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The second meeting of the SOM Steering Committee on ECOTECH (SCE) in 2010 was held in Sapporo, Japan on 2 June 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) and the APEC Secretariat.  One independent consultant was invited to the meeting to report on an independent assessment. 
The SCE also held a dialogue on Aid-for-Trade, as part of the meeting, with representatives from Asia Development Bank (ADB), Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), World Bank, World Trade Organisation (WTO). 
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 second SCE meeting of the year 2010. 
Agenda 2.
Adoption of the Agenda
The meeting agenda (Doc.2010/SOM2/SCE/001) was adopted without amendment. 
Agenda 3.
Reforming Economic and Technical Cooperation in APEC 

3.1
Discussion of sub-fora accountability and communications;
The SCE Chair reviewed the discussion on subfora accountability and communications of subfora that took place during the SCE1. It was noted that there was a fruitful discussion between senior officials and representatives of SCE fora on questions like: (i) how to improve accountability in APEC? in particular, how to improve subfora’s responsiveness to policy indicators or directions set by Leaders and Ministers, and transmitted by SOMs, and how to improve the way subfora provide feedback and inform everyone at APEC about their work? (ii) how to better communicate the outcomes of the SCE subfora’s work, beyond the SOM and APEC, so that the benefits of projects are shared with the  public at large and to specialist in their respective fields. The question of how to update the guidelines of Chairs/Lead Shepherds was also discussed. 

The Friend of the Chair (FOTC) proposed a revised document entitled Guidelines for Lead Shepherd/Chair and Deputy Lead Shepherd/Chair of APEC Working Groups and SOM Task Forces. The purpose of this document is not just to clarify the existing guidelines but also to more clearly and forceful encourage accountability and communication at subfora level. The meeting agreed with SCE Chair’s suggestion that SCE agree in principle to the document and to circulate it to Chairs/Lead Shepherds for their comments. At the same time, SCE will undertake to discuss with CTI and EC to see if there is a way that EC and CTI also reflect this approach in handling their subfora and take on the guidelines as their own operating guidelines. 

The SCE Chair briefed the meeting on the outcomes of the FOTC meeting which took place just before the meeting. The discussion focused on two subjects. The first is the question of how to use the SCE – Committee of the Whole (COW) more effectively to improve communication between SOM and subfora. Some “carrot and stick” ideas were discussed. It was acknowledged that ‘stick’ ideas had some problems associated with them. It was pointed out that the idea of penalizing Chairs/Lead Shepherds for not attending the SCE-COW may be attractive in some ways, but could also prove to be counter-productive. In most cases, officials devoting their time and efforts to APEC as Chair/LS are doing this on a voluntary basis and in addition to existing responsibilities. They are busy people who are doing this for the good of the region and for the good of APEC. For that reason, to take too punitive an approach could discourage people from assuming the leadership. On the ‘carrot’ side, the main enticement was to provide chairs and LS funding for travel to the next SCE-COW meeting in March 2011, and to have some flexibility in who represents subfora at SCE-COW. However, the representative should be a significant subfora member who can reflect the work of group at the SCE-COW and convey the highlights of the discussion with SOMs back to his or her subfora. The FOTC did not reach a firm conclusion on this issue, and the SCE Chair agreed to work intersessionally with other member economies and to present some ideas on a more effective use of SCE-COW for SCE3 consideration 

The second issue was how to implementation of recommendation 5 of the ECOTECH Framework, which refers to the SCE review of subfora. The triggering criteria of this recommendation seem to be quite clear and it was suggested that SCE propose that they be extended to CTI for implementation. The SCE Chair informed that he and the Vice Chair would come up with a process to support the implementation of this recommendation and table a paper for SCE review at the next SCE meeting in Sendai. 

3.2 
The new Project Prioritisation Process 

The APEC Secretariat gave a presentation on the new project prioritisation and selection procedures that will be put into trial in session 2 and other changes that the Budget and Management Committee recently agreed to. The presentation was tabled as document 2010/SOM2/SCE/003. 
Australia suggested that it would be good to have a rough idea of the total amount of funding spent by APEC economies on projects, not only through the various funds administered by the APEC Secretariat, but also through individual economies.. This information would help SCE see how much importance members place on APEC and form a useful basis for discussion of what need to be done on APEC projects. The meeting agreed with Australia’s suggestion that the APEC Secretariat consult member economies and come up with an estimation of all the resources put out by APEC members economies on APEC projects, with the caveat that this should not too heavy a burden placed on the Secretariat and member economies. 

