
Summary Conclusions of the APEC Budget and Management Committee Meeting

Moscow
10 February 2012
Introduction

1. The APEC Budget and Management Committee (BMC) held its first meeting for 2012 in Moscow on 10 February 2012.

2. The Meeting was attended by representatives from Australia; Brunei Darussalam, Canada; Chile; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; New Zealand; the Philippines, the Russian Federation; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States of America; Viet Nam and the APEC Secretariat.  The list of participants is at 2012/SOM1/BMC1/PL.
3. The Meeting was chaired by Mr. Robert Koepcke.

Agenda Item 1: Chair’s Opening Remarks 

4. The Chair welcomed BMC colleagues to the first BMC meeting of 2012 and thanked the Russian hosts for their warm hospitality. The Chair noted the rich agenda proposed and encouraged members’ active participation in discussions on the BMC Workplan for 2012 and the proposal for establishing the Small Working Group on Evaluations of APEC projects.
5. Members agreed to the business arrangements and program proposed by the Chair.
Agenda Item 2: Adoption of Agenda 

6. Chair noted that no comments were received by members on the proposed draft agenda (2012/SOM1/BMC1/001) which was circulated on 18 January 2012.

7. The Meeting adopted the Agenda.
Agenda Item 3: Remarks by the Executive Director 

8. The Executive Director updated members on recent developments: 
a. He noted that the financial situation of the Secretariat continues to improve as a result of member contributions as well as cost saving measures undertaken by the Secretariat to improve the efficiency of the Secretariat.  
b. He thanked member economies for mandatory contributions received noting that there were no outstanding contributions. He also thanked Japan, Russia and Australia for their recent voluntary contributions. 
c. He noted that the Secretariat’s total Administrative Account reserve at the end of December 2011 stood at S$3.49 million. Members were informed that the Secretariat spent 76% of the 2011 allocated budget with the bulk of these savings coming from travel costs, and this was attributed to how the meetings were scheduled by the USA in 2011. 
d. He informed members of recent improvements to the Secretariat’s systems which have contributed to the savings in the budget. These include improvements to the procurement procedures and tightening of financial controls. 
e. He informed members that the Secretariat’s 2012 operational plan will be presented to SOM. Members also noted that the Secretariat’s operational plan focuses on improving the capacities of Secretariat staff; the Secretariat’s IT systems and project implementation and management. 
f. The Ambassador thanked Korea for seconding an IT Director who was responsible for the development of the IT Strategic Plan and the implementation of IT projects.
g. Ambassador Noor also briefed members on the details and outcomes of the project quality train-the-trainer programs conducted by the Secretariat.
9. The Chair also noted that the clustering of meetings by the US last year resulted not only in cost savings but also facilitated better integration across groups and cross-fora collaboration. 

Agenda Item 4: APEC 2012 Priorities (Russia)

10. The Chair, in introducing Ambassador Sorokin, reminded members of the importance of noting the priorities put forward by Russia for 2012 in informing BMC’s work.
11. Ambassador Sorokin welcomed members to Russia and indicated that he is confident that the SOM 1 cluster meetings will be successful and productive. His presentation highlighted the following issues:
a. He noted that APEC’s mission to support sustainable economic growth and prosperity encourages APEC economies to focus on elaborating concrete measures and reaching tangible results to boost trade and investment; 
b. He also noted that for regional and world economic growth APEC in cooperation with G20 should make an inclusive comprehensive response to the arising world economic and financial challenges. He informed members that along with the recent accession to the WTO, Russia will support the search for the solution for the Doha round in APEC moving towards trade and investment liberalization; 
c. He noted that, alongside a strong commitment to effectively proceed in the directions indicated above, Russia as the host of APEC 2012 will be able to pursue the priorities with continuity, to do its best to raise sustainability and to increase the pace of future common development; 
d. To this end, he noted that tangible results should be achieved in the following areas: (I) trade and investment liberalization, regional economic integration; (II) strengthening food security; (III) establishing reliable supply chains; and (IV) intensive cooperation to foster innovative growth; and
e. He also noted the importance of APEC projects in delivering on these priorities in 2012 and indicated that this was evident in discussions at other APEC fora meetings. 
12. Japan and Canada thanked Russia for the presentation on priorities for 2012 and indicated support for Russia’s priorities. 
13. Ambassador Sorokin noted that while the 2012 Funding Criteria reflected Russia’s key priorities overall, some priorities such as human security which was seen as a key area of focus for Russia was on Rank two. He noted that projects that were well prepared and demonstrated the ability to produce tangible results should be selected on an exceptional basis by members even though they did not fit under Rank one according to the 2012 Funding Criteria. He also informed members of Russia’s contributions to the ASF Human Security and Science and Technology Sub Funds and indicated that this reflected Russia’s key priorities.
14. BMC members noted Russia’s priorities for APEC 2012.
Agenda Item 5: 2012 BMC Work Plan
15. The Chair introduced the proposed BMC Work Plan for 2012 as set out in 2012/SOM1/BMC1/002, with responsibilities assigned to various parties and drawn up based on initiatives discussed by BMC members at previous meetings and the follow-up actions on issues endorsed by SOM in 2011. 
16. Members thanked the Secretariat for its efforts in developing the Workplan. Members sought clarifications on aspects of the Workplan including:

a. the proposal to collate and disseminate lessons learned on project management as well as success stories; and
b. the proposal to streamline procedures given that the Cash Passport product was no longer an option for consideration. 

17. Members noted the importance of collating information on success stories and the value in undertaking long term evaluations of APEC projects to improve the overall quality of projects and reporting on outcomes to leaders. Members queried if the lessons learned and success stories would be contained in one document. Members also noted the importance of progressing work on multi-year projects. 

18. Members highlighted the need to review budgets which is a critical element of delivering on the Workplan and noted that BMC 2 will be focusing attention on budgetary matters.  Members also noted that given the scope of the BMC Workplan for 2012 the resourcing requirements would be quite high and queried if an increase in resources is planned to support the delivery of the Workplan.
19. The Secretariat responded that selected lessons learned on operational aspects of project management will be made available on the APEC website for easy access and will be of particular use to those who are involved in the planning and management of APEC projects. Project performance information and output related information will be gathered through monitoring and completion reports and reported to members at the next BMC meeting, and that outcome or impact level information will be examined through the proposed longer term evaluations. 
20. The Secretariat informed members that as a result of the Cash Passport product not having been endorsed by the Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS), the Secretariat had trialed an alternative system of streamlining travel-related payments. Members noted that a paper outlining the outcomes of the trial will be provided to members in April 2012. 
21. Ambassador Noor noted that improvements have been made to the Secretariat’s financial management systems which have improved the effectiveness of the Secretariat’s systems. He also acknowledged that new processes such as the payment of advances to participants require more resources and indicated that a small expansion in staff numbers in the Secretariat was envisaged. While the resourcing requirements need to be assessed carefully, he indicated that the likely increase may be modest and may involve 1 full time and 1 part time staff member.
22. The Chair acknowledged that the implementation of the BMC Workplan was a big task which required adequate resourcing by the Secretariat and increased engagement by members. 
23. BMC approved the BMC Work Plan for 2012.
Agenda Item 6.1: Project Management Unit Report (Secretariat)
24. The Project Management Unit (PMU) Director provided an update of the work undertaken by the PMU since BMC 3, 2011 (as outlined in 2012/SOM1/BMC1/003). Key issues highlighted  included:
a. Plans to update the current edition of the Project Guidebook to incorporate policy and procedural changes to make it simpler and more user friendly;
b. An update on the Multi-year project pilot and plans for the review of the pilot scheduled for 2013;
c. Proposed work on the long term evaluations and the engagement of members on the Small Working Group on Evaluations;
d. The upgrade of the Project database to make it more user friendly and the digitization of the Guidebook; 
e. Project quality training for members; and
f. Plans to undertake a small targeted survey to assess views of POs views on services provided by the Secretariat.
25. Members supported the plans to update the Guidebook, acknowledged the plans to undertake a review of the pilot phase of the Multi-Year Projects, welcomed the Secretariat’s approach to conduct the survey of Project Overseers and establishing the Small Working Group on evaluations. Members also indicated interest in the Secretariat setting up a virtual training module on the APEC website for broader accessibility. Members noted the importance of the training undertaken.
26. The Chair noted the emphasis placed on multi-year projects and indicated that this reflected the future directions of APEC projects. Members also noted the Secretariat’s proposal to update members on some of the issues such as the update on the Project Database Upgrade and the Digitization of the Guidebook, intersessionally. 
27. Members noted the Project Management Update.

Agenda Item 6.2: Extended 2010 Projects
28. Members noted that 16 APEC 2010 projects were granted extensions by the Secretariat (2012/SOM1/BMC1/004).
29. Russia noted that there was one more APEC funded project that needed to be included in the list due to a delay in finalising the payments to a participant. This was due to inaccurate financial information being provided. The Secretariat noted the information and indicated that this was a TATF project and that the matter will be followed up after the meeting. Members were informed that the Secretariat is looking at instituting a system to provide advance payments to all APEC project participants to minimize such risks. The meeting noted the paper on extended projects. 

