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The first SOM Steering Committee on ECOTECH (SCE) meeting of 2010 was held in Hiroshima, Japan on 23 February 2010. It was attended by 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. Senior Officials from 17 member economies were present at the meeting. The meeting was also attended by representatives from the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC), Anti-Corruption Taskforce (ACT), the Gender Focal Point Network (GFPN), Telecommunication and Information Working Group (TEL), Transportation Working Group (TPTWG), 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. 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 SCE Chair, Mr. Kurt Tong

The SCE Chair welcomed all members to the first SCE meeting of the year 2010. The Chair also expressed his intention to make the meeting interesting and productive. 
Agenda 2.
Adoption of the Agenda
The meeting agenda (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE1/001) was adopted without amendment.

Agenda 3.
SCE 2010 Workplan
The meeting considered and endorsed the 2010 Workplan of SCE (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE1/002).
Members underlined the important role of SCE in providing strategic policy guidance to its sub-fora and the need to translate into meaningful terms for fora the instructions/directives of Leaders, Ministers and SOM. The need for a successful implementation of ECOTECH framework was also emphasized. 
Agenda 4.
SCE Terms of Reference (ToRs) 
The meeting considered and endorsed the revised TORs (Doc. 2010/SOM1/SCE1/003). 
Agenda 5.
Reforming Economic and Technical Cooperation in APEC 

5.1. Sub-fora accountability and communications.

SCE Chair introduced the topics of sub-fora accountability and communication for the meeting’s discussion. Key issues raised for consideration were as follows:

· How to improve the accountability in APEC? The term “accountability” refers to subfora’s responsiveness to policy indicators or directions set by Leaders and Ministers as well as to the way subfora provide feedback to and inform everyone about their work. 

· On communication, the question is how to communicate the outcomes of the subfora’s work, beyond the SOM and APEC structure, so that the benefits of projects are shared beyond immediate membership of the group to the public at large.  One suggestion was that once projects were approved, Chairs/Lead Shepherds should ensure that Project Overseers provide a clear, short paragraph on the activity for the APEC website;

· Whether the guidelines for  Lead Shepherds (found in Annex G of the 2007 ECOTECH Report to AMM) need to be updated to make them more demanding? New requirements could be added such as specific ways for reporting on the APEC website; public dissemination of the results of APEC projects; reporting to SOM on projects in an understandable and precise way; and attending SCE-COW meetings. Should chair/lead shepherd’s failing to attend SCE-COW meeting be seen as not fulfilling his/her responsibility as leader of the group? Should there be consequences for sub-fora that are consistently not represented at SCE – COW meetings?  

· Responsibility of SCE: effective ways for project evaluation; measures to be taken by SCE to encourage greater sense of responsibility of fora and communication to general public; ways to inform subfora more clearly and convincingly of the policy directions considered/made at SOM and Ministers levels; possibility of funding subfora’s chairs/lead shepherds to attend SCE-COW meetings; urging SCE fora to draft medium term strategic plans. 

Members shared views on ways to improve the communication between SCE and its subfora and among fora themselves, as well as how to increase the sense of accountability of subfora. Key points of the discussion included: 
1. The framework paper is the first step in improving subfora’s accountability and communication. According to the framework, fora are requested to develop annual workplans that should be consistent with SCE priorities. The achievements of subfora will be reviewed at the end of each year and that process will inform SCE of the need to restructure the ECOTECH process. Certain fora may need to be discontinued if their work is no longer relevant. The framework also deals with the issue of communication by requesting (i) regular reporting from the Executive Director on the working groups/taskforces’ implementation of their annual workplans; and (ii) an active role of Program Directors (PDs) as a conduit between SCE and subfora. 

2. Assessing the achievements/level of activities of subfora is a difficult task. This is because SCE/SOM may not have sufficient knowledge of how much activities have been conducted by subfora, and ECOTECH projects are not the only indication of what sectoral subfora are doing. SCE could consider developing some simple and straightforward ways to get an indication of how active various groups are. The level of subfora activity also depends on SCE priorities. There is legitimate concern with respect to project evaluationss. Over 60% of 2007 SCE projects and two thirds of all 2008 projects haven’t been evaluated – not good figures as they show that SCE is not doing its job. 

