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Introduction

1. The APEC Budget and Management Committee (BMC) held its first meeting of 2011 at the margins of SOM I in Washington DC.

2. The Meeting was attended by representatives from Australia; Brunei Darussalam; Canada; Chile; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Peru; the Republic of Philippines, Russian Federation; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States (US), Viet Nam and the APEC Secretariat. The list of participants is in Annex.  

3. The Meeting was chaired by Mr. Takuya Sasayama, Director, APEC Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.
Agenda Item 1 : Chair’s Opening Remarks 

4. The Chair welcomed members and the APEC Secretariat Executive Director to the BMC meeting and thanked the US hosts for their hospitality. The Chair explained that chairing arrangements will be shared within the Government of Japan, with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs taking responsibility for internal BMC matters, and the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, through Mr Yasuhisa Nakao, Deputy Director General for Trade Policy, Trade Policy Bureau, representing BMC to external bodies, such as SOM. The Chair also introduced Mr James Steele, from the US, as the BMC Vice-Chair. The Chair requested the cooperation of members for a successful meeting, and a continuation of the BMC’s positive work into 2011.
Agenda Item 2 : Adoption of Agenda 

5. The APEC Secretariat proposed one revision to the agenda as circulated by the Chair. This was to include the in-principle approval of session 1 concept notes under “other business”. 
6. Members accepted the addition and adopted the revised agenda.
Agenda Item 3 : Remarks from Executive Director of the APEC Secretariat
7. The APEC Secretariat Executive Director, Ambassador Muhamad Noor, highlighted the commonalities between the proposed work plan for BMC and the draft operational plan that the Secretariat had submitted for SOM approval. Both documents place high priority on financial stability and project effectiveness and efficiency through ongoing reforms. 
8. The Executive Director highlighted initiatives to improve operational efficiency, including through raising staff performance levels and the introduction of an annual training plan. The Executive Director thanked the US and Australia for providing additional resources to the Secretariat to assist it to meet members’ expectations.
9. The Executive Director thanked member economies that had provided voluntary contributions for APEC projects. With the introduction of multi-year projects in 2011, the Executive Director expressed particular thanks to the Australian Agency for International Development for making a three year funding commitment to the APEC Support Fund. This certainty is critical to ensuring stable funding levels into the future. 

10. On behalf of members, the BMC Chair congratulated the Executive Director for maintaining the healthy fiscal condition of the Secretariat. The Chair emphasized that the BMC and Secretariat were important partners and needed to continue working closely together.

Agenda Item 4 : APEC 2011 Priorities 

11. The US Senior Official, Mr Kurt Tong, briefed the meeting on priorities for 2011. Mr Tong highlighted the fact that 2010 was an important year in establishing key policy priorities, with 2011 focusing “on getting stuff done’’ and placing a premium on action oriented approaches in taking forward a new generation of trade and investment issues. Mr Tong emphasized the importance of APEC as a goal oriented organization, with strength in being able to interact positively and regularly with the private sector. Mr Tong encouraged members to leverage and build on this strength by thinking more creatively about ways of engaging with the not-for profit sector, academia and non-government entities.
12. The BMC Chair thanked Mr Tong and reminded members that these priorities are also reflected in the 2011 APEC Funding Criteria. It is part of the BMC’s role to encourage tangible outcomes against these priorities through APEC funded projects.
Agenda Item 5 : BMC 2011 Work Plan
13. The BMC Chair presented the draft work plan for 2011. The work plan was based on initiatives agreed by BMC and on initiatives previously agreed to by Ministers and SOMs. The Chair identified two key streams of work for 2011. Firstly, the BMC would continue implementation of strategies to strengthen budget management. This will include a review of the Administrative Account (AA) budget for 2012 as part of the development of the Secretariat’s rolling three-year budget, and a review of the mix of Singapore dollars (for AA) and US dollars  (for the Operational Account (OA)) for members’ contributions in 2012. Secondly, the BMC will maintain oversight of project management. This will include consolidation of reforms to project selection and reporting requirements introduced in 2010, as well as leading the introduction of multi-year projects as a key reform measure in 2011. 
14. Singapore welcomed the new BMC Chair, and committed to working closely with the Chair to implement the work plan. The periodic review of the Secretariat’s budget was particularly important, as a way to install budget discipline and stability.