China requested the APEC Secretariat to update SOMs on additional measures undertaken to help developing members in developing good project proposal for APEC funding. 

3.3 TATF to make a presentation on project quality
David A. Katz from APEC Technical Assistance and Training Facility (TATF) made a presentation to the meeting on work undertaken by TATF and APEC Secretariat in helping members improve project quality in APEC. The presentation was tabled as document 2010/SOM2/SCE/004. 
Several member economies commented on the difficulties they are facing with the new quality criteria. China commented that the current OECD quality criteria can be infeasible for many member economies, and suggested that the APEC Secretariat conduct a survey among all developing members on their difficulties in submitting project proposals in order to find the middle way - a kind of bridge between what is practical and what is ideal. Malaysia commented that while member economies were trying to improve the quality of project proposal and evaluation report, the whole project management process should not be onerous for economies especially developing economies. It should not make it too difficult for members to put up proposal. APEC should adopt a more progressive/phase-in approach to allow economies familiarize with the process. New Zealand suggested that members with particular concern to explain their problems for other to understand; commented that it would be worthwhile for SCE to further think of ways to address difficulties of member economies. 

In response to these concerns, the APEC Secretariat updated members on follow-up activities it has undertaken to ensure the effectiveness of assistance to developing economies in formulating project proposals including organizing a train-the-trainer program. The Secretariat welcomes all suggestions from SOM to further improve the effort. Members thanked the Secretariat and TATF for all the support and suggested that the Secretariat collect all feedback from participants of its training program and identify difficulties faced by member economies. The list of feedback should then be submitted to the SCE for discussion to see if there are ways to improve our work in this regard. 

The SCE requested the APEC Secretariat to consider ECOTECH element when scoping out large-scale evaluation report for the Budget and Management Committee as the information could be valuable in terms of direction where ECOTECH is going, and identify problems  that people are  trying to tackle through ECOTECH. 
APEC Secretariat (Communication and Public Affairs Unit) put forward two ideas for SCE consideration as follows:

· the Secretariat would like to survey SOM on the effectiveness of the toolkits that was developed last year, asking whether the tool was useful to domestic outreach efforts; and 

· the establishment of an APEC communication experts network. This would imply the nomination of a communication expert in each member economy, who would liaise with the APEC Communications team to develop material that better suited for domestic outreach. The proposed approach was that this network would meet once a year, and share material, best practices, strategies using the ACS AIMP intersessionally. The Secretariat would like to survey SOM on the effectiveness of such a network, how it could help them communicate the benefits of APEC domestically, what kind of outreach activities they would like to do and how Secretariat could support them. 

Agenda 4.
Independent Assessment of SCE Fora


4.1 CTTF Independent Assessment 
Mr. John Platts, Principal of Platts- MARSEC Consulting Services, Canada, presented the final report of the independent assessment of the Counter - Terrorism Task Force (CTTF). The document is tabled as document 2010/SOM3/SCE/008. 

SCE members welcomed the report and agreed to further review the report, including the question regarding the status of CTTF, and to provide comments on the report’s recommendations within 4 weeks after the SCE meeting to the APEC Secretariat. Based on these comments, the Secretariat will prepare a paper with suggestions on how to further proceed with the independent assessment recommendations and submit the suggestion to the SCE for consideration intersessionally. It was noted that the report was presented at the CTTF meeting on 31 May 2010, and that the group had agreed on a list of priority recommendations to be implemented. Member economies also spoke on the need for CTTF coordinate more closely with other for a.  


4.2 Independent assessment of HWG, and TWG;

The Secretariat reported to the meeting the progress of the ongoing independent assessments of HWG and TWG. 