3. Program Directors (PDs) play an important role in the communication between SCE and its subfora and are encouraged by the SCE to work closely with subfora. Information about SOM’s discussion/decision must be disseminated to fora as a way to increase accountability and at the same time to reaffirm priorities set by SOM/SCE. In any international organisation, while priorities should always be given to what the members want, there is always scope for very fruitful cooperation between the Secretariat and members. SCE should not be too worried about setting clear lines of demarcation. 
4. With regards to the suggestion about funding subfora’s chairs/lead shepherds to attend SCE-COW, SCE members considered the trade-off between the benefits in incentivizing chairs to attend this meeting and the expenses involved; the pros and cons of having subfora meetings held in conjunction with SOM or outside the SOM meeting schedule. It was also noted that the fact that economies have to pay for the chairs to attend meetings made it harder for some economies to accept the responsibility of chairing fora due to the costs involved. There was a suggestion that SCE could think about trigger points for streamlining SCE fora and whether it would be too draconian t take subfora’s absence from SCE-COW meetings as a trigger point - if a group is not present at SCE-COW meetings for a certain period, should this be considered one reason to eliminate or consolidate the group? This will help show that Senior Officials are serious about fora being accountable to the SCE. SCE agreed to further discuss ways to ensure better attendance at SCE-COW. 
5. Accountability and communications should be a two-way process. The newly reformed SCE system will need to be clearly communicated to SCE subfora that should be held accountable to SOM. One key element is the new project approval mechanism. This is not only a question of top-down instruction to fora; SCE should also engage them to ensure the translation of policy instruction into technical working level actions. Those groups that cannot do this should be either reformatted or disbanded. The implementation of independent assessment recommendations is important for this purpose. It was noted that fora had in the past  expressed frustration of not being aware of the decision taken and the direction made at the policy-making level. A point was also made that sub-fora not only have a responsive relationship to SCE i.e in implementing/translating policy directions into initiatives, but should also be asked to feed into policy-setting discussions/work by providing expert advice and working-level experience.
The meeting agreed that SCE would continue to work on the issues of accountability and communications. Based on the ideas expressed at the meeting, SCE Chair, Vice Chair and volunteer economies will prepare a discussion paper on topics of accountability and communication. The emphasis will be on two-way accountability and communication between SCE and subfora; and the question of communication beyond APEC to the broader community. A number of threads could be explored such as project evaluation, feedback loops, incentivizing subfora to follow the policy direction of APEC. Australia, Canada, the United States volunteered to assist SCE Chair and Vice Chair in this exercise The Chair also encouraged other economies, particularly developing member economies, to join the working group so as to have a broader representation of approaches and communication concerns. (New Zealand subsequently volunteered to be part of this small working group). 


5.2
Survey on enhancing APEC’s engagement with ABAC.
The APEC Secretariat presented the results of the survey on enhancing APEC’s engagement with ABAC, which was tabled as document 2010/SOM1/SCE1/011. As a follow-up, the United States will work with the Secretariat to put together a document that suggests policies/procedures for a more robust relationship with ABAC. The document will be presented at  SCE2. 

Members exchanged views on the results of the survey and ways to enhance APEC–ABAC cooperation. The importance of good relations between Senior Officials and ABAC members was highlighted. Some memberscommented that it was SOM’s responsibility to engage with ABAC members and to get them more familiar with the APEC work streams. The challenge for a very large and geographically and interest–diverse organisation like APEC is to come up with a systematic way so that APEC–ABAC linkage can be constructed without personal relations. 
Besides the question of communication with ABAC, some members commented that it was important to identify areas that APEC and ABAC could cooperate effectively and how to bring APEC–ABAC engagement to a good level of cooperation. The PECC representative suggested that APEC should be mindful of ABAC’s role as a high level business advisory group, and the policies/procedures that will be introduced should avoid preventing ABAC from doing what they are supposed to do for the APEC process. APEC should not forget that there are other business organisations that it can tap besides ABAC. Regular meetings on APEC’s strategic agenda are important in building a meaningful cooperation.