15. Thailand supported the work plan and commented that while the mix of Singapore and US dollar contributions may lead to greater certainty for the AA and OA budgets, the use of a fixed exchange rate has also resulted in significant increases in member contribution levels. The additional burden has resulted in questions about why a fixed exchange rate was used. The Executive Director explained that members agreed to use a fixed exchange rate, and the level of the exchange rate, in 2009. The decision was taken with the dual intentions of mitigating the effects of exchange rate fluctuations on the Secretariat budget and providing certainty to members of the value of their contributions.  The Executive Director undertook to discuss the matter further with any member with concerns about the implementation of this decision.
16. Russia supported the work plan and applauded the rolling budget as a good strategy for long term financial planning for both the Secretariat and for members. Russia also expressed support for maintaining project reforms, as the new selection process seemed to have resulted in positive outcomes in 2010. Russia sought information about the possible use of the Effectiveness Grant. The Secretariat explained that Australia had established the Grant to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of APEC’s capacity building programs. The funds could be used to implement BMC’s project management reform agenda through engaging experts and staff to provide advice, assistance and recommendations for progress. 
17. The US supported both streams of the work plan, and was looking forward to the introduction of the multi-year project pilot as the culmination of a lot of BMC work and effort over the past few years. 

18. China committed to working closely with the BMC Chair in achieving BMC’s goals this year, and recognized the work of the Secretariat in the lead up to the meeting. China also looked forward to the introduction of the multi-year project pilot, and suggested that some additional training for effective project development and monitoring be provided during the year. The Secretariat was pleased to confirm that through the support of the Technical Assistance and Training Facility and Effectiveness Grant, a train-the-trainers session would be held during the year, most likely following BMC 2. 
19. Australia expressed strong support for the work plan, in particular, the emphasis on improved monitoring and evaluation of projects. This could lead to APEC members getting a better understanding of funded projects, and possibly of the progress achieved. It would be desirable to be able to demonstrate to stakeholders and Ministers and Leaders the success of projects, and improved monitoring and evaluation would be one way to achieve this. 

20. Members adopted the 2011 BMC work plan.
Agenda Item 6 : Project Management 

6.1
Project Management Unit Report
21. The head of the Project Management Unit (PMU) presented an update to members as outlined in paper 2011/SOM1/BMC/003. The PMU updated members on efforts to support quality proposal development, including through training sessions and individual meetings with proponents. The PMU also provided an update on plans to trial an alternative way of paying per diems to APEC funded travelers. A test of the Travelex “cash passport” product follows on from the 2009 Devolution, Delegation and Risk Management consultancy undertaken by BMC.
22. The Chair expressed thanks to the Technical Assistance and Training Facility for providing project quality sessions on the margins of meetings at SOM 3 in 2010, as well as this SOM. The Chair also thanked the Secretariat for continued investigation of ways of reducing costs in implementing projects and consideration of next generation methods of payment.
23. Japan thanked the Secretariat and PMU members for their work. Japan was interested in how the Secretariat intended to introduce the cash passport, particularly whether or not some assessment had been done on feasibility and applicability in all member economies. Japan was very keen to ensure that a thorough trial be undertaken to see if it works well, and asked that the Secretariat share detailed information on how the card would be distributed and administered. The Secretariat agreed to provide this information for BMC’s consideration at BMC 2. Japan also sought more information on how larger scale evaluations might take place, and suggested that the evaluation practices of other international organizations might provide a guide as to how APEC could proceed.
24. The US sought more information about the deadlines for submission of full proposals. The Secretariat explained that deadlines for the submission of full proposals aimed to bring some predictability to when projects would be submitted to BMC for approval. Without the deadlines, proposals would be submitted in a more ad hoc fashion.
25. Russia requested information on the costs of the cash passport. The Secretariat hoped the cash passport would be at least cost neutral compared to the current cost of telegraphic transfers. This was based on a fee of 1% of the card value being paid to Travelex for providing the cards and associated support services. The Secretariat also explained that the cash passport may also reduce costs to travelers by removing incoming bank charges and reducing foreign exchange losses; and that minimizing both travel and per diem payments to individuals would help to streamline administration.
26. Thailand urged members to agree on future iterations of the Funding Criteria as early as possible so that proponents are aware of priorities before submitting concept notes. With project approval session 1 taking place very early in 2011, a lot of proponents have submitted concept notes that have not been considered high priority. The BMC Chair agreed that the Funding Criteria was critical to selection. The Chair pointed out that proponents still had approval sessions 2 and 3 to consider APEC’s 2011 priorities, and that there was funding available for some Rank 2, and even Rank 3, concept notes. This meant that a range of projects were being supported. 
27. BMC members agreed to the timelines for the submission of full proposals in 2011. In agreeing to the time frames, the Chair reiterated the need for full proposals to be submitted in a timely manner, and stressed that submitting proposals at the last minute reduced the Secretariat’s capacity to provide support to achieve satisfactory quality. 

