform and report back to SOM with its ideas and recommendations.  

Indonesia recalled that there were some concerns raised at SOM1 regarding the Growth Strategy and sought further clarification on what these concerns related to.  Ambassador Nakamura responded that SOM1 had devoted much time to discussing the four elements of the Growth Strategy (balanced, inclusive, sustainable and knowledge-based), as detailed in the Basic Outline of the APEC Growth Strategy (document 2010/SOM1/EC/021).  Discussion at SOM1 on the elements was inconclusive.  Another issue that required further consideration by Senior Officials was the relationship between the Growth Strategy and structural reform.  

EC Chair thanked SOM Chairs for their briefing, and expressed his hope that EC would work closely with SOM Chairs and their offices in advancing the APEC 2010 agenda.  

3. 
Adoption of Agenda

EC adopted the EC1 plenary agenda, as contained in document 2010/SOM1/EC/001.  

4. 
Meetings of the “Friends of the Chair” Groups.

The five FotC groups (regulatory reform, competition policy, corporate governance, public sector governance and strengthening economic and legal infrastructure) met in sessions that were held consecutively.  In addition to refreshing the LAISR Forward Work Programme (document 2010/SOM1/EC/007), a key issue discussed in each of the FotC groups was the continuing relevance of their respective theme in a post-LAISR environment.  

5. LAISR Forward Work Programme

The FotC coordinators reported back to the EC plenary on the discussions held within their respective group sessions.

Regulatory Reform

Australia, as Coordinator of the regulatory reform FotC, made the following points:

· There was support from FotC members for the continuation of the regulatory reform workstream in EC.  

· There was a question as to where the Ease of Doing Business (EoDB) work would fit within the regulatory reform workstream, though it was understood that this initiative was currently being handled by Singapore.

· The issue of how the EC interacts with work that is being done elsewhere in APEC that might involve regulatory reform elements (eg. labour market regulation) was raised, though no firm conclusions were reached.  However, the Coordinator’s view based on discussion at the FotC was that EC members, whilst not necessarily experts in all matters involving regulatory reform, could bring their experience to those areas if this was appropriate.  

Australia drew attention to its proposed benchmarking survey, a draft of which will be circulated to EC members in due course.  

Australia also reiterated its desire for a volunteer economy to take part in the first Voluntary Review of Institutional Frameworks and Processes for Structural Reform.  EC Chair offered to assist in resolving any difficulties or issues that economies might have in putting themselves forward as the first volunteer.  Indonesia asked the PSU for information on how the process of voluntary reviews would be carried out.  The PSU Director recalled that the PSU had produced a handbook in 2009 that outlined the process for reviews, as well as the respective roles of the volunteering economy, the reviewer as well as the EC.  The PSU was happy to assist where it could, and would be willing to hold bilateral consultations with any economy contemplating involvement in the review process.  However, EC members were advised that the PSU work programme for the first half of 2010 was looking busy.  

The United States (US) briefed members on the outcomes of the APEC Workshop on Improving Public Consultation in the Rulemaking Process, which was held on October 29-30, 2009 in Jakarta.  The Workshop had presented the results of four case studies (Indonesia, Mexico, United States and Vietnam), which looked at how these economies incorporated public consultation in their respective rule-making processes.  Indonesia thanked the US Technical Assistance and Training Facility (TATF) for organising the workshop, and commended the way in which it was conducted.  

Competition Policy

Hong Kong, China as Coordinator of the competition policy FotC, made the following points:

· There was agreement by the group on the continuing significance of competition policy in structural reform.

· There was a need to review the structure of the relationship between the FotC on competition policy and the Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG) with a view to streamlining the work of the two groups.  EC Chair noted that a paper had been prepared in 2009 that defined the respective roles of the FotC group and the CPLG.  However, now was an appropriate time to revisit the issue.  

· In considering further work in the competition policy forward work programme, there were a number of options, including: taking a macro, top-down approach, which would look at the wider significance of competition policy to economies and to the region as a whole; taking a sectoral, bottom-up approach along the lines taken by the PSU study, which would identify specific areas where a competition policy perspective could be applied eg. health sector; and looking at competition from the perspective of the domestic economy eg. issues around consumer choice, barriers to entry, and competitive pricing.  

CPLG Convener drew attention to two upcoming programmes that were being pursued by the CPLG.  The first was a proposed APEC Training Course on Competition Policy, which, subject to BMC approval, would be held in Viet Nam.  The topic of the training course would be competition advocacy.  The second was an ABAC-CPLG Joint Dialogue that would focus on the issue of procedural fairness in competition cases.  The joint dialogue was to be held as a separate session within the CPLG meeting on 28 February 2010, and would be the first time in which the CPLG has collaborated with ABAC.

Public Sector Governance

New Zealand, as Coordinator for the Public Sector Governance FotC, observed that there was general agreement by the group that public sector governance remained an important topic that ought to be taken forward in a post-LAISR agenda.    

Canada updated the meeting on its report, entitled “Managing Performance for Innovation: Towards Effective Government”.  The report was nearing completion and would be circulated to members of the Public Sector Governance group prior to dissemination to the wider EC membership for comment.  The paper will describe how the US, UK, Canada, Singapore and Australia have implemented rigorous public sector management regimes that have enabled these economies to respond to imperatives for greater public sector efficiency, productivity and effectiveness.  Canada looked forward to receiving feedback on the report in due course.  

