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SOM Steering Committee on ECOTECH - Committee of the Whole

Meeting (SCE-COW)

9:00 - 12:30 24 February 2010
Hiroshima, Japan 
The fifth SCE – Committee of the Whole (SCE-COW) meeting was held in Hiroshima, Japan on 24 February, 2010. Representatives from Australia; Brunei; 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 attended the meeting. Seventeen Senior Officials were present at the meeting. The meeting was also attended by representatives from the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC), Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI), Economic Committee (EC), the Anti-Corruption Taskforce (ACT), Agricultural Technical Cooperation Working Group (ATCWG), Health Working Group (HWG), Human Resource Development (HRDWG), Telecommunications and Information (TEL), Transportation Working Group (TPTWG), the Gender Focal Point Network (GFPN), the Mining Task Force (MTF), the Taskforce on Emergency Preparedness (TFEP), and the APEC Secretariat.
The meeting was chaired by Mr. Kurt Tong, the US Senior Official for APEC and EAP Economic Coordinator, US Department of State. The Vice Chair of the meeting was Mr. Kenji Hiramatsu, APEC Senior Official for Japan, Deputy Director-General, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.   
Agenda 1. 
Welcome by the SCE Chair, Mr. Kurt Tong

The SCE Chair welcomed all members, Lead Shepherds and Chairs to the fifth SCE-COW meeting. The Chair briefed the meeting on the outcomes of the SCE1 meeting held on the day before, including the discussion on next steps to further improve the operation and responsiveness of APEC fora. He urged all participants to be actively involved in the discussion at the meeting. The SCE Chair also stressed that although APEC was an extremely good organisation and had accomplished a lot in bringing the region together economically and in improving the welfare of its citizen, APEC could still do a better job. 
Agenda 2. 
Adoption of the Agenda

The meeting adopted the meeting agenda (Doc. 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/001) without any amendment. 
Agenda 3.
New ECOTECH Framework 

3.1 APEC 2010 priorities
The SOM Chair, Ambassador Shigeru Nakamura, briefed the meeting on the APEC 2010 priorities and the basic thinking behind them. The briefing was tabled as document 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/023.  

The SOM Chair, Mr. Hidehiko Nishiyama, briefed the meeting on the outcomes of SOM1 and instructions from Senior Officials to Committees and fora (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/022). 

The SCE Chair commented that there was a very active discussion among Senior Officials regarding the whole question of the growth strategy and a real desire on the part of SOMs to have a clear vision and to have the whole body of APEC being responsive to the elements of the growth strategy. In response to the TFEP Co-Chair’s question on SOM expectation on specific deliverables from human security subfora, the SOM Chair stressed the need for subfora to have their own direction of work but at the same time coordinate with other committees and groups concerned to achieve the objectives set by SOM. The SOM Chair noted the suggestion that SOM need to think more strategically about what they want various groups to do and that human security could be included in the SOM retreat agenda for a strategic discussion on the issue. 
3.2 SCE 2010 workplan 
SCE Chair highlighted key points of the SCE 2010 workplan (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/020) as follows: 
(i) The implementation of the ECOTECH framework endorsed by SCE/SOM1, which is going to be the new guideline for [prioritising] projects to be funded by APEC resources; It would be a very effective tool to facilitate a holistic system-wide approach to funding, and fora would be encouraged to study this this document well. 
(ii) A new initiative to further strengthen SCE processes, such as devising approaches to ensuring greater accountability and communication within the organisation. There will be discussion on accountability and communication and chances to define what they might be. During the course of the year, the SCE willcome up with recommendations for certain adjustments in the APEC processes in order to enhance accountability and communication in all directions, and for all participants in the ECOTECH process. 
(iii) Coordination with other committees to ensure effectiveness and efficiency of capacity building activities in APEC. 
(iv) Further enhancing APEC cooperation with ABAC as well as with the broader business community, academia and other stakeholders outside of APEC. SCE and its subfora should continue to pay attention to APEC’s collaboration with other institutions that have much value to add to what APEC is doing, including multilateral development organisations and new processes like the G20. 
(v) The implementation of independent assessments to make sure that working groups and taskforces have ample opportunity to engage with the independent consultants and improve themselves. Five groups would be subject to independent assessments during 2010. 
3.3. Framework to guide ECOTECH activities
The SCE Vice Chair, Mr Kenji Hiramatsu, briefed the meeting on the Framework to guide ECOTECH activities (Doc. 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/019). The main purpose of the framework is to have a holistic approach to ECOTECH activities. Although all ECOTECH activities are important, SCE/SOM need to address new priorities and issues to accommodate various fields specified by member economies. In response to changes in the global economic and social environment, the focus of ECOTECH activities needs to be modified and reformed. Given the limited resources of APEC, ECOTECH activities have to be prioritised to ensure better use of the available funding. The framework identifies medium ECOTECH priorities and annual priorities to be used as funding criteria of all APEC projects (Attachments A and B). The medium-term priorities will be reviewed/revised in 5 years. It will be important to ensure that all programs are in line with the overall strategic priorities of APEC.  
In order to draw more attention from SOM to ECOTECH activities, ECOTECH was included in the SOM retreat agenda, and the SCE meeting was held back-to-back with SOM. The role of Executive Director and Program Directors has been expanded to enable them to serve as a conduit between SOM and fora and to make sure that messages from SOMare conveyed to fora. Program Directors also provide SOM with information about fora’s work. SCE will review the implementation of subfora’s workplans in SCE2 and SCE3 and assess subfora’s performance at the end of the year. SCE will discuss streamlining SCE process/subfora as an official agenda item. Five criteria have been identified under recommendation 5 of the Framework to increase greater accountability of subfora. 

