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CONVENOR’S SUMMARY REPORT 

The Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG) held its meeting for 2011 on 7-8 March 2011 in Washington DC, United States. The meeting was chaired by Mr Toru Aizeki of Japan, and attended by Australia; Canada; Chile; the People’s Republic of China;; Indonesia; Japan; Malaysia; Mexico; Papua New Guinea; New Zealand; the Philippines; Russia; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States of America; and Viet Nam. Brunei Darussalam was not represented.
The Chair of the Economic Committee (EC) and representatives from the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC) attended various parts of the meeting to provide briefings and exchanges. 
1. Convener’s Opening Remarks

The CPLG Convenor opened the meeting by welcoming the CPLG members to the meeting and extending gratitude to United States and the APEC Secretariat for support to the meeting.
CPLG Convenor proceeded to inform members on the APEC 2011 vision and priorities, which include priority areas such as ‘strengthening Regional Economic Integration (REI), promoting Green Growth’ and ‘expanding regulatory cooperation and advancing regulatory convergence’. The Convenor noted that CPLG could contribute to the realization of those priorities as those areas extend to competition policy.
CPLG Convenor also noted that the implementation period of the “APEC Work Plan on LAISR towards 2010 (LAISR 2010)” which was endorsed at the APEC Ministerial Meeting in 2005 was concluded last year. To succeed this work, the APEC New Strategy on Structural Reform (ANSSR) was endorsed by Economic Committee (EC) in September 2010 and by Leaders in their November meeting last year. It was noted that ANSSR is one of the important means to achieve the “Bogor Goals” as it sets a road map towards 2015 for addressing structural reform and competition issue. The Convener expressed hope that CPLG will contribute to ANSSR through several activities under the agenda.
CPLG Convenor outlined the two main functions of CPLG’s activities: first, to serve as a forum for competition authorities and experts in implementing competition policy and laws; and secondly, to cooperation with the EC and other relevant APEC fora concerning competition policy issues. 

CPLG Convenor expressed hope that the meeting will contribute to enhance understanding of CPLG activities and promote communication and cooperation among participants through active participations in the meeting.  

2. Adoption of Agenda 
The draft agenda for the meeting (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/001) was adopted.

3. Business Arrangements

CPLG Convenor outlined the structure of the meeting and the work to be covered. The meeting would address a number of issues, including a dialogue with EC Chair and EC Friends of the Chair (FotC) group coordinator on competition policy, a Roundtable with the private sector on “Procedural Importance to Competition Proceedings” with the participation of ABAC representatives,  members’ Dialogue on “Competition Advocacy”, as well as future projects. 
4. Progress Reports on CPLG Projects in 2011 
a. APEC Training Course on Competition Advocacy
On behalf of Vietnam, the CPLG Convenor reported the outcome of the training course of Competition Advocacy held in Nha Trang, Vietnam of 8-10 September 2010 (document  2011/SOM1/CPLG/024). The training course, hosted by the Vietnam Competition Authority (VCA), was attended by around 50 officials. The training course was conducted in collaboration with the OECD and the ICN as well as other experts including ADBI (Asian Development Bank Institute) and competition related authorities from non-APEC economies such as Cambodia, Mongolia, Laos and Myanmar also participated in the training course. The discussions accomplished great achievement and contributed in deepening understandings of effective measures for competition advocacy which could help to improve competition policy in the Asia-Pacific region.

CPLG Convenor expressed his appreciation to VCA for its cooperation and successful conclusion of the course. Russia and Chile also expressed recognition on the importance of the course, and extended appreciation on the organisation of the course and the useful presentations by speakers engaged.

b. APEC Competition Policy and Law Database

Chinese Taipei reported on progress of the APEC Competition Policy and Law Database, which Chinese Taipei set up and maintains (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/002). Since its last report, Chinese Taipei noted that the database has received positive responses and acceptance by international community, with increased number of visitors to the database captured. Chinese Taipei thanked relevant agencies in Australia, Brunei, Chile, Japan, New Zealand, Peru and Singapore for their contribution in providing documents and information to make the database more comprehensive. It also expressed its gratitude to members who contributed to the database. 