Chinese Taipei reported back on the Roundtable Discussion on Improving Public Sector Governance Quality, which was held at EC2 in 2009 (see document 2010/SOM1/EC/042).  EC Chair sought an update on the proposed Chinese Taipei Public Governance Indicators.  Chinese Taipei responded that work on the indicators was part of a four-year project that had been contracted out to a university.  Chinese Taipei would update EC on the ongoing progress of this project.

Corporate Governance

The US, as Coordinator of the Corporate Governance FotC, made the following points:

· FotC members agreed that the work on corporate governance remained valuable and was worth taking forward in a post-LAISR set-up.  

· New issues were discussed by the group, in particular the focus being given to improving corporate governance for SMEs.  This might be an interesting area for future work, though thought would need to be given to the burdens and risks that may be imposed on the enterprises themselves.  

· The need to avoid duplication of work was also raised, particularly in light of the limited resources available. 

The US reported back on the Public-Private Workshop on implementing the OECD Principles of Corporate Governance in an Asia-Pacific Context, which was held in Singapore in November 2009.  Participants recognised that different levels of development as well as different structures necessitated a flexible approach towards implementing the OECD Principles.  There was general agreement at the Workshop that effective implementation of the OECD Principles required both the engagement of key players (eg. regulators, stock exchanges), as well as sustained efforts by senior levels in each economy.  

Viet Nam briefed members on the APEC Training Course on Corporate Governance, which was held in Hanoi in July 2009.  The training course focused on the introduction of corporate governance, characteristics of corporate governance systems in APEC member economies, corporate governance in SMEs and learning from best practices of international organizations such as OECD and the World Bank.  Participants at the event agreed that there was room for a more active contribution from APEC in the area of corporate governance, particularly by way of further information and experiences sharing among APEC policy makers.  

Indonesia voiced its concerns at the way in which Viet Nam’s project proposal on Corporate Governance and SMEs had been approved by EC in 2009.  Ideally, the idea for such a project should have been raised at EC2 in 2009, in order to provide EC members with an opportunity to provide preliminary comment.  Indonesia added that Thailand had proposed a similar project in 2008 that EC had not supported.  It was therefore important for Viet Nam to have consulted with Thailand before submitting its proposal.  Viet Nam responded that there had been insufficient time to table the proposal at the EC2 meeting, and hence the project was circulated for approval intersessionally.  Thailand was consulted on the project, but had not provided any feedback.  EC Chair agreed with Indonesia’s suggestion that members should try to flag possible project ideas, at least in the FotC meetings.  Members should strive to be as informative as possible at EC meetings, though the option of intersessional approval of projects should be retained.  

Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure

Japan, as Coordinator for the Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure (SELI) FotC, reported on a number of issues that were raised at the FotC session, including the SELI Policy Dialogue that had been held in the morning of 26 February.  In terms of the SELI Work Plan for 2010, a seminar that would be held in the margins of EC2 2010 was proposed that would focus on the issue of getting credit.  Bankruptcy and Insolvency law would also be topics that would be covered by this seminar.  In addition, the seminar would represent Japan’s contribution to the Ease of Doing Business Action Plan.  EC Chair noted that a number of issues raised at the SELI Policy Dialogue were important for addressing at some future point.  

APEC Policy Support Unit

EC Chair drew attention to the two PSU Concept Notes relating to a regional structural reform workshop (document 2010/SOM1/EC/008) and a proposed residential structural reform course (document 2010/SOM1/EC/009).  EC Chair noted that the proposals had been raised at the PSU Board Meeting held on 21 February.  

PSU Director provided further elaboration on both the structural reform workshop and the residential course.  The workshop would be largely an information-sharing exercise aimed at developing economies, where experiences in carrying out structural reform policies could be passed from one economy to another.  The idea of the residential course had sprung from the fact that there was still some unfamiliarity within APEC economies on the concept of structural reform.  Such a course could involve bringing experts in to provide a combination of both the theory and practical case studies of structural reform, with the possibility of some homework as well.  The target group for this course would be those who are responsible for policy development and implementation of structural reforms in their home economies, which might not necessarily be the same people who attended APEC meetings.  Developing this concept further, and in particular working out the curriculum for the course, would be a large undertaking.  

The proposed workshop and residential course drew support and interest from a number of economies, including New Zealand; the US; Singapore; Indonesia; Australia; and Hong Kong, China.  Clarification was sought on a number of aspects relating to the two initiatives, including the timeframes for when the workshop and course would take place; how they would be funded; how the residential course would be structured and whether it would be tailored to individual economy needs or a general audience; and on whether there would be any overlap between the participants attending the respective activities.  PSU Director briefly addressed some of these points, and EC Chair requested that PSU provide a follow-up note responding to the questions raised (comment: PSU supplementary information on the workshop and the residential course was circulated to EC members on 9 March 2010).  

PSU Director also updated the meeting on the PSU Workplan (see document 2010/SOM1/EC/010), as well as a study being carried out by Prof Chris Findlay on the practical benefits of structural reforms consistent with LAISR in the transport, energy and telecommunications sectors implemented by APEC members.  The Director observed that the PSU was moving towards more ad hoc work, including providing support for host economy initiatives.  This year, PSU was providing assistance to Japan on the Bogor Goals assessment as well as on Growth issues.  