28. Members noted the remainder of the report, and requested that the Secretariat provide more detailed information on the administration of the cash passport at BMC 2.
6.2 Project Monitoring and Completion Report

29. The head of the Project Management Unit presented the report to members as detailed in 2011/SOM1/BMC/004. The PMU was pleased to report that as of the meeting, no monitoring reports were overdue, and only one expected completion report had not been submitted. The PMU reported that a lot of projects had submitted early completion reports, which was a positive indication that many projects had been executed quickly. However, the PMU did express a view that reports could generally be improved through more specific information on what had been achieved or learnt through activities. 

30. Japan commented that the introduction of the new reporting framework was a good and tangible deliverable from BMC, and that it was very positive that many projects have reported completion quickly. Japan would continue to encourage colleagues to submit reports as early as possible, and asked that the Secretariat and fora pay greater attention on how to improve reports in terms of substantive achievements and results.
31. Chinese Taipei suggested that monitoring and assessing project results was a challenge for some overseers. Some emphasis on these skills and techniques in future training courses might assist in addressing this issue, and make reporting more useful in the future. The Secretariat agreed, and undertook to look at options for monitoring and evaluation skill development in APEC.
32. Australia agreed that more emphasis on project results would be beneficial for APEC, as well as for economies considering additional project contributions. In addition, effective monitoring would be key to the success of planned multi-year projects.  Perhaps BMC could consider some basic assessment tools at a future 2011 meeting. The Secretariat agreed to working further on possible monitoring and evaluation tools that are suitable for APEC projects, as well as scoping larger scale evaluations, and presenting a paper to BMC during 2011.

33. Members noted the report. The BMC Chair thanked project overseers for timely submission of reports, and agreed with members that continued work in this area would be a focus in 2011.
6.3
Extended 2009 Projects     

34. The Secretariat presented the paper at 2011/SOM1/BMC1/005. The PMU observed the main reasons for extensions of time were a delayed start of projects, inability to find suitable contractors to undertake work, and difficulty agreeing on reports or publication text.

35. Members noted the report. The BMC Chair encouraged project overseers and fora to start projects in a timely fashion so that outcomes are generated quickly and scarce APEC funds are not sitting unused for extended periods. 
6.4 Financial Reports for Completed and Ongoing Projects     
36. The BMC Chair invited members to note the regular information paper at 2011/SOM1/BMC1/006. This is provided to keep BMC members up to date on spending on approved projects under OA, TILF and the ASF.

37. The US remarked that this paper, as well as other papers presented to BMC, reflected a great attention to detail on the part of the Secretariat. The information assists members delve into the detail of finances and is very helpful. The US extended their thanks to the Secretariat for the report.   
38. Members noted the financial reports. 
6.5 Project Management Reform
i.  Multi-year Project Procedures and Forms     

39. The PMU presented paper 2011/SOM1/BMC1/007. The PMU thanked members of the Small Working Group on Project Management (SWG) for their contributions to the forms and Guidebook text. The forms were based on the policy principles agreed in 2010, and an effort was made to make them as similar to the current forms as possible to minimise workload on proponents. 
40. The BMC Chair reminded members that the parameters for multi-year projects were agreed to by Senior Officials at SOM 3, 2010. At that time, BMC committed to be ready to start the multi-year project pilot from session 2. Therefore, there is a sense of urgency to approve the forms and text so BMC can meet an important deliverable for the year. The Chair also thanked the SWG for their ongoing guidance of this process.

41. Japan expressed appreciation for the work of the SWG and Secretariat in developing the forms and text. Japan felt it was important to actually start using the procedures, and seeing how they worked in practice. In addition to the planned review in 2012, BMC could make earlier changes if they were really needed. 