3.4 Discussion on the implementation of ECOTECH framework

Senior Officials and representatives from working groups/taskforces had a very constructive and frank discussion on how best to implement the framework. Main points of the discussion are as follows: 

· Participants welcomed the development of ECOTECH framework as a solid first step toward improving the efficiency of SCE process. The framework will be useful to guide fora in aligning their work with SCE priorities. It was stressed that the framework needed to be implemented faithfully and accurately. SCE/SOM should seriously discuss how ECOTECH activities in general are in line with the attainment of APEC overall goals and how to better align the project approval process with APEC larger priorities.  
· Concerns were raised about a lack of understanding among subfora about how projects were approved or rejected; lack of clarity on the way the projects selection and approval process was communicated to and received by the subfora; and lack of communication between SOM/SCE who set the priorities and fora that work for them. APEC – wide priorities, the new funding criteria and the revised project prioritisation should be clearly communicated to subfora to ensure that all subfora understand the framework. It was also suggested that subfora should be engaged to make sure that the reformed system works and to identify areas where adaptation needs to take place. 

· Concern was raised by subfora with regards to the fact that funding criteria shifted frequently over the past few years. This made it difficult for them to develop multi-year workplan that were responsive to APEC priorities. Subfora need clear multi-year priorities and multi-year funding priorities to count on over the long-term for planning purposes. SOM need to show certain degree of consistency in the future revision of the framework so that they do not ask the working groups and taskforces to shift direction year to year while at the same time asking them to come up with multi-year workplans. Responding to this concern, the SCE Chair commented that although funding criteria would be reviewed annually, only minor changes/ modifications were expected to be made to the new funding criteria mostly to reflect the priorities of the host economy. 

· Participants welcomed the decision to strengthen the role of the Secretariat and underscored the important role that Program Directors play in the implementation of ECOTECH framework and improving communication between SCE/SOM and subfora. Several members also requested that the Secretariat be more active in assisting project overseers/proponents to develop high-quality projects and to successfully implement projects. Members also welcomed information sessions held by the APEC Secretariat to assist project overseers to improve project quality. It was noted that some discussions were going on at BMC to improve the entire project management process. 

· Several members expressed concern that 37 out of 45 project proposals submitted for the first project approval session in 2010were ranked high priority. This underscored the point that the SCE needed to show more discipline in setting priorities and that the funding criteria could be further refined and improved in the future. It was suggested that the SCE and its subfora look at where they fit in as far as essential or supportive to the furtherance of economic integration in order to have a more populated rank 2 and 3. The SCE Chair observed that the large number of projects falling into rank 1 could be interpreted as subfora being more responsive to SCE priorities. 