Emphasising the importance of ensuring that data was regularly updated, members were requested to update periodically information in the database, noting that some members are undertaking efforts to review competition law. Members were also requested to retrieve information and publicise it to private sectors, scholars and other interested parties. Members were called to forward further comments and suggestions by members to improve the database to Chinese Taipei.
Chinese Taipei also iterated its supports towards Russia’s project proposal which was submitted for consideration, and looked forward to the fulfilment of the project which will eventually enhanced related information into the database in the future.

CPLG Convenor expressed his gratitude to Chinese Taipei on efforts made to establish and maintain the database. He called on members to contribute to the database as much as possible by updating the relevant information by each economy and suggested that Chinese Taipei to send email to remind members of periodical update request.
5. CPLG Collective Action Plan and Work Plan for 2011

CPLG Convenor advised that the EC had endorsed by CPLG 2011 Work Plan (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/004) and Collective Action Plan (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/005). The Convenor briefed on the overview of the Work Plan for CPLG this year, which covered four main activities: 1) APEC Training Course on Competition Policy on Effective Mechanism against Cartel Offences (to be held in Malaysia); 2) Competition Policy and Law Database; 3) Member’s Report/Presentation on updates and development of competition policy; and 4) Dialogue between the CPLG and the private sector including ABAC.

6. New Projects for 2011
a. Project Management Update

APEC Secretariat Project Management Unit (PMU) Director, Evelyn Loh, briefed members on project management developments (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/003), including on approval process at CPLG and EC and the new Guidebook for project management. She also updated members on the current project Session 1 round status and the status of CPLG projects and possible multiyear project for the group.

CPLG Convenor enquired the status of project from Russia which was not recommended to BMC for Session 1; whether Russia has 1 or 2 more chances left to apply. He also asked about how concrete the multi-year projects to be submitted, considering the training costs mainly cover travelling cost. CPLG training plans depends on the host economy and thus not possible to decide in 3-4 years in advance for the economy that will host.

PMU Director noted that Concept Notes can be submitted as many times and that there is no penalty or a set bar on submission. On multi-year projects, she agreed that that is impossible to estimate the travel cost and however noted that there is a cap on funding available (USD500,000 over 5 year period) and the ability to redesign and reallocation of budget as the project go along. She also noted that allocation of budget will be closely monitored annually to make sure that the project is on track.

Russia noted that it looked forward to the decision to be decided by the BMC for Session 1 projects and working on preparations for project discussion in further detail. 

APEC Secretariat PD noted the internal timeline for CPLG’s submission for Session 2 project cycle on 23 March 2011 to complete endorsement process and submission to EC by 30 March. In view of the tight time frame, the CPLG Convenor suggested that the current priority of projects should be maintained. This suggestion was supported by Chile, if there is no new proposal submitted by members.

b. APEC Training Course on Competition Policy on Effective Mechanism against Cartel Offences (Malaysia)

Malaysia briefed members on the status for the preparation of the annual training course on Competition Policy on Effective Mechanism against Cartel Offences which is tentatively to be held in Penang, Malaysia in October 2011 (document no. 2011/SOM1/CPLG/022). 
CPLG Convenor indicated hope that the project will be approved at BMC and encouraged members to participate and contribute in the course.

c. Future Training Courses
CPLG Convenor informed that Indonesia volunteered to host the 2012 training course. Indonesia confirmed that it agreed to conduct the training course on “Merger Control”, given that Indonesia has issued in July 2010. Since there were no further comments from members, the CPLG endorsed the proposal for Indonesia to host the training course in 2012.
Chinese Taipei also volunteered to host the training course in 2013. Given that the CPLG has not officially invited for nominations for 2013 host, Chinese Taipei will be the likely candidate for 2013 and formal decision will be made in timely manner.
d. New Project Proposals (Russia)

· ‘Survey on Information Exchange on Competition in APEC Region’
· ‘Facilitating competition and countering anticompetitive practices in seaports in the APEC region’
· ‘Measures of Competition Development in APEC’
Russia briefed the meeting on its proposals for projects submitted at Session 1 project cycles: “Survey on Information Exchange on Competition in APEC Region”; (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/006);   “Facilitating competition and countering anticompetitive practices in seaports in the APEC region” (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/007) and “Measures of Competition Development in APEC” (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/009).