42. The Philippines requested more information on the planned review procedures, and asked about any current projects that could be seen as “multi-year” in nature. The Secretariat recalled BMC’s decision to have a thorough review of the multi-year project procedures in the second half of 2012, allowing for a few projects to be approved and in implementation. Changes would be scheduled to be implemented in 2013. On the topic of multi-year projects, the Secretariat reiterated the findings of the 2010 Multi-year Project consultancy that there were some fora that undertook phased initiatives, but over a number of projects. At times, these were disrupted due to a lack of funding, so hopefully multi-year projects can address these breaks in implementation. Currently, there are no projects approved as a “multi-year” project.

43. Australia welcomed the commencement of multi-year projects as necessary if APEC wanted to address medium term capacity building needs. Australia suggested work on supply chain connectivity as an area that might be suitable for multi-year pilots, given it covers many APEC fora, offers linkages to external stakeholders, has a high level of strategic importance, and also has time bound targets.
44. Members approved the Guidebook text and forms for multi-year projects. The BMC Chair highlighted the importance of communicating these procedures with other Committees and SFOM, so that the pilot can commence. The Chair thanked members for their support, and declared that BMC was now ready procedure-wise to start considering multi-year projects. 
ii.  7th Edition Guidebook Clarifications     
45. The BMC Chair introduced the agenda item by explaining that even though there are guidelines in place, there are sometimes no specific rules to address new situations that hadn’t been contemplated before. As a result, the Secretariat finds it difficult to deal with unexpected situations, and BMC’s guidance is required. 

46. The PMU outlined the three areas needing clarification, as described in paper 2011/SOM1/BMC1/008. The first deals with approaches to contracting, particularly in awarding contracts and avoiding conflict of interest. The second is whether or not the value of a concept note is indicative or a cap on the full proposal value. The final topic is the application of the “two-strike rule”, a mechanism previously used to minimise re-submission of below quality proposals for consideration.
47. On contracting, the BMC Chair acknowledged the fine balance between transparency in carrying out projects, and possible efficiencies from direct awarding of work. 

· The US requested additional information on the contracting process, specifically on the relative value of contracts and whether self-funded contracts were subject to similar requirements. The Secretariat explained that it appeared that the value of contracts had grown over time, in line with increasing costs generally. The bulk of APEC project contracts would now be between USD20,000 – 50,000, rather than below USD20,000. Self-funded contracts under an APEC project were not subject to APEC rules. Rather, the domestic requirements of the funding economy would apply. In cases where the contract is both APEC and self-funded, the APEC rules would apply.
· Japan sought more information on how much flexibility might be allowed for direct awarding of contracts, and asked if the Secretariat could provide concrete instances of requests. In particular, Japan called for a specific provision on the procedures on the direct awarding of contracts over USD 50,000. 
· China questioned if the rationale for the current contract thresholds were still valid, especially with the general increase in project costs and contractor fees. China suggested some investigation be done into why the USD20,000 and USD50,000 levels are in place.
· Singapore agreed that looking into the thresholds was a good suggestion, as the thresholds might have been suitable in the past, but with generally rising costs, the guidelines might also need to change. In principle, however, Singapore considered that it was important to have clear guidelines for competition, be this a set number of bids or open competitive tender. This ensured good financial governance for the Secretariat and members, and raised the likelihood of getting the best value for money. Singapore agreed that seeing some real life examples of waiver requests and approvals would assist, but felt that at the end of the day, all waivers end up being a judgment call based on the reasons given. 
· Russia explained that it can be very hard to find the right specialists on particular topics, so it was understandable that overseers want to use contractors from institutes or departments that they are familiar with. Consequently, Russia did not support BMC being too strict about direct contracting, and being more realistic about implementing projects on the ground.
· The Philippines acknowledged that conflict of interest is always a risk with awarding contracts, but as a result, many organizations have rules governing how to manage the risk. Perhaps the Secretariat could also investigate conflict rules from similar institutions to develop additional guidance.
48. The BMC Chair thanked members for their comments, and agreed that the Secretariat should provide some cases and examples of waiver requests. The Chair also encouraged members to provide the Secretariat procedures from their own economies where these types of waivers are given and why. The Chair suggested that based on feedback, discussion continues at BMC 2.