6. LAISR Stocktake Report

Japan and Hong Kong, China briefed the meeting on the EC Seminar on Impacts of Structural Reform and LAISR Stocktake, which was held on 25 February 2010.  The seminar was opened by SOM Chair Mr Hidehiko Nishiyama and EC Chair, and had attracted some 70-80 participants.  

Hong Kong, China presented some observations arising from Parts 1 and 2 of the Seminar relating to the structural reforms carried out in the telecommunications, transport and energy sectors in APEC, which was linked to the PSU study that was being carried out by Prof Chris Findlay (see above).  The discussion had confirmed the importance of competition policy.  It was further suggested that opening up these strategic sectors might help to drive competition as well as greater accessibility at the consumer level.  The presentations also highlighted that economy-specific conditions, characteristics and culture could not be ignored, as they were significant to the structural reform process.

Japan reported on Part 3 of the Seminar regarding the stocktake of progress made on LAISR.  This session had involved presentations from each of the FotC coordinators, followed by ABAC, ADB and the OECD.  The importance of structural reform in the post-financial crisis was a recurring message.  The importance of institutions, capacity building as well as high level commitment to reform was also registered by participants.  The discussion also touched upon the relationship between structural reform and growth strategies.  

EC Chair thanked Hong Kong, China; and Japan for organising what he thought was a fruitful seminar.  

Assistant to EC Chair, Mr Tadashi Yokoyama, referred to document 2010/SOM1/EC/011, which proposed an outline for the Stocktake report.  The report would begin with an overview, followed by a summary of structural reform activities in APEC and then conclude with an assessment of the impacts of structural reform.  Key inputs into this report would include key findings from the structural reform seminar, the responses to the stocktake survey that was conducted in late-2009 and the PSU Study.  A draft Stocktake report would be discussed at EC2 in September 2010, after which the report would be finalised and submitted to CSOM in November.  It was further proposed that the PSU Study be attached as an annex to the report.  

Indonesia suggested that the proposed overview section of the report be further simplified, as it need not go into too much depth on the importance of structural reform.  This view was supported by the US and Japan.  The US thought that the outline represented a good basis for further work, and stressed the importance of keeping in mind the key messages for Senior Officials and Leaders.  The stocktake report should also keep its focus on taking stock on what has been achieved under LAISR and not speculate too much on where we might go in a post-LAISR scenario.  EC Chair agreed with this sentiment.  Korea generally agreed with the outline, and added that it might be possible for the report to elaborate on the key messages that we would need to think about when looking to design a post-LAISR regime.  Singapore suggested that one option might be to divide the report into three parts, the first covering the stocktake itself, the second identifying general principles that would be relevant to future work on a post-LAISR agenda, and the third which would examine what a post-LAISR agenda might actually look like.  EC Chair responded that whilst this approach might be one possibility in terms of how to proceed, it was likely that a separate high-level paper on a post-LAISR agenda would be prepared.  

Decision/Action Point

· EC approved the broad outline of the Stocktake report and its proposed timelines.  

7. Roundtable discussion on the “growth agenda” and the post-LAISR agenda

Assistant to EC Chair Mr Yokoyama updated members on discussions relating to the structural reform agenda and the APEC Growth Strategy at the recent SOM and SFOM meetings (see document 2010/SOM1/EC/044).  EC Chair noted that whilst structural reform was also being addressed by SFOM, which had in January 2010 established an APEC Study Group on Structural Reform, the issues were more related to financial markets.  Duplication between the work of the EC and SFOM on structural reform was therefore not a concern at this point.  Korea noted the importance of paying careful attention to the recovery process from the global financial crisis, and in particular its impact on social safety nets.  

The discussion which followed was loosely structured around the questions that were posed on p3 of document 2010/SOM1/EC/044, as well as the Chair’s preliminary idea on re-formulating the LAISR themes as contained in document 2010/SOM1/EC/018.  Key issues included:

FotC structure and themes

Various opinions were expressed on the number of FotCs in a post-LAISR set-up, and what each would cover.  EC Chair noted that he had received a number of suggestions to keep the number of FotC groups to no more than six.  Increasingly, the membership of FotCs was becoming less clear, with non-members also participating in FotC discussions given that such meetings were open to all economies.  EC Chair believed that there might need to be a more flexible approach towards the organisation of FotCs.  

Korea expressed the need to provide more support to FotC coordinators, who carried a heavy burden.  Korea further suggested that the FotC sessions be integrated into the EC plenary, since there was a high degree of overlap between discussions at FotC sessions and in the plenary.  With respect to the area of regulatory reform, Korea’s opinion was that there should be one FotC that would cover general regulatory reform issues, under which there would be a sub-group that would deal with “hot” regulatory issues.  Korea also observed that SELI and competition policy overlapped to a certain extent, and that competition policy might be regarded as being a part of the SELI framework.  The broad nature of the “improving the business environment” area as indicated in the Chair’s paper would make it difficult to capture specific topics, and would require further thought as to what it would cover.  Korea suggested removing the word “re-structuring” from the “corporate governance and re-structuring” FotC, as restructuring also applies to all of the other areas.  It also suggested that there should be a category on “economic and legal infrastructures”, which might include eg. competition law, corporate law.  The difficulty of distinguishing between law and policy was also highlighted.  