Agenda Item 6.3: Financial Reports for Completed and Ongoing Projects

30. The meeting noted the report (2012/SOM1/BMC1/005) on Completed and Ongoing Projects.
Agenda Item 6.4: Project Management Reform

i. 8th Edition of the Project Guidebook

31. In introducing the paper (2012/SOM1/BMC1/006) Director of PMU noted that an update of the current edition of the Project Guidebook incorporating recent policy and procedural changes agreed by members in 2011, was proposed. This included BMC’s agreed text on multi-year projects, the “Concept Note Cap”, guidance on managing requests for simultaneous interpretations and information on new sub-funds under the ASF such as the ANSSR sub-fund. 
32. Members approved the proposals to standardize the terminology used for terms such as “Project Overseer” and “Project Proponent” by using one term “Project Overseer” to refer to the individual or the organization that coordinates the development and submission of an APEC project. 
33. Members were informed that a marked up version of the Guidebook will be submitted to members for final endorsement in March 2012. Members noted the importance of updating the Guidebook prior to the commencement of the next project approval session and acknowledged the importance of BMC members’ providing feedback on the document in a timely manner so that the document can be finalized prior to the commencement of Session 2.
34. While acknowledging that English is the official APEC language, Russia indicated interest in translating the Project Guidebook into Russian and including the translated version on the APEC website. In addressing this issue, the Secretariat noted the risks in maintaining the integrity of the document and ensuring that the document is updated accordingly to reflect any future changes approved by BMC. Some members noted that this will contribute to the resource burden of the Secretariat and suggested that if economies see the need to translate the version, it should be done for their internal use. The Ambassador indicated that if it is a members’ decision to have the guidebook translated in different languages the Secretariat will be happy to support this decision. No consensus was reached on the issue and the Chair noted that this would be an issue to be subject to further discussion.
ii. Longer term Evaluations of APEC Projects
35. In introducing the paper (2012/SOM1/BMC1/007), Director of PMU informed members that the paper drafted by the Secretariat outlining the scope and methodology for long term evaluations was approved by BMC members and SOM. Members’ views and interest was sought on establishing a Small Working Group (SWG) to progress this work.

36. The Chair noted that strengthening project processes and assessing the impact of APEC projects was seen as a priority by SOM and that there was a lot of momentum behind this approach. The Chair also noted that the SWG approach has been used by the BMC in the past and will also serve BMC well in progressing work in the area of project evaluations. Economies also highlighted the importance of focusing on outcomes and impacts of APEC activities and acknowledged the need to be more strategic in the current economic climate. 

37. Members endorsed the Secretariat’s proposal to establish the SWG. Some economies present indicated interest in reviewing the terms of reference for the SWG prior to confirming their participation in the SWG. Economies that registered interest in participating as members of the group included: Russia; Japan; Singapore; China; United States of America; Hong Kong, China; Australia; and Canada. 

38. The Secretariat indicated that the main focus of the SWG would be to provide strategic direction to an independent consultant hired to provide technical input into this process and also to liaise with other fora in selecting in the samples of projects for the evaluations. The meeting noted that the terms of reference for the SWG will be provided to members after the BMC meeting for members’ consideration. Details such as arrangements for the group will also be discussed and firmed up intersessionally.

39. The meeting approved the proposal to establish the Small Working Group and noted that the terms of reference will be circulated interesessionally for members’ consideration. 
Agenda Item 7: Other Business

7.1
BMC meeting calendar for 2012
40. The Vice-Chair informed the meeting of the proposed timing and venue for BMC 2 which is 30 May in Kazan but that Russia was flexible in considering other venues such as Singapore as other options. 
41. The Chair noted that there were typically three BMC meetings per year and that only two meetings were scheduled which will have an impact on workflows. Australia raised the issue that they would like members to consider that the meeting be held in Singapore due to cost considerations since the meetings would focus on budgetary issues which may require other delegates to be present, including from the APEC Secretariat. The Secretariat agreed that BMC 2 focusses on budgetary issues and having the meeting in Singapore would be helpful and cost effective. Other members noted that having it outside the SOM cluster would have resource implications for members.  Members agreed that decisions about the venue should rest with the host economy 
42. The meeting noted the calendar as proposed by the host economy with the possibility of making amendments to the schedule as discussed by members and also noted that having two meetings will have implications on the BMC workflow.
[Post-meeting note: BMC2 will be held in Kazan, Russia, in May 2012.]
Agenda item 8 : Classification of Documents

43. The Meeting noted the classification list which is at 2012/SOM1/BMC1/000.  
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