For project on “Facilitating competition and countering anticompetitive practices in seaports in the APEC region”, Korea informed that it has a good case example for this project, in particular the work with Customs services in Korea on restriction on customs clearance of imported live fish. Chile also noted that the project will have a good impact and was willing to share its experience on ‘Port ... Act’ and will provide some materials to Russia. 

Russia thanked the economies for the support and will discuss in detail once the projects are approved. Russia also noted that it was only requesting not more than 1 % of the total project cost as most expenses for the project are from Russia, however it is not able to fund travel to Russia due to legal domestic prohibition to finance these expenses.

In terms of projects priority, Chile noted some concerns on the priority ranking of the projects, noting that project on ‘Facilitating competition and countering anticompetitive practices in seaports in the APEC region’ is one of the key projects for many APEC economies and suggested that the ranking of priorities be conducted again. 
The CPLG Convenor noted that since timing is very tight, he suggested that the current priority will be maintained. He seek opinion about projects, including necessity to do prioritisation and ranking.

The United States viewed that voting by economies should be done, if delegates think that it is necessary.

APEC Secretariat clarified the internal deadline for CPLG projects is 23 March and the EC deadline is 30 March. CPLG members will have a week to undertake feedback and endorsement and prioritisation.

CPLG Convenor concluded that since there was no objection from members, Project Overseers to re-submit the revised proposals and deadline will be set again for voting and prioritisation to be conducted by economies. Members are also to submit new proposal, if any, by the deadline.
Comment: BMC decision was announced on the evening of 7 March. BMC approved the proposal ‘APEC Training Course on Competition Policy on Effective Mechanism against Cartel Offences’ (Malaysia); while other 3 proposals from CPLG (‘Survey on Information Exchange on Competition in APEC Region’; ‘Facilitating competition and countering anticompetitive practices in seaports in the APEC region’; and ‘Measures of Competition Development in APEC’ (Russia)) were not approved. CPLG Convenor expressed hope that this will not discourage members from submitting proposals and support from members on these proposals. 

7. Dialogue with the EC Chair and Coordinator of FotC on Competition Policy

EC Chair, Dr Takashi Omori, briefed the meeting on the current priorities for the EC (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/0010). The EC Chair noted that the EC has an updated set of priorities post- LAISR (Leaders Agenda to Implement Structural Reform), including reorganising its new five workstream and Friends of The Chair (FOTC) area. Competition Policy is one of the five work streams, with Australia being the Coordinator of the Friends of the Chair for Competition Policy.

EC Chair noted that there has been good progress in the work of “Ease of Doing Business” which was an important area of priority in the Singapore year, and members were interested in the EODB Action Plan. He also noted on the five areas picked among the World Banks’ indicators of which encouraging initial impression were received for its tailor-made approach activities.
EC Chair also touched on some of the key issues discussed at EC1 in terms of contribution to 2011 priorities, in particular on what EC could do with regard to regulatory convergence and cooperation area. 

On ANSSR 2011 priority, EC Chair mentioned that EC to continue horizontal approach of structural reform and will explore ways to contribute to the wider ANSSR framework. EC members will be discussing further in EC2 on this area.

CPLG Convenor thanked EC Chair for the brief and noted that competition policy was included as one of the priority area and that CPLG can to some extend contribute to priority on EC work.

Mr Bruce Paine, Coordinator of the EC FotC group on competition policy briefed CPLG members on discussed and work of the FOTC on CP in EC. Australia is the Coordinator for the FOTC, with other members including Brunei, Japan, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Chinese Taipei and the United States. Others members were welcomed to join, including attendance from representatives from competition authorities. He noted that while the work of the FOTC at EC considers competition matters from broad, high level perspectives, CPLG has its technical experts of anti-trust law and enforcements. It is therefore important for the two groups to continue working together in joint activities and workshops.