Canada noted that the FotC structure had generally worked well, though some groups were busier than others.  Within the FotCs themselves, only a small number of members had stepped up and carried the majority of the workload.  In terms of the optimal number of FotCs, Canada thought that six – and possibly even five - was too many.  More consolidation of the FotC groups would be helpful, and one option might be to move SELI into corporate governance.  Both FotCs focus on business and legal issues eg. insolvency and bankruptcy.  The combined group could be called the Corporate Governance and Law Group.

Australia noted that the FotCs provided leadership on their respective themes, and the structure should be retained in some form.  The fundamental principle here was to avoid duplication between the work of the EC and other APEC fora such as SFOM.  Australia agreed that the number of FotCs be kept to no more than five, and ideally below that level.  A reduction in the number of FotCs would allow coordinators to delegate issues, such as has been the case in the EoDB initiative, which has essentially been driven by one economy.  It was not necessary for every individual project to have its own FotC.  On the proposal to have a FotC cover issues around improving the business environment, Australia pointed out that the EoDB work traversed a number of areas, including public sector governance, corporate governance and regulatory reform.  Australia also suggested that in developing the new post-LAISR themes, it would be helpful to develop at the outset a clear statement on what each of the themes would cover.  The idea was supported by EC Chair; Hong Kong, China; and New Zealand. On the relationship between policy and law that Korea had raised, Australia was inclined to keep these two elements together given their close relationship.  

The US thought that four to five FotCs would be sensible.  It was observed that there was little rotation between the FotC sessions, meaning that essentially the same participants were attending all five sessions.  Economies helping to advance the work of the FotC should be welcomed, and it was important that the group be led by a champion economy willing to play a leadership-type role.  

New Zealand also agreed that four to five FotC groups was an optimal number.  It recalled the original thinking behind the FotC structure, namely to adopt a “divide and conquer” approach to addressing the different areas.  This model enabled economies to invest their resources into one or two areas and push the work forward in those areas.  It might be useful to see if this model could be refreshed.  While small-group discussions could be useful, this was not to suggest that other economies could not also participate.  New Zealand offered a number of suggestions on re-formulating the themes, including making clearer the objectives of the proposed “improving the business environment” group.  It also supported EC Chair’s ideas to integrate the work of SELI into a “corporate governance and re-structuring” group.  

China suggested that the regulatory reform FotC could focus on elements that help to address post-crisis problems, for example, balancing the development of rural and urban areas. China had a number of ideas in terms of re-formulating the LAISR areas, but required further time for domestic consultation.  
Japan believed that the elements of SELI remained indispensable.  However, that did not necessarily mean that SELI needed to be a FotC group.  Japan supported EC Chair’s re-formulation of the five LAISR areas (pages 4-5 of document 2010/SOM1/EC/018), though its preference was to integrate the work of SELI into the “improving the business environment” group given the synergies between infrastructure and the business environment as a whole.  Japan also recognised the possibility of duplication between the FotC sessions and discussion in the EC plenary.

Chinese Taipei shared many of the views expressed previously, particularly from Canada and New Zealand.  It too considered that there ought to be no more than five FotC groups.  Chinese Taipei believed that the functioning of the FotCs could be further improved.  Given the heavy burden on the coordinator, it was important that there be a small core group of economies that would support the coordinator in implementing its FotC agenda.    There should be an incentive for economies to join and contribute to different FotCs.  On the post-LAISR themes, one option might be to create an over-arching group on regulatory reform that would combine both the existing work on regulatory reform as well the improving business environment issues.    

Hong Kong, China expressed no strong preference on the number of FotCs as long as they were kept at a manageable level.  It was timely to review the FotC structure and examine how best the FotCs can function to assist the Chair, whose burden will grow heavier.  Some streamlining of the existing groups may be required.  Making clear the expected work content of each of the FotCs could help economies secure the necessary resources to contribute.  Membership of the FotCs was not only an expression of interest, but also represented a commitment.  On this basis, FotC groups should be restricted to members that have committed to delivering a certain output that is required by their work plan.  A large FotC group could be unwieldy.  One option might be for the FotC group to bring back suggestions to the plenary for more detailed deliberation, which could lead to a more layered discussion.  

Indonesia agreed on the need to make FotCs more efficient.  It supported Korea’s suggestion to hold the FotC sessions in a more integrated way with the plenary.  Indonesia was keen to avoid missing out on any of the FotC discussions, which could be addressed by having those discussions within the plenary itself.  On the size and membership of the FotC groups, Indonesia wanted to avoid any kind of exclusivity being imposed.  Other members should be welcome to join the FotC sessions if these are to be maintained.  Hong Kong, China clarified that its point was not to exclude, but rather that small FotC groups might attract more committed involvement from those that sign up to those groups.  Hong Kong, China noted that ideas that are brought forward by the FotCs to the plenary would be open to discussion from all members.  On the re-formulation of the LAISR themes, Indonesia acknowledged that some merging of the current areas might be possible eg. corporate governance with public sector governance.  Indonesia was less concerned with how the areas are structured, so long as the areas are still covered by the EC.  In terms of how “hot” regulatory issues should be addressed, Indonesia agreed with Korea in that this should be covered by the broader regulatory reform group.  Otherwise, new FotCs would need to be created every time a new regulatory issue arose.  

Picking up on the issue of membership of FotCs, Australia urged that any sense of exclusivity be avoided.  However, membership of FotCs required a commitment to contribute to the work of the respective group.  FotC discussions could still be open to all other members, including as observers.  It was important that FotCs be held accountable.  