49. In discussing whether the funds requested at the Concept Note stage should be a cap on, or an indication of, funding required at the full proposal stage, the Chair noted that a clearer indication from BMC would help guide proponents in how accurately they needed to calculate their budgets. 
· Japan expressed a view that the concept note value should be a cap, not an indicative amount. This was because while selection is based on rank and priority or rank, the amount being sought is also a determinant of what can and cannot be funded. If concept notes regularly request additional amounts at the full proposal stage, then APEC runs the risk of over committing funds. 
· Australia supported the concept note amount as a cap to ensure that as many concept notes are given in-principle approval as possible. If the concept note value is only indicative, then funds will need to be set aside to deal with any variances. This will mean that fewer projects can be funded, exacerbating the issue of under-spending that is already happening with projects. Ideally, as many concept notes should be given in-principle approval as possible, and taking the concept note value as a cap is the best approach to allow this to happen. 
· Thailand expressed support for the concept note value to be a cap. Some concept-notes were already missing out due to the high levels of under-spending during project implementation. Thailand was interested in suggestions to encourage more accurate budget estimates to try and address this issue in future. 
· China agreed with the Secretariat that there are benefits and drawbacks to both the concept note value as a cap and as an indicative amount. Under-spending is a significant concern with APEC projects. If the concept note value is a cap, proponents might be encouraged to maximize their budget to cover everything that is needed, and provide scope to change the budget as they need. This might encourage an even higher level of under-spending. 
50. Based on the discussion, the BMC Chair did not believe that there was a clear consensus for how to treat the value of concept notes. The Chair suggested that this discussion continue at BMC 2. In the mean time, the Chair reinforced the need for accurate concept note budgeting. Proponents continue to have the opportunity to adjust funding levels if needed, but this practice is not encouraged. In addition, adjustments need to be reasonable and modest, and large changes would not be well received.

51. In the transition to selecting projects on the basis of priority, BMC members agreed to place a moratorium on the “two-strike” rule. Bearing in mind that applying the rule at the concept note stage might rule out high priority projects on the basis of available funds alone, members agreed to reconsider how it could be practically used under the new approach.
· Japan saw that reintroducing the rule at the full proposal stage was sensible. This means that any project proposal assessed to be unsatisfactory quality at two different sessions would be barred from future submission. However, Japan was concerned about how exactly the project would be identified as being ‘the same’ as previous versions. Who would have the responsibility of determining if projects were essentially the same?

· The US agreed that application of rule at the full proposal stage made sense. In deciding if a project is the same as a previous version, the US stressed the importance of having an objective assessment, particularly as some Committees and fora are diligent and exercise control, while others might not be as careful. The US thought that the final decision needs to be taken by the BMC, with the PMU responsible for identifying such proposals. 
· Australia agreed that in the first instance, the PMU should judge if proposals are substantially similar. As part of the process, the PMU could also ask the proponent or forum what differences have been introduced since the previous version.
· Singapore observed that most proponents make efforts to improve proposals based on PMU feedback. Therefore, there would presumably be only a limited number of proposals that are not considered successful for two sessions. Therefore it is not a big burden on BMC to review proposals under the two-strike rule.
52. The BMC Chair agreed there was agreement that the two-strike rule would apply at the full proposal stage, and not to concept notes. Through very constructive discussions, it appears that there is emerging consensus for the PMU to check projects for compliance, and for BMC to make a final decision. The Chair suggested that discussions be continued, with the aim of developing some clarifying text for the Guidebook. 

Agenda Item 7 : Report on the Chairs and Project Overseers’ Survey
53. The APEC Executive Director presented the paper at 2011/SOM1/BMC1/009, and explained that the Secretariat is committed to servicing stakeholders, and that the Chairs and Project Overseers survey was one avenue to see how well this task was being carried out. The results of the survey are generally positive, showing a high level of service is being provided. The survey also provides suggestions for improvement, and the paper highlights how the Secretariat will respond to this feedback.
54. Members noted the paper and the outcomes of the survey.
Agenda Item 8 : Other Business
8.1
BMC Meeting Calendar in 2011

55. The BMC Chair proposed the dates of April 26 – 27 as dates for the next BMC meeting. It is expected that the meeting would go for 1.5 days. Immediately following the BMC meeting, a project quality Train-the-Trainers session would take place, presented by the TATF. This would also be for 1.5 days (April 27 – 28), with additional support to be provided for travel eligible economies to attend. 
56. Members agreed to the dates for BMC 2, and awaited scheduling details for SOM 3 for the date of BMC 3.