5.3 Implementation of recommendations on strengthening engagement with multilateral organisations 
The Secretariat reported the progress with implementation of recommendations on strengthening engagement with multilateral organizations (MOs) (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE/004). Following SCE’s endorsement in July 2009, the Secretariat updated the APEC fora’s contact points with MOs as Annex A in the progress report and also appointed a centralized point of contact to facilitate engagement with MOs, such as providing procedural advice and acquiring information. Given the limited resources and bearing members’ mandate in mind, the Secretariat has focused its efforts on collaboration with organizations like the WTO and ASEAN Secretariat. In September 2009, APEC Secretariat staff paid a visit to the WTO Secretariat as instructed by the Ministers responsible for Trade to identify possible areas of cooperation, including trade review report, Aid for Trade, data and research exchanges. Plans are under way for an APEC Secretariat visit to the ASEAN Secretariat in 2010, with coordination being undertaken by the Technical Assistance and Training Facility (TATF). A list of information on guest status in relevant APEC fora was also presented to the meeting.
Members stressed the importance of implementing the recommendations on strengthening engagement with MOs and ensuring that the work conducted in APEC takes as much advantage as possible of what larger and better-resourced organizations do. In this context, it is also important that the Policy Support Unit (PSU) also engages with relevant MOs. It is equally important to publicize what APEC is doing in other MOs. It was also stated that the current relevant Guidelines and practices need to be followed in the process of strengthening engagement with other MOs. It was suggested that the Secretariat report progress on implementing the recommendations consistently. 

Agenda 6.
Status of of  the Task Force for Emergency Preparedness (TFEP) 

Mr. Quinton Devlin, Co-Chair of the TFEP presented the request to upgrade the Task Force to working group level. The request was tabled as meeting document 2010/SOM1/SCE/005. 

Member economies commended the work that TFEP has done and supported the request to elevate the taskforce to working group level. However, it was stressed that the decision should not in any case be seen as lack of resolve or any lessening of the SCE and SOM’s desire to streamline, rationalize, and improve the efficiency of working groups within APEC. The decision is a part of SCE’s efforts to take a critical view toward the structure of subfora, their mandates and outcomes. SCE will regularly review the work of subfora with a view to deciding whether they need to be merged with other fora or disbanded. SCE members also requested that (i) the difference between the taskforce and working group should be made clear, especially in terms of mandates and operations; and (ii) the group should continue to focus on the nexus between emergency preparedness and trade in order to avoid duplicating the work of other organisations and APEC fora. 

Agenda 7.
Independent Assessment of SCE Fora

7.1 HRDWG Independent Assessment 
Dr. Jacqui True, an independent consultant from the University of Auckland, presented the final report of the Human Resources Development Working Group (HRDWG) Independent Assessment conducted from April 2009 to February 2010 (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE/006). The consultant introduced how the assessment was conducted and the findings based on the questionnaires received. 

The consultant focused the presentation on the two of the report’s major recommendations (out of the total 13 recommendations) – (1) to reallocate the capacity-building tasks of the Capacity Building Network (CBN) within the HRDWG to the Labour and Social Protection Network (LSPN) and the Education Network (EDNET) as well as other relevant APEC groups, and (2) to redefine EDNET’s mandate and core objectives to bring a more strategic trade and investment focus to APEC policy discussions about education and training. The consultant also recommended that all Networks in the HRDWG adopt multi-year planning and that HRDWG annual meetings be primarily focused on policy discussion around a few key Working Group-wide priorities and strategic planning. 

SCE members welcomed the consultant’s independent assessment report of the HRDWG, one of the biggest working groups in APEC. Members noted that some recommendations have already been implemented;  the HRDWG had already held a joint session with the Economic Committee (EC) to discuss how to develop the Inclusive Growth agenda. Japan made a reference to the engineer architecture, which used to be one of the major achievements of HRDWG, and Japan was considering refocusing the engineer architecture activities into HRDWG. 