Singapore observed that the five LAISR areas in some sense cover all aspects of the economy – the government, individuals and business.  No EC member had rejected any of the five areas as no longer being relevant, and the question was how we should think of the EC’s work going forward.  One option might be to continue focusing on the five areas for propagation beyond the EC, but leave sufficient scope to look at other more sector-specific issues.  It was important though to ensure that there was a good body of literature under each of the five themes before looking at new areas.  On the FotCs, Singapore’s view was that these should be formed out of experts who can contribute to sharpening the discussion, which can then be brought back to the EC.  

ABAC picked up on the possibility of a FotC dealing with “hot regulatory issues”, and commented that one such issue affecting the ABAC community was in relation to proposed regulations in the financial sector.  The concern was that such regulations might serve to stifle the nascent economic recovery.  ABAC therefore recommended that the EC be structured in a way that would enable this and other pressing issues to be addressed as a matter of priority.  

EC Chair considered that there was consensus on at least a few points: that there was room for improvement in the structure of the FotCs, that there should not exceed five FotCs, and that there should be a clear statement on the “terms of reference” for each of the FotCs.  Defining what each of the FotC groups would cover, as well as ensuring a good balance between inclusiveness on the one hand and expertise/small numbers on the other, were the key challenges.  

Relationship between the CPLG and Competition Policy FotC

An issue arose on the demarcation between the competition policy FotC and the Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG), and whether there was any scope for their relationship to be further streamlined.  Australia suggested that the FotC and the CPLG could be treated as one.  However, moving all of the competition policy work over to the CPLG would create a risk of a further disconnect with the EC.  The US recommended the possibility of merging the two groups, which would offer an immediate gain of one less FotC.  New Zealand suggested that the Competition Policy FotC extend its work to wider competition policy.  On the CPLG, New Zealand offered two options; first, having the CPLG report directly to the FotC, which would mean that the CPLG would become the implementation arm of the FotC; and second, integrating the work of the CPLG and the FotC.  China suggested removing the competition policy area of EC’s work and transferring it to the CPLG, which would free up the EC.  

CPLG Convener was unsure if merging the CPLG and the FotC was a good idea.  The participants at the respective meetings were, largely, non-overlapping.  CPLG comprised competition experts, whereas the FotC comprised officials who were expert in general economic policy.  The issues that the CPLG is involved with are of a very technical nature.  Merging the two groups would still require a forum in which to discuss these technical issues.  EC Chair shared this point, but recommended that the relationship between the FotC and CPLG be an issue for discussion at the CPLG meeting on 28 February – 1 March 2010.  

Relationship between the APEC Growth Strategy and post-LAISR

There was a wide-ranging exchange of views on the relationship of the APEC Growth Strategy with the post-LAISR agenda.  The below briefly summarises some of the key points arising from the discussion.    

Korea noted that the four pillars of the Growth Strategy were intertwined, and it was not necessary for the EC to develop separate sub-groups dealing with each of the pillars individually.  Korea also argued that attempting to link structural reform to each of the four pillars of the Growth Strategy would not be easy.  

Canada commented that the EC might not necessarily be best-placed to coordinate policy on the Growth Strategy, which was an APEC-wide issue.  The EC could serve as an adviser to SOM, by assessing proposals around the Growth Strategy to ensure that they were consistent with economic policy. Canada believed that the EC’s best contribution to the Growth Strategy would be to re-commit to the LAISR agenda.  

Australia was not in favour of re-structuring the work of the EC along the lines of the Growth Strategy.  The four pillars were quite similar to each other, and we would find that they are doing similar work.  

The US cautioned against defining the issue as the Growth Strategy versus structural reform. In its view, it was inconceivable that APEC would not continue with structural reform.  Structural reform was not the Growth Strategy, and does not need to be tied into the Growth Strategy.  Rather, structural reform helps to create the conditions within which growth can thrive.  In that sense, it was important for the EC to continue with its projects, and not stop and wait until SOM had agreed on what the Growth Strategy would be.  

New Zealand noted that the contribution that structural reform can make to the Growth Strategy will be significant, a point with which Hong Kong, China also agreed.  

Chinese Taipei concurred that EC should continue working on a post-LAISR agenda while discussions on the Growth Strategy remain ongoing.  It was suggested that we should retain some flexibility so that once a clearer picture of the Growth Strategy– as well as EC’s role within that Strategy – emerges, the EC is able to provide the necessary support.  

Indonesia considered that the EC needed to develop a clearer understanding on which of the four growth pillars it should have a role in, since it did not have the capacity to address all of them.  Alternatively, the EC could treat the four pillars as one.  

Thailand commented that some policies may serve more than one pillar of growth; for example, the EoDB initiative may contribute to balanced, inclusive and sustainable growth simultaneously.  Thailand also noted that, in addressing inclusive and sustainable growth, it was necessary to consider the context of the economic and social environment.  Thailand suggested that development of the Growth Strategy and the post-LAISR agenda be coordinated, so as to enable a better picture of the resources that would be required of EC.  

Singapore argued that, like regional economic integration (REI), the Growth Strategy was an outcome that we hoped to achieve.  The quality of growth was an important consideration, and members needed to re-think what the Growth Strategy meant for each of their economies and how it relates to REI. 