8.2 
In-principle approval of Session 1 concept notes

57. The APEC Secretariat presented paper 2011/SOM1/BMC1/010, seeking BMC in-principle approval of concept notes under session 1. These concept notes are presented following Principal Decision Maker assessment of Committee and SFOM priorities under TILF, OA and ASF. 
58. Russia sought clarification for when concept notes can be explained to the groups and advocated for. The Secretariat explained that the time for advocacy was during Committee and SFOM assessment for ranking against the 2011 Funding Criteria. 

59. The Philippines highlighted that one of the TILF concept note was verbally withdrawn at the relevant sub-fora meeting. The concept note was withdrawn on the basis that earlier phases were not yet satisfactorily completed. This situation highlights the need for rigorous assessment and monitoring in multi-year projects, as it will be important for each component to be successfully completed for things to stay on track. It is also important to allow members to comment on progress as projects are implemented, as members might feel the need to either stop or fine-tune a project depending on results as it goes along. The Secretariat agreed with this observation, and reminded members of the monitoring and termination procedures approved under multi-year project pilot.
60. Members provided in-principle approval for the concept notes listed in the paper.
8.3 
Funding for Structural Reform Initiative
61. Australia provided information about the Structural Reform initiative announced at the Yokohama Leaders’ Meeting. The Australian Prime Minister announced AUD3 million over 3 years to support work under the ANSSR. The majority of funds would go towards quality projects to advance economies’ ANSSR commitments. Australia said it would work with the Secretariat and relevant APEC groups to organize the funding arrangements. 

62. The BMC Chair thanked Australia for the information, highlighting that structural reform formed a big part of the APEC Growth Strategy. It was very positive to see active support for implementation of the ANSSR. 

Agenda Item 9 : Classification of Documents (2009/BMC3/000)

63. The meeting approved the Classification of Documents as set out in 2009/BMC3/000 
64. Before the meeting adjourned, the BMC Co-Chair, Mr Yasuhisa Nakao, expressed appreciation to all BMC delegates for their constructive contribution to the meeting. Mr Nakao laid out his intention to report on the BMC work plan to Senior Officials, and to promote the multi-year project opportunity to SOMs and committees. Mr Nakao expressed thanks to the APEC Secretariat and PMU for their work, and on behalf of members, thanked the outgoing Director of PMU, Ms Evelyn Loh, and welcomed Ms Nadira Mailewa as the incoming Director. 
65. The meeting adjourned at 5:30pm on 7 March 2011.
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	Economy: Australia

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Andrew Lloyd
	Assistant Director
	Asia Division
	AusAID

	2. 
	Ms Nadira Mailewa
	Assistant Director
	Asia Division
	AusAID

	3. 
	Ms Linh Luong
	Executive Officer
	APEC Branch   
	Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

	

	Economy: Brunei Darussalam

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Mohammad Haji Abdul Samad
	Assistant Director
	
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade

	

	Economy: Canada

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Jean-Louis Wallace
	Deputy Director
	APEC Division
	Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade 

	2. 
	Ms Monica Williams
	APEC Policy Officer   
	APEC Division
	Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade 

	

	Economy: Chile

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Ms Myriam Duran
	APEC Coordinator
	APEC Department
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs


	Economy: China

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Sun Tao
	Second Secretary
	Department of International Organizations and Conferences
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	2. 
	Ms Zhang Wei
	Third Secretary
	Department of Administrative Institutions
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	3. 
	Ms LI Jiahang
	Desk Officer
	Department of Finance
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	

	Economy: Hong Kong, China

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Ms Eva YL Yam
	Assistant Director-General of Trade and Industry
	Regional Cooperation Division
	Trade and Industry Department  

	2. 
	Ms Diana Lee
	Trade Officer
	Regional Cooperation Division
	Trade and Industry Department  

	3. 
	Mr Adrian Ip
	Assistant Trade Officer
	Regional Cooperation Division
	Trade and Industry Department  

	

	Economy: Indonesia

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Ms Dewi Justicia Meidiwaty
	Section Head
	