Mr Paine explained in detail the discussion at EC, in particular on Australia’s three suggestions for further work on competition policy, which are subject to consideration by members and SOM: 1) to examine possible role of competitive neutrality in government policy; 2) to consider practical application of APEC PSU in structural reform in various sectors; and 3) competition policy as part of Australia’s structural reform initiative, as contribution to ANSSR which include funding of A$3 million fund from Australia.

CPLG Convenor noted the view that the two groups, FOTC on Competition Policy and CPLG, may have the same objective in promoting competition in the region. As such, he noted that it is thus important for the two groups to collaborate.

8. Round Table with ABAC on Procedural Importance to Competition Proceedings
CPLG Convenor and ABAC representative Mr Alex Parle opened the Roundtable discussion, noting the agenda of the Roundtable which also sets out the key questions to be addressed in each of the sessions.

The Roundtable was moderated by Ms Sharis Pozen, Deputy Assistant Attorney General for Civil Enforcement and Chief of Staff Antitrust Division, Department of Justice, United States. Ms Pozen introduced the background of procedural importance to competition proceedings and the arrangements for the Roundtable.
Session 1 of the Roundtable addressed the topic of procedural fairness in the context of merger review. The U.S.(Mr Willard Tom, General Counsel, Federal Trade Commission) discussed general principles of procedural fairness and tools used for achieving procedural fairness, including relevant recommended practices issued by the International Competition Network (ICN) and the OECD. He emphasized transparency, mentioning how the U.S. makes its merger review process transparent, and noted that transparency is a “two-way street”.
Chinese Taipei (Mr Shih-Che Li, Specialist, Fair Trade Commission) introduced the merger control background and implementation in Chinese Taipei which is regulated under its ‘Fair Trade Act 1991’ (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/0011b), which is under the purview of Chinese Taipei Free Trade Commission. He also clarified the exchange control threshold undertaken by Chinese Taipei.
Indonesia (Mrs. Anna Maria Tri Anggraini, Commissioner, Commission for the Supervision of Business Competition) briefed the meeting on the overview of merger regime in Indonesia under its Anti-Monopoly Law no. 5 1999 (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/0011c). She also noted on the specific guidelines that prohibit mergers and anti-competition effect in Indonesia. She also clarified on the publication of opinions and legal remedies undertaken by Indonesian authority.
The business perspective on procedural importance to competition proceedings in merger context were presented by Mr Robert Kwinter, Co-chair of the Competition, Antitrust & Foreign Investment Group, Blakes, Cassels & Graydon, Canada; Mr David Clanton, Co-Chair Global Antitrust & Competition Group, Baker & McKenzie, United States; and Mr Hiromitsu Miyakawa, Partner, Jones Day, Japan. 

Mr Kwinter noted that businesses place a significant importance on mergers, and that there was real concern about delay and potential litigation which could affect businesses. He also noted that businesses can benefit from added transparency and accountability, through variety of tools, ability to speak to regulators, as well as guidelines on approaches can be helpful. He then briefed members on the Canadian context of merger review.  
Mr Clanton briefed on how the US agencies apply merger law, particularly on the perspective of agencies working on the scheme and the process over time. He noted the importance of processes that is predictable and timely, which is critical from the standpoint of business community.

Mr Miyakawa provided an overview from business sector towards merger regulations. He emphasised that merger review is different from cartel investigation and abuse of dominance; as companies compete in the market and improve efficiency, merger are lawful business opportunities. He also briefed the process of merger in Japan and noted on the future challenges in this area.
Session 2 of the Roundtable focused on procedural importance to competition Proceedings in non-merger context (cartels and unilateral conducts). Canada (Mr Douglas Pentland, Competition Bureau), Chile (Ms Marcia Pardo, Fiscalia Nacional Economica; document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/0011a) and Japan (Mr Tetsuji Yokote, Fair Trade Commission; document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/0011d) presented on their respective economy’s laws and processes in non-merger proceedings. The presenters recognised the importance of transparency and in ensuring procedural fairness and confidential information in investigation and throughout the process.  