Concept Note on post-LAISR

The discussion on the Growth Strategy was also linked to the “Concept Note on a post-LAISR Structural Reform Agenda” (document 2010/SOM1/EC/020), which had been co-sponsored by United States, Australia, New Zealand and Singapore.

The US introduced the paper by stressing that it was intended as a concept note which provides food for thought on possible ways forward on how we attempt to align the EC’s work with Leaders’ priorities, particularly in the new areas such as the Growth Strategy.  The objective of the note was not to reject the work on LAISR, add to the EC’s workload or to remove from the EC’s agenda work that it is currently doing.  However, the paper does recognise that the post-LAISR structural reform agenda will include areas where the EC does not possess the necessary expertise, and that other APEC fora may also be involved in carrying out structural reform activities.  The US assured members that the note was not an attempt to replace the LAISR, but was rather a re-affirmation of the EC’s work on LAISR.  

Canada recalled that much thought had gone into defining the original LAISR areas.  Canada agreed with the US that structural reform was well beyond the remit of simply the EC, and that we may need to yield to other groups on some issues.  However, the EC could still participate in cross-cutting issues.  Canada expressed some concern over the ambitious nature of the concept note, in particular its ideas around accountability, which was quite a departure from how things were done historically.  A comparison was drawn with the EoDB initiative, which was also very ambitious and where a failure to meet the set targets would deal a blow to APEC’s credibility.  The possible ramifications of the approach suggested in the paper would therefore need further consideration.  

Thailand agreed that we needed to respond to the APEC Leaders’ agenda.  However, it was pointed out that it remained unclear what EC’s role would be in Growth Strategy as well as the other new areas.  The EC lacked expertise in specific areas such as telecommunications and energy, though this did not rule out the EC contributing in some way in those areas.  Thailand suggested that we keep an open mind as to how the EC could interact with other APEC groups (eg. SFOM) in a beneficial way in addressing some of these issues.  

China regarded the concept note as a good basis for further discussion.  Concerns were raised over the idea of a collective action plan, given China’s resource constraints.  China suggested that we use the post-LAISR agenda to serve as APEC’s collective action plan, as opposed to asking members to develop individual action plans and that a flexible approach in a tailor-made spirit should be taken.  We should see the post-LAISR agenda as reflecting APEC’s commitment to advancing structural reform in the post-financial crisis period.  

Singapore followed up on China’s point by noting that the modalities of a collective action plan would need to be worked out.  Singapore had no pre-conceptions as to what the collective action plan might look like, and was happy to discuss further on this issue.  Parallels were drawn with the EoDB Action Plan – Singapore recognised that there would be difficulties in some economies in meeting the targets, which needed to be respected.  However, it was important for these economies to show a desire to improve.  

Chinese Taipei remarked that it was unclear whether SOM would come up with one action plan for the Growth Strategy or four action plans.  If we developed an action plan for the post-LAISR agenda, how would this fit in?  The multitude of action plans could result in confusion, as well as wasted time and energy.  

The US sought to respond to some of the points raised in the discussion.  It acknowledged that the concept note was meant to be ambitious, though the question was whether it was too ambitious.  It was not intended to link the Growth Strategy with post-LAISR.  The approach outlined in the paper was not designed to impose a Checklist exercise.  The US acknowledged that it may take some time for members to grow comfortable with the modalities of the collective action plan.  The paper was also not suggesting that the EC do all things related to structural reform, as it was generally agreed that the EC is not an expert in all areas.  Nonetheless, activities such as the joint EC-HRDWG held on 24 February were the type of events which would be worth continuing in future, and which would lead to expertise being brought into our discussions.  The US encouraged members to reflect further on the paper and provide comments.  There was certainly no expectation that the EC would approve the paper at this point.  
Growth Strategy High Level Policy Roundtable 

Japan updated members on the Growth Strategy High Level Policy Roundtable (previously known as the EC High Level Policy Roundtable) – see document 2010/SOM1/EC/022rev1.  The intent of the Roundtable was to enable a group of “wise men/women”, academics and business to further develop the Growth Strategy.  Canada sought further information on the level of participation expected for the Roundtable.  Singapore asked whether the event would be structured as a roundtable or more like a seminar.  New Zealand was interested in receiving further details of the objectives of the event, and how it would be run.  The US asked whether it was intended for the Roundtable to arrive at an outcome that would be presented to APEC members to adopt.  Indonesia identified a sensitive issue around who would represent ministries at the Roundtable, given the cross-cutting nature of the Growth Strategy which would involve a number of government agencies.  EC Chair noted that this was likely a concern for many economies.  ABAC said that it was unclear who would be reaching a consensus on the Growth Strategy.  

On the issue of participation, Japan hoped that Ministers would be able to attend the Roundtable.  EC Chair clarified that while this could be regarded as a ministerial-level meeting, it was not expected that ministers from all APEC economies would be attending.  Japan undertook to provide further information on the Roundtable to members via SOM.  EC Chair encouraged EC members to contribute their ideas on the Roundtable.  

Decision/Action Points

· EC Chair’s office would prepare a revised post-LAISR issues paper, taking into account the views expressed at EC1 as well as the results of a short “post-LAISR survey” that would be circulated following the meeting.  The report would be submitted to SOM (comment: EC Chair presented the report to the Extraordinary SOM meeting held on 20-21 April 2010).  