· Some members highlighted the gap in capacity among member economies in designing projects and applying for funding and requested that APEC considers seriously ways to help developing members build capacity in this area. 

· With regard to streamlining SCE subfora, it is important for the SCE to have a clear plan on this issue to remove uncertainty among subfora. 
3.5 Capacity building in designing good project proposals. 

The Secretariat gave a presentation on some measures that the Secretariat had taken in supporting and assisting members to improve project quality. The presentation was tabled as document 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/021. 
Participants welcomed the efforts made by the Secretariat to support project overseer/proponents. However, they also questioned the effectiveness of measures undertaken as many developing members werestill facing difficulty in obtaining APEC funding for their project proposals. Some members commented that although it was important to set high quality thresholds and have a vigorous system for project assessment, one needed to be mindful of APEC priorities and how to help develop the capacity of developing economies. In response to several members’ comments about the important role of Program Directors (PDs), the SCE Chair underscored that SOM would collectively help the Secretariat and continue to send the best and brightest people to this organisation. The SCE Chair also informed the meeting that new initiatives would be taking place and that the SCE would do more to resolve problems towards the second half of the year. The United States stated that TATF may do a presentation on project design at SCE2 if member economies were interested in this. A comment was made on the need for a vigorous post-project evaluation system. 
Agenda 4.
Reviewing the implementation of the SCE Fora Reform
4.1.  Update on APEC communication activities;

The APEC Secretariat briefed the meeting on some recent communication activities and how the Secretariat could help SCE fora bring their work to the public. The presentation will be circulated to all SCE members and subfora. 
The SCE Chair pointed out that there was really a lot of interest in the publicdomain in what specific SCE fora were doing. The second most-accessed APEC document on the website is the annual report to Ministers on ECOTECH. There is a real appetite for the news and information and insight into what the APEC fora are doing. SCE needs to think of ways to make sure that the message is getting out on what fora are doing. 
4.2. Survey on enhancing APEC’s engagement with ABAC;

The APEC Secretariat presented the result of survey on enhancing APEC’s engagement with ABAC which is tabled as document 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/018. 

4.3 Review of SCE fora reform 
SCE Chair highlighted some of the main findings of the informal polling conducted prior to the meeting as follows. He also noted that the detailed results of the survey would not be put out since it was more like an informal polling:  
(i) On the question about communication between SCE and its subfora, the general sense was that the communication has been somewhat limited but generally useful when it has taken place. Subfora expect to hear from the SCE the sense of direction where APEC as a whole is going, what are the priorities and how they can respond them. There were some suggestions for improving the communication such as better attendance at the SCE – COW meetings, more organised and regular flow of communication and information from SCE and the APEC Secretariat inter-sessionally. 
(ii) With regards to the independent assessment, the responses were generally very positive. [Those fora that responded to the questionnaire found it to be useful]. 

(iii) On the coordination among subfora, the responses were generally negative. There was a sense that this was neither highly important to fora nor there was really an effective way to do it. The lateral coordination among fora seemed to take place on ad-hoc basis and often through member economies or on the margin of the joint meeting. 

(iv) Regarding project rankings/management within fora, most of the respondents expressed that there was a fairly democratic approach and that the members try to take an inclusive approach to ranking project proposals internally within a fora. Some fora conducted project ranking in a rather disorganised manner, often without sufficient time for all the members to really participate in a meaningful way. 
(v) As for chairmanship and meeting arrangements, the results were mixed. Those who responded reported few problems. However, there is a sense that it’s not always easy to find people that are willing to put time into leading the fora, given the heavy burden placed upon lead shepherds and chairs. There are some fora in APEC that are currently leaderless. 

(vi) On the question about public communications, there was discussion about using the website. The fora have identified website as a critical means of public communication to disseminate information about what they are doing. 

(vii) On reporting to SOMs and accounting for the expenditure of APEC funds, the responses were generally brief and concise, saying that fora would report and be accountable for the expenditure. 