Ms Leanne Coombe from Australia has been selected as the independent consultant to conduct the assessment of the HWG. She attended the HWG meeting held in Sapporo on 1-2 June 2010. Ms Leanne Coombe will submit the draft report to SCE and HWG member economies for comment in July 2010. The final report will be presented to SCE3 in Sendai.  

The contract was signed with Tourism Resource Consultants (TRC) from New Zealand on 28 April to initiate the assessment of TWG. Mr. Lester David Clark from TRC attended the 36th TWG Meeting held in Lombok, Indonesia on 4-6 May 2010 to make a brief presentation on relevant aspects of the independent assessment, respond to possible questions from TWG members, and interact with delegates. TRC will submit the draft report to SCE and TWG member economies for comment in July 2010. The final report will be presented to SCE3 this year.  


4.3 Report on the progress in implementing the independent assessment recommendations of ATCWG, HLPDAB, ISTWG, MRCWG and EWG 
The meeting considered reports from ATCWG, HLPDAB, ISTWG, MRCWG, and EWG on the implementation of the independent assessment recommendations. The reports were tabled as documents 2010/SOM2/SCE/006 – 010. . 

For ATCWG and HLPDAB, it is noted that progress had been made in implementing the recommendations, such as planning to collaborate closely between ATCWG and HLPDAB on relevant activities, revising ATCWG TOR to reflect new priorities, especially priorities which are related to Food Security, etc.   

It was noted ISTWG had made some progress on the implementation of the recommendations, especially the decision of having one ISTWG meeting a year on the occasion of SOM meetings as back-to-back with the SCE meeting. The next 39th ISTWG meeting will be held in Sendai, Japan on the occasion of SOM3.   

As for MRCWG, it is noted that progress had made so far on implementing the recommendations, such as closer coordination with FWG and other fora, and the inclusion of “food safety and security” as one of priority issue in MRCWG agenda. However, it was noted that the MRCWG addressed only 4 out of 18 recommendations of the independent assessment. The chair urged member economies to send representatives to the joint meeting between FWG and MRCWG to discuss the issue of merging the two groups.  
It was noted that for a very big working group like the EWG (with 4 Expert Groups and two Task Forces), close internal interaction is important for the group to operate and function well. The EWG Lead Shepherd was commended for encouraging innovative project proposals from expert group chairs, along with strategic thinking about how projects can contribute to energy security goals. EWG has also made significant progress on the cooperation on specific projects with other APEC fora such as Small and Medium Enterprises Working Group (SMEWG), Transportation Working Group (TPTWG), Market Access Group (MAG), and Automotive Dialogue (AD). 


4.4 Concept note for the Independent Assessment of the EPWG, SMEWG, MRCWG and MTF. 

The meeting endorsed the concept note for the independent assessment of EPWG, SMEWG, MRCWG, and MTF. The concept note will be submitted for approval at the coming project approval session 2. 

Agenda 5.
Other issues


5.1 Terms of Reference (ToR) of the Emergency Preparedness Working Group (EPWG) and chairmanship arrangement;

Mr. Glen Connell, EPWG designate co-chair, presented to the meeting the EPWG ToR. SCE endorsed the ToR of the EPWG and the co-chairmanship of Australia and Indonesia until end of 2011. 

5.2 
2010 Sectoral Ministerial meetings
Japan, China, and Peru briefed the meeting on the progress of preparation for sectoral ministerial meetings to be held in 2010. 
The meeting endorsed the concept note for Women Entrepreneurship Summit proposed by Japan and the United States.  

5.3 Document access - the meeting approved the classification of all meeting documents listed in Doc. 2010/SOM2/SCE1/000.
Part 2: Dialogue on Aid-for-Trade 

The Dialogue on Aid– for–Trade was organised as part of the SCE2 meeting on 2 June 2010 in Sapporo, with the participation of the following speakers: Mr Shishir Priyadarshi – Head of Development Division, WTO; Amb. Muhamad Noor, Executive Director, APEC Secretariat, Mr Frans Lammersen - Principal Administrator, Aid for Trade, Development Co-operation Directorate; Mr John Wilson - Lead Economist, World Bank; Dr Ganeshan Wignaraja – Principal Economist, Office of Regional Economic Integration; and Mr Petko Draganov – Deputy Secretary- General, UNCTAD. The Dialogue was sponsored by Australia and hosted by the United States as SCE Chair. 