· EC Chair would also continue to seek views from members on EC’s role in the Growth Strategy, which was still being developed.  A revised version of the Growth Strategy paper (2010/SOM1/EC/019) would be prepared by EC Chair’s office in due course.  

8. Ease of Doing Business and Supply Chain Connectivity

This session was divided into two parts; the first covering a report-back on the various EoDB activities that were either going to be taking place or were being proposed; and the second discussing the contribution that the EC can make to the EoDB and SCI initiatives,  Please also refer to document 2010/SOM1/EC/024.  

Reports from Champion Economies

The US updated members on the Workshop on Reducing Start-up and Establishment Time of Business, which was to be held on 1 - 2 March 2010.  The Workshop was being run in cooperation with New Zealand, and represented a “Phase 1” activity under the EoDB Action Plan.  It was hoped that an outcome of the Workshop would be an interest among some economies to participate in “Phase 2”.  

Korea briefed members on its proposal to hold a Workshop on Enforcing Contracts (comment: subsequently endorsed by BMC in April) in Seoul in June 2010.  As a Phase 1 project, Korea hoped that the Workshop would promote reform activities around the contract enforcement process, particularly among developing economies.  

Singapore briefed members on its proposal to hold a Workshop on Dealing with Construction Permits (comment: subsequently endorsed by BMC in April).  Singapore would welcome the participation of officials working in this area.  Singapore was also (along with Hong Kong, China) the Champion Economy for the EoDB priority area of Trading across Borders.  It was working with Hong Kong, China in scoping out a possible workshop on this topic, which could take place in August 2010.  

Chinese Taipei reported on its plan to hold a self-funded APEC Seminar on the First Steps of Successful Reform in Doing Business, which was scheduled to be held in Taipei from 5-6 October 2010.  The seminar was inspired by a desire to assist those economies that are keen on reforms to improve their business environment, but who may find it difficult to start those reforms.  The focus of the seminar would be on starting a business, getting credit and obtaining construction permits.  Since the themes overlapped with proposed workshops in this area, Chinese Taipei undertook to consult closely with the relevant project proponents so that their respective activities are complementary.  

Japan drew attention to the SELI Forward Work Plan, where it was proposed that a seminar on getting credit would be held in Sendai in the margins of EC2.  

Indonesia expressed support for the various EoDB initiatives being pursued, and indicated an interest in participating in Phase 2 of the EoDB Action Plan.  Indonesia suggested that the workshops/seminars could allow some time to discuss how Phase 2 might work.  Singapore responded that it would offer workshop attendees the opportunity to participate in Phase 2, though in a non-binding way.  The US added that its business start-ups workshop would include a discussion on what Phase 2 might involve, so that participants are aware of what is being contemplated.  

EC Role in the EoDB and SCI Initiatives

EC Chair reported that SOM had requested that the EC play a caretaking role for the EoDB Action Plan.  Assistant to the EC Chair, Mr Yokoyama, drew attention to the preliminary idea contained in 2010/SOM1/EC/024, which proposed that the PRIBE small group take the lead in coordinating activities under the EoDB Action Plan.  Singapore, as coordinator of the PRIBE, was asked to take the lead in drafting a work plan on how we could monitor and review the progress towards the EoDB targets, and work together with ABAC on this.  

Regarding the EC’s role in advancing the SCI, EC Chair outlined a number of options.  One possibility was to have the regulatory reform FotC address this issue; another option was from the viewpoint of competition in network industries on which the PSU is making a research.  Further thought would need to be given to the different options.  

Decision/Action Points

· Singapore agreed to the proposal as outlined by EC Chair’s office, and will take the lead within EC on the EoDB Action Plan.  Singapore noted that it was keeping an open mind in terms of where the EoDB work might fit into the future structural reform arrangements.  However, it believed that this was a useful initiative for APEC - a point that had been echoed by a number of other EC members.  

9. 2010 APEC Economic Policy Report (AEPR)

The US briefed the meeting on the proposed outline for Chapter 1 of the 2010 AEPR on Corporate Governance, while Japan summarised the main elements of the proposed Chapter 2 (see document 2010/SOM1/EC/026).  Chapter 3 of the AEPR would provide an overview of the individual economy reports (IER) received by economies.  The US also drew attention to the proposed IER template (document 2010/SOM1/EC/025).  As the US and Japan were working to certain deadlines, the US requested that economies complete the template by 7 May (comment: the deadline was subsequently changed to 22 May).  The authors would attempt to complete first drafts of Chapters 1 and 2 by 30 June.

China and New Zealand suggested possible improvements to the draft Chapter outlines.  The US welcomed any further suggestions for improvement inter-sessionally.  

Decision/Action point(s)

· The draft Chapters of the 2010 AEPR and the draft IER template would be approved by EC members inter-sessionally.  

10. Update on Fora Work Programmes

Senior Finance Officials Meeting (SFOM)

The representative of the 2010 SFOM Chair, Mr Masaaki Iizuka, briefed members on the SFOM7 meeting that was held in Tokyo on 18-19 February 2010.  The meeting covered four broad areas: global and regional economic outlook; strong, sustainable and balanced growth in the Asia-Pacific Region; the process for the 2010 Finance Ministers Meeting; and SFOM’s mid-term agenda.  