Subfora present at the meeting generally shared the same view as those that had responded to the questionnaire. The need for better communication between the SCE and its subfora was brought up again. TEL commented that reporting by PDs on APEC development at each meeting was not sufficient; subfora needed to be updated on a regular basis about development/decisions at SCE/SOM level; SCE-COW attendance may be difficult for some chairs/lead shepherds due to budgetary or other logistic/administrative reasons. TFEP commented that it welcomed comments from SCE on its annual workplan, and requestedfeedbacks on those survey/questionnaires that SCE requested fora to participate in as well as an explanation on the implications of SCE decisions to subfora. Canada suggested topic-specific interaction among subfora and SOM for better translation of policies into actions. Australia suggested that a clear message should be sent to subfora that APEC is moving to seek a new emphasis on structural reform and behind-the-border work. TPTWG proposed that SCE members of host economy come to fora’s meeting to brief them on important SCE decisions. 

With regards to coordination among fora, SCE members underlined the importance of lateral coordination among subfora, particularly on cross-cutting issues. However, some representatives of working groups/taskforces expressed concern about the difficulty to continue coordination intersessionally, especially when there is insufficient funding for joint meetings at each SOM. Australia suggested fora to consider joint workplans to enhance the coordination between them. 
On the issue of accountability, there was a concern that the accountability is often project by project and not by priority area. Subfora expressed hope that, with SCE guidance, they would be able to make progress in this area. On public communication, HRDWG introduced to the meeting the HRD Wiki site, which is an open education resource. Materials on Wiki are governed by a creative common license; therefore, developing member can reproduce them without the need to obtain permission from the APEC Secretariat. SCE Chair requested APEC Secretariat to send the addresses of wiki sites to all members of the SCE-COW. 


4.4 Sub-fora accountability and responsiveness

The SCE Chair explained the issue of accountability and responsiveness from the perspective of senior official. Main ideas were as follows:

There are problems in the APEC organisation at large and SOM/SCE need to think about solutions - either minor or drastic solutions. Some examples were identified such as no submission of report; concerns about fora drifting away from core priorities; attendance at SCE – COW; a sense that some groups go so far in specializing their work that they end up pigeon-holing themselves and becoming so technical that their work is no longer responsive to policy direction or accessible to broader population. There are pros and cons, trade-off in all those questions and nothing is black and white in these areas. 

There are two ways to look into this issue. One is in terms of the right of the fora and the other is in terms of their responsibility. SCE agreed to have an FOTC to consider these topics, identify ways to clearly define them, and take a systematic approach to coming up with incentives and disincentives for all participants in the process. This is to make the rights and responsibilities more telling to a greater degree. Fora have the (i) right to transparency, right to know why and  how projects are approved or rejected; (ii) right to have help from the Secretariat in communication and project design; (iii) right to access to SOM and broader policy process; (iv) and the right to clear direction and information from the policy decision making part of APEC. At the same time, the fora have responsibilities (i) to develop medium term plans and do thoughtful forward planning in their work; (ii) to be clear in their accounting and to submit their reports in a timely fashion; (iii) to share the results of their work more broadly and to coordinate laterally with other fora as well as reach out beyond the APEC structure to other organisations; (iv) to have a clear vision and real sense of direction leadership in their work and at the same time to be responsive to priorities defined from Leaders, Minister and SOMs. 
The FOTC will look into these questions to define the guidelines for the fora’s lead shepherds and chairs, and to make recommendation to the SCE and the Secretariat on necessary actions. 
Agenda 5. 
Working Groups/Task Forces 2010 Workplans
Representatives of ACT, ATCWG, GFPN, CTTF, MTF, HRDWG, TELWG, TPTWG, MRCWG, TFEP, and HWG presented the 2010 workplan of their respective groups. These documents were tabled as documents 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/003 – 017. 

The meeting agreed to further consider the workplans and complete the endorsement process inter-sessionally within 2 weeks. SCE members were asked to provide written comments to fora on their annual workplans.  The Secretariat was asked to circulate the list of Chairs/Lead Shepherds and their contact info so that SCE members could provide them with their comments. 
Agenda 6. 
Other Business

6.1 Twinning initiative - Australia briefed the meeting on the progress of the implementation of twinning pilot project. 


6.2 Document access – the meeting approved the classification of all meeting documents as listed in Doc. 2010/SOM1/SCE-COW/000. 