In general, SCE members agreed to HRDWG’s greater alignment with APEC strategic goals of trade and investment but also stated that it should be careful to redraft the core objectives of HRDWG. The annual HRDWG workplan needs to clearly indicate how EDNET priorities directly and indirectly contribute to free and open trade and investment and also to other Leaders’ priorities including —inclusive, knowledge-based, sustainable and balanced growth. APEC Leaders in 2009 identified inclusive growth as one of the key priorities for APEC in the coming years. The HRDWG needs to develop initiatives to implement the agenda. The recommendation to limit HRDWG’s mandate to economic aspects, such as education trade and services, was not agreed to as this would not allow HRDWG to fully respond to APEC Leaders’ instructions.   
With regard to the recommendation of merging CBN with the other two HRDWG networks EDNET and LSPN, some member economies gave their support to streamline the HRDWG structure and strengthen internal coordination. But some other member economies stated that they need more time to do further internal consultation.  

It was suggested that the project-related recommendations should be passed to BMC for consideration.  

The SCE Chair requested member economies to provide to the Secretariat their further comments on those recommendations they had reservation within 4 weeks after the SCE meeting. Based on these further comments, the Secretariat will prepare a paper with suggestions on how to further proceed and submit the suggestion to the SCE for consideration inter-sessionally.
7.2 TPTWG Independent Assessment 
Mr. John Platts, an independent consultant from Platts-MARSEC Consulting Services in Canada, presented the final report of the Transportation Working Group (TPTWG) Independent Assessment conducted from March 2009 to February 2010 (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE/007). The consultant started the presentation by outlining the main findings that the TPTWG’s basic structure of four Experts Groups is sound, and the TPTWG Management Group recognizes the benefits of taking a ‘continuous improvement’ approach to strengthening the management framework and initiated such an approach at TPTWG-32. But the lack of a strategic plan is one of the main reasons why most of the policy and project initiatives have a short term horizon. The consultant made recommendations respectively to SCE, TPTWG and APEC Secretariat, with the objectives to produce a sustainable set of cost-effective management tools and promote a more collaborative approach to dealing with transportation issues. The major recommendations include improving coordination between SCE and TPTWG, establishing a protocol with CTI and EC, consolidating the findings and recommendations in independent assessment reports with general applicability into a Management Practices in Assessment Reports, etc. 
SCE members appreciated the report by the consultant its recommendations and supported in principle the recommendation to improve the overall coordination as well as enhancing the efficiency of TPTWG. Member economies also supported strengthening and streamlining the operation and process of Working Groups and Task Forces. Member noted that in principle, it was a good idea to consolidate the findings and recommendations in all the independent assessment reports and produce a Guide with general applicability so that the fora could share experiences with each other. But the different fora may operate in different ways to meet the particular needs from member economies. Hence it may not be easy to have a management guide applicable across the fora. Therefore SCE may wish to request the Secretariat to advise on the practicality as well as the resource implications for further consideration. 
The SCE Chair encouraged member economies to provide their further comments to the Secretariat on those recommendations they had reservation within 4 weeks after the SCE meeting. Based on these further comments, the Secretariat will prepare a paper with suggestions on how to further proceed and submit the suggestion to the SCE for consideration inter-sessionally.
7.3 Progress report of the ongoing independent assessment of CTTF, HWG, and TWG.
The Secretariat reported on the status of the ongoing 2010 independent assessments of CTTF, HWG and TWG. Mr. John Platts from Canada has been selected to conduct the independent assessment of CTTF, and he will start the assessment by attending the CTTF meeting to be held also in Hiroshima on 25-26 February. The final report of CTTF independent assessment is planned to be presented to SCE2 this year. 
As for the HWG, Ms. Leanne Coombe from Australia has been selected to conduct the independent assessment, and she will attend the HWG meeting to be held in Japan in May 2010. Ms. Leanne Coombe is scheduled to present the final report of HWG independent assessment to SCE3 this year.  
With respect to the TWG, the Secretariat received only one proposal from Mike Sharrocks Consultancy Pte Ltd after the closing of RFP. The proposal is still under review by the Secretariat panel. The selected consultant is scheduled to present the final report to SCE3 in 2010. 
The SCE Chair asked member economies to review the schedule of independent assessment in 2011 and member economies agreed to assess TFEP, SMEWG and MRCWG in 2011. In addition, the relatively new-born MTF would be added to the list of fora to be assessed in 2011 as suggested by the SCE Chair.  
7.4 ACT, GFPN, and TEL to report on progress in implementing independent assessment recommendations. 