EC Chair added that the SFOM process was also starting its work on structural reform, though with a focus on social safety nets and infrastructure finance.  EC Chair referred to earlier discussions that he had held with Singapore, which was leading a Study Group on Structural Reforms in SFOM.  There were a number of possibilities in terms of how EC and SFOM could cooperate in this area, which were outlined in document 2010/SOM1/EC/031.  EC Chair sought feedback from members on the ideas presented in that paper.  

Australia also drew attention to its APEC Infrastructure Pathfinder Initiative (document 2010/SOM1/EC/032), which among other things would involve a capacity building workshop on the issue of PPPs.  The timing for the workshop had not yet been confirmed.  

Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI)

CTI Chair, Elizabeth Chelliah, reported that the workplan of the CTI in the coming year was very extensive.  The SCI was an area where there were particular synergies between the two committees.  An Action Plan was being developed that would address the eight SCI chokepoints that were identified in 2009.  CTI Chair also provided an overview of CTI’s work in a number of areas - some of which might have relevance for EC - including environmental goods and services, and the investment facilitation action plan.  An EoDB project proposal on trading across borders, for which the champion economies were Singapore and Hong Kong, China, would be submitted to CTI shortly.   EC Chair looked forward to closer collaboration between the two committees.  

Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG)

CPLG Convener, Mr Toru Aizeki, reported on the Fifth Training Course on Competition Policy, which was held in Taipei on 17-19 August.  The Training Course focused on the themes of vertical restraints and interrelations between competition policy and consumer protection policy.  The next Training Course, which would look at the issue of competition advocacy, was proposed to be held in September 2010, subject to BMC approval (comment: project was subsequently approved by BMC).  CPLG Convener sought EC endorsement of the 2010 CPLG Workplan (document 2010/SOM1/EC/029) as well as Collective Action Plan (document 2010/SOM1/EC/028).  Both documents were endorsed, subject to a minor correction to 2010/SOM1/EC/029 that was pointed out by Chinese Taipei.    

ABAC

ABAC 2010 Chair, Mr Gempachiro Aihara, noted that four ABAC meetings were being planned for 2010.  The first of these meetings was held in February in Melbourne, Australia.  The second would be held in Chinese Taipei in May.  The third would be held in Bangkok in August.  The final meeting would be held in Yokohama in November.  ABAC’s main theme for 2010 was “Working towards sustainable growth for all”.  There were three sub-themes, namely: 1. strengthening economic structure for balanced growth; 2. advancing REI; and 3. enhancing economic growth in harmony with the environment.  ABAC would also assess the 2010 Bogor Goals from a business environment.  ABAC Chair noted that ABAC would greatly appreciate continued efforts by APEC to maintain consultation and dialogue with the private sector in formulating and implementing any structural reform measures.  

Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC)

The Co-Chair of PECC, Dr Charles Morrison, updated the meeting on the current projects being carried out by the orgnisation, and highlighted in particular its “State of the Region” report of 2009-2010 as well as the PECC paper on “Balanced, Inclusive, Sustained Growth in the Asia-Pacific”.  The Growth paper suggests some possible longer term policy approaches, including on structural reform, that may help the region to recover fully from the global economic crisis.  Australia and the US expressed interest in PECC’s work, which was of great value.  EC Chair also looked forward to continuing cooperation between PECC and EC.  

11. Other Business

APEC Secretariat Project Management Unit (PMU)

Head of the PMU, Evelyn Loh, briefed members on project management developments (document 2010/SOM1/EC/043).  It was noted that the challenge of the Budget and Management Committee would be on how to prioritise projects between Committees in the situation where there was insufficient funding.  EC Chair also drew attention to the SOM-endorsed Funding Criteria for all projects (document 2010/SOM1/EC/039).  

Communications

APEC Secretariat Director of Communications, Ms Linda Carroll, provided an update of the Secretariat’s communications and outreach activities.  It was noted that the 2009 AEPR on the APEC website had been accessed nearly 3,000 times.  

OECD-APEC Roundtable on Reducing Administrative Burden

Assistant to EC Chair, Ms Akane Nagahisa, provided a summary of the Summary of the OECD-APEC Roundtable Discussion on Strategy for Reducing Administrative Burdens that was held in the margins of EC2 in July 2009 (see document 2010/SOM1/EC/033).  

Nomination Process for new EC Chair/Vice Chair

APEC Secretariat Program Director, Mr Stephen Wong, briefed members on the processes and timeframes for the nomination and appointment of a new EC Chair (2011-2012) succeeding Dr Takashi Omori, and a new EC Vice-Chair succeeding Ms Elley Mao of Hong Kong, China.  Members were asked to take note of the relevant deadlines.  Please see document 2010/SOM1/EC/036.  

Document Classification list

EC members accepted the EC1 document classification list (document 2010/SOM1/EC/000).

EC contacts list

The APEC Secretariat Program Director noted that the EC contacts list had been circulated as part of the EC1 meeting documents.  Members were asked to provide any updates on the EC contacts list for their respective economies.  

APEC Secretariat Report

The APEC Secretariat Program Director outlined some of the key points arising out of the APEC Secretariat Report on Key Developments (document 2010/SOM1/EC/034), one of which was the appointment of the first professional Executive Director for the APEC Secretariat, Ambassador Muhamad Noor Yacob.  
Next Meeting

EC Chair noted that the next meeting of EC would be in the margins of SOM3, which will be held in Sendai in September.  An exact date had not yet been fixed.  
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