The Dialogue underscored the opportunities that exist for APEC to work with other regional, multilateral and international organisations.  The dialogue reaffirmed that Aid - for - Trade activities remain an effective mechanism of addressing poverty in the region and ensuring genuine regional economic integration. 

Noting the 2009 APEC Ministerial Meeting endorsement of cooperation with the WTO, and recognising APEC’s unique membership and role, the WTO emphasized the importance of further collaboration on the Aid for Trade agenda. The WTO offered to promote APEC's Aid-for-Trade activities to a global audience, inviting APEC to showcase a small number of selected projects in the WTO's Third Global Review of Aid for Trade. Cooperation at the international and regional level among intergovernmental organizations with core responsibilities in Aid for Trade was important for both APEC and the WTO. APEC's long history of private sector engagement through ABAC was of particular note. The WTO also noted that key future elements moving forward were improving monitoring and evaluation to assess the impact that aid for trade is having, and better engagement of the private sector.

APEC Secretariat ED noted APEC’s longstanding efforts on regional economic integration and trade-related capacity building.  ED also referred to APEC’s five medium term work areas identified as part of the 2010 Framework to Guide ECOTECH activities.  APEC was currently funding around 200 projects to a value of around US$17 million. 

Data presented by the OECD indicated that global Aid-for-Trade assistance was starting to grow. This was a positive development with important implications for trade-led growth, including for the APEC region. The OECD encouraged APEC to continue to expand its Aid-for-Trade agenda. The World Bank commented that global supply chains had been damaged by the Global Financial Crisis and that demand for Aid for Trade assistance was high and rising in the context of a fragile economic recovery. There is scope for collaboration on trade facilitation. World Bank research shows that every $1 invested in trade policy and regulatory reform generated an increase of $697 in trade. This had positive implications for reducing poverty and income gaps. However, there was scope for effort in the area of trade policy and regulatory reform. The World Bank said there was a need for deeper investment in data collection and monitoring, expanded efforts at knowledge transfer and innovative engagement with the private sector. The World Bank expressed a strong interest in continued dialogue with APEC on Aid for Trade.

The ADB said synergies existed for ADB - APEC cooperation on Aid for Trade.  There were more poor people in Asia than the entire population of Africa.  Cooperation was possible on infrastructure and trade finance, and on making a greater case for Aid for Trade for the Asia-Pacific region.  There was a possibility of joint training activities on region-wide Free Trade Agreements (FTAs), trade facilitation and trade logistics, and on developing good practices in trade-related technical assistance. The ADB informed the meeting of its work as secretariat to the Regional Technical Group on Aid-for-Trade (RTG), which is currently co-chaired by Cambodia and Japan. The RTG is currently preparing a report on Aid – for - Trade activities in the region, which they will present to the WTO later in the year. They would welcome the opportunity to present the report to an appropriate APEC forum in future.  

UNCTAD highlighted the importance of APEC’s activities on Aid –for  Trade and offered to collaborate with APEC in the future.

The Dialogue provided an affirmation of the importance of Aid-for-Trade and of the work that is being done as part of APEC’s ECOTECH agenda.  It also highlighted the high returns of investing in regulatory reform.  The SCE Chair said the meeting demonstrated that opportunities exist not only for APEC as an organisation but also for member economies to work with the World Bank, WTO, ADB, UNCTAD and the OECD. He observed that the presentations affirmed that APEC’s work on Aid – for - Trade was covering areas which had a high multiplier benefit, and that there were clear opportunities to work collaboratively with other multilateral organisations, including on the WTO Third Global Review and with the RTG. Australia’s SOM noted from the presentations the importance of supply chains and regulatory reform in the presentations, and also noted that APEC was getting it right and was a unique organisation that could provide insights based on its experiences, for example in the area of investment policy. 

SCE Chair concluded the dialogue with suggestion that SCE, CTI and other interested members economies would follow up on opportunities for APEC’s future collaboration with other multilateral organisations. 
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