From the business perspective, briefing was provided by Mr David Stewart (Partner, Howrey LLP and Mr Abbot Lipsky (Partner, Latham & Watkins, USA). Mr Stewart noted on emerging international consensus on best practices on competition law enforcement proceedings, reflected by a number tools adopted by agencies and international organisations. Mr Steward then commented on consensus in transparency, engagement and confidentiality in the context of competition enforcement proceedings by the business community. Mr Lipsky’s brief touched on procedural fairness as a way of producing the best possible result and commented how procedural matters affect accuracy of legal proceedings on competition law.

After both Session 2, Ms Pozen posted questions to economies around the table on how competition authorities ensure clear laws and regulations with regard to merger notification and filing requirements undertaken. All economies and the private sectors shared their experiences on this area. Ms Pozen also asked the economies what advice they had for the business community.
In concluding, Mr Parle of ABAC and CPLG Convenor expressed their thanked and appreciation to the moderator and speakers for engaging on this Dialogue. ABAC also noted on recent guidelines by JFTC, ASEAN Secretariat’s handbook and acknowledged working in other organisations and fora on this area and expressed hope that more common understanding between business community and CPLG continues. CPLG Convener noted that the issue on procedural fairness is a challenging subject; however stressed the importance to discuss among competition policy authorities and the business sectors.

9. Members Dialogue on Competition Advocacy: Development and Implementation of an Effective Work Program 
CPLG Convenor noted that the session on advocacy was initiated to discuss specific issues among members and to stress the important of deeper understanding of competition policy and the realisation of competitive environment. The Dialogue will discuss policy aspect of advocacy, such as how resources are allocated, how various means are prioritise, how effect and feedback of advocacy are assessed.

CPLG Convenor outline the topics and structure of the Sessions: Session 1- Institutions, objectives and priorities; Session 2 - Strategies for competition advocacy; and Session 3 - Assessment of the effectiveness of competition advocacy efforts 

For Session 1, Russia briefed the meeting on the functions of its two government institutions engaged in competition advocacy; the Federal Antimonopoly Services and the Ministry of Economy and Development (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/012b). It also highlights Russia’s competition advocacy goals, measures and activities, including its development of the third antitrust package, Competition advocacy with other government bodies and industry regulators, creation of favorable environment for development of competition in the markets and its cartel awareness and leniency program.

China’s presentation (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/012a) focused on government’s institutions and work on competition advocacy. In its presentation, China gave details on the work under its Anti-monopoly Commission and its functions, anti-monopoly enforcement agencies and their functions, as well as activities of competition advocacy which include work by the government; industrial associations  and companies; colleges, universities and research institutions and the public.

In its presentation (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/012b), the United States/ Department of Justice/Antitrust Division explained that it is a prosecutorial agency, but competition advocacy is an important compliment to its enforcement mission.  The Department noted that a major focus of its competition advocacy work is on federal, state or local statutes or regulatory schemes that unnecessarily impede competition, but it also focuses such efforts on the business community, the private bar and the general public.
During the Q&A session, Korea posted questions whether the US has a legal base for submission or opinion or intervention on federal regulatory proceedings and measures involved. Answering Korea’s enquiry, the US noted that it has a number of sector regulatory agencies of which question on proceedings varies by agencies and statutes.

CPLG Convenor asked Russia the role of its offices, given the vast geographical coverage in Russia; and to China on coordination and cooperation work in advocacy activities between its three agencies. Russia clarified that most of its competition advocacy efforts are located in central office, whereby 2,500 staff are employed; whereas in regional offices, major tasks is on violation of local cases. China noted that there are three agencies involved to undertake the work. Due to its wide regional coverage, these agencies conduct training courses and workshops with regards to anti-monopoly law and other advocacy work as well as studies on guidelines and issues of common interests. 
In the context of social media, Russia informed that it uses Facebook in its advocacy work, and the United States/FTC informed that it uses social media, such as Facebook, Youtube and Twitter, to generally inform the public about its activities. 
On the second topic, Singapore gave a presentation on its challenges and obstacles to effective competition advocacy and strategies to overcome them (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/012d) through its I3 advocacy work – inquire, innovate and intrigue.
New Zealand’s presentation (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/025) covered practical examples of advocacy works undertaken by the Ministry of Economic Development and the New Zealand Commerce Commission. It also outlines the Challenges arising from government policies and institutions and strategies to overcome the challenges, with examples on the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 and the Construction Sector.
On use of tools developed by international organisations, representative from Korea briefed on its experience in using the toolkits released by OECD and ICN. In Korea’s case, it briefed on how Korea is undertaking assessment using the toolkit based on the OECD Competition Assessment Toolkit and how the toolkit was adapted for use in Korea (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/014). Korea also shared some sample assessment cases undertaken with members.
Indonesia, as the Chair of ASEAN for 2011, gave a presentation on competition advocacy in South East Asia (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/012c), in particular in ASEAN. Indonesia briefed on the background of the establishment of the ASEAN Expert Group on Competition (AEGC) endorsed by Ministers in August 2007, adoption of ASEAN Economic Blueprint in November 2007 and AEGC’s First Meeting in 2008. Indonesia also informed the meeting of advocacy measures adopted by ASEAN members and the current status of ASEAN’s Competition Act, where not all ASEAN economies have already a law in place. 