On behalf of the ACT Chair, Mr. Hiroki Matsui (Deputy Director, International Organized Crime Division, Foreign Policy Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan) reported to SCE on the progress that has been made to implement the recommendations arising from the Independent Assessment which was completed in 2009 (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE/009).  In response to the Recommendation No. 1, ACT is in the process of establishing and putting in place a framework for a capacity building directory and survey, which would allow ACT to determine member economies’ capacity building needs as well as expertise-sharing potential and would also assist APEC ACT to determine areas requiring focus. ACT is enhancing engagement with other fora with ABAC and SMEWG representatives attending the ACT workshop on Governance and Anti-Corruption. To further institutionalize and give more visibility to the model of leadership, the ACT has started the tradition of having the two Vice-Chairs to sit with the Chair during ACT meetings.  ACT can consider upgrading  the Task Force’s status in 2010 as the current tenure for ACT will expire in 2011. 

The TEL Chair, Mr. Liu Ziping from Ministry of Industry and Information Technology of China, presented TEL’s progress report on implementation of the TEL Independent Assessment recommendations to the meeting (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE/010). TEL agreed to complete transfer of materials from old TEL site (www.apectelwg.org) to main APEC site (www.apec.org) by Dec 2010 in response to the recommendation that best practices should be gathered in a single, accessible, searchable repository in the TEL website. TEL is in the process of drawing up Strategic Plan (2010-2015) to delimit its scope of work and follow a step-by-step single roadmap with achievable and specific milestones and middle and long-term goals. The first draft of the Strategic Plan will be discussed in the TEL41 to be held in May 2010 and it will be refined at TEL42 in Aug/Sept 2010, and finally submitted to Ministers for approval at the coming Ministerial Meeting on Telecommunications and Information Industry in Nago, Japan in October 2010. The SCE Chair asked whether SCE can have a look at the draft Strategic Plan to make sure it is consistent with ECOTECH priorities. The TEL Chair responded that he would work with TEL members to consider ECOTECH priorities following SCE instructions. 
Ms. Keiko Ichikawa, GFPN Chair’s representative from Japan, presented GFPN’s progress report on implementing the recommendations of the Independent Assessment completed in 2008 (Doc.2010/SOM1/SCE/008). GFPN agreed that it is necessary to have a gender training targeted not only at GFPN but also at all APEC fora including BMC and APEC Secretariat PDs and staff. GFPN and SMEWG have initiated a working relationship through the project SMEWG 01/2009S -- Empowering Women in the APEC Region through Trade. A small working group within GFPN has collected the first 2009 batch of information on sex-disaggregated data of women participation in APEC and will analyze the data. In 2010, GFPN will continue to invite WLN and ABAC to its meeting to explore potential areas for mutual collaboration. 

The SCE Chair thanked the three fora for their progress reports on implementing independent assessment recommendations and underscored the usefulness of the independent assessment process.  

Agenda 8.
Other issues


8.1 2010 Sectoral Ministerial meetings 
Japan briefed the meeting on the sectoral ministerial meetings to be organized by Japan in 2010. The APEC Japan 2010 meeting schedule was tabled as document 2010/SOM1/SCE1/012. China reported on the preparation for the Ministerial Meeting on Human Resources Development (September 2010) and Peru informed on the preparation for the 3rd Ocean-Related APEC Ministerial Meeting (October 2010). 

8.2 Document access - the meeting approved the classification of all meeting documents as listed in Doc. 2010/SOM1/SCE1/000. 
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