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs


	Economy: Japan

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Takuya Sasayama
	Director
	APEC Division
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	2. 
	Mr Makoto Kumei
	Deputy Director
	APEC Division
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	3. 
	Mr Go Muromoto
	Official
	APEC Division
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	4. 
	Mr Yasuhisa Nakao
	Deputy Director General for Trade Policy
	Trade Policy Bureau
	Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry

	5. 
	Mr Yoshifumi Fukunaga
	Deputy Director
	APEC Division
	Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry

	

	Economy: Republic of Korea

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Ms Ami Koo
	Researcher
	Regional Cooperation Division
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade

	

	Economy: Malaysia

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Ms Faezatun Azirah  Yahaya
	Assistant Director
	Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation Division
	Ministry of International Trade and Industry


	Economy: Mexico

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Jason Martínez
	Deputy Director for Multilateral and Regional Negotiations
	General Direction for Multilateral and Regional Negotiations
	Ministry of Economy


	Economy : New Zealand

	
	Name
	Designation/

 Position
	Department

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Sean Torbit
	Foreign Policy Analyst
	APEC Unit
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade

	

	Economy: Papua New Guinea

	
	Name
	Designation/

 Position
	Department

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Lahui Ako
	Director
	Multilateral Economic Affairs Branch
	Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

	2.
	Mr Jack Kariko 
	Deputy Secretary
	
	Department of Justice and Attorney General

	3.
	Mr Vincent Sumale
	Counselor
	
	Embassy of Papua New Guinea

	

	Economy: Peru

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Mijail Quispe
	Counselor
	
	Embassy of Peru

	

	Economy: The Republic of the Philippines

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Arnel Sanchez
	Special Assistant
	Department of Foreign Affairs
	

	

	Economy: The Russian Federation

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Ms Alexandra Litvinova
	Counselor
	International Financial Affairs
	Ministry of Finance 

	

	Economy: Singapore

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Dominic Goh
	Director
	International Economics Directorate 
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

	2.
	Mr Benedict Tan
	Desk Officer 
	International Economics Directorate 
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs 


	Economy: Chinese Taipei

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1. 
	Mr Joseph C. Y. Chang
	Section Chief
	APEC Task Force, Department of International Organizations
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	2. 
	Mr Ho Chen Sheng 
	Associate Research Fellow
	Chinese Taipei APEC Study Center
	Taiwan Institute of Economic Research


	Economy: Thailand

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mrs Chulamanee Chartsuwan
	Director
	Department of International Economic Affairs
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	2.
	Dr Khemrutai Khemmarat
	Second Secretary
	Department of International Economic Affairs
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	

	Economy: United States

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Earl James Steele
	Director, Office of Economic Policy
	Bureau of East Asian & Pacific Affairs
	US Department of State

	2.
	Ms Deanne De lima
	Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Economic Policy
	Bureau of East Asia and Pacific Affairs
	US Department of State


	Economy: Viet Nam

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Mr Bui Hong Duong
	Deputy Director
	APEC-ASEM Division, Multilateral Trade Policy Department
	Ministry of Industry and Trade

	2.
	Mr Pham Quynh Mai
	Director
	
	Ministry of Industry and Trade

	3.
	Nguyen Duy Ly
	
	
	Ministry of Industry and Trade

	 

	APEC Secretariat

	
	Name
	Designation/

Position
	Department/

Division
	Ministry/

Organization

	1.
	Amb. Muhamad Noor 
	Executive Director
	
	APEC Secretariat

	2.
	Ms Evelyn Loh
	Director (Program)
	
	APEC Secretariat

	3.
	Ms Patricia D’Cotta
	Staff Officer
	
	APEC Secretariat

	4.
	Mr Adam Hunt
	Project Development Specialist
	
	APEC Secretariat

	5.
	Ms Hiroko Taniguchi
	Director (Program)
	
	APEC Secretariat

	6.
	Mr Michael Vonk
	Director (Program)
	
	APEC Secretariat

	7.
	Mr Michael Chapnick
	Director (Communications and Public Affairs)
	
	APEC Secretariat

	8.
	Ms Natalie Nii
	Director (Program)
	
	APEC Secretariat

	9.
	Mr Stephen Wong
	Director (Program)
	
	APEC Secretariat
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