During the Q&A session, Canada posed to Korea questions on how Korea cooperate on competition assessment inside AFTC and RRC. The United States also asked Korea on its advocacy efforts, specifically if it received any press coverage. Korea explained that it has three regulatory divisions responsible in this area. In terms of press coverage, it explained that it difficult to make such releases and related agencies concerned will deal directly with concerned agencies on concerned areas.

New Zealand commented on the different models emerging; one was for advocacy for competition policy, another was on advocacy work that is shared between agencies and government institutions. He also explained how this tasked is being implemented in New Zealand where in practice, competition policy at times takes public stand on public reforms issues due to its independence. 
The United States/FTC gave a presentation on the topic of assessing the effectiveness of competition advocacy efforts.  FTC first gave an overview of the FTC advocacy program, including the FTC's authority, resources, general approach, advocacy tools and selected areas of interest since 1980.  FTC indicated that effectiveness is assessed by a basic cost-benefit analysis and discussed two surveys conducted to assess effectiveness as well as the relevant section of the FTC Performance and Accountability report that the agency is required by law to prepare annually.  FTC also presented direct evidence of effectiveness.
Chinese Taipei reported on its experience in competition advocacy (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/012e). The presentation include details on  competition advocacy in practice in Chinese Taipei, citing deregulation as an example; evaluation of competition advocacy; as well as current work and future outlook undertaken by Chinese Taipei.

CPLG Convenor noted that the United States survey was interesting and requested for more information on how FTC feedback to service on data. Chinese Taipei was interested for a sample of the FTC questionnaire of the survey conducted. The United States/FTC explained the methodology for conducting its survey to determine its competition advocacy effectiveness. FTC noted that the surveys were used as a tool for internal assessment as is the relevant section of the FTC's Performance and Accountability report that is done annually.
CPLG Convenor also seek more details from Russia as the co-chair of the ICN Group who is also in charge of advocacy activities. In its reply, Russia provided details on the establishment of the ICN competition advocacy working groups’ and its activities, including conducting two projects on experience sharing and market studies in this area.

10. Members’ Reports/ Presentations on Updates and Developments of Competition Policy

Economies updated the meeting on developments within their respective competition policy and legal frameworks.  The presentations were made by Canada, Chile (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/026), China (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/023), Japan (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/013), New Zealand (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/027), Russia (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/015), Singapore (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/016), Chinese Taipei (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/017) and the United States/FTC (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/021) and United States/DOJ as meeting documents. Updates were also provided by Mexico and Malaysia. The presentations prompted a wide range of questions and good exchange of views among members on the different approaches that are taken by economies towards the enforcement of competition policy and law.

CPLG Convenor encouraged members to provide written papers explaining developments in their respective economy’s competition policy and laws, which would be particularly useful for those non-English speaking officials.  

11. Update on Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP)
New Zealand was invited to update on the progress of the TPP negotiations. In its brief, New Zealand described the background and issues in the TPP rounds, including a brief mention of the horizontal issues that were under negotiation and ways to draw from existing instruments available in APEC such as regulatory coherence, APEC-OECD Checklist on Regulatory Reform, Competition Policy and trade, as well as the information available in the APEC competition policy and law database.

New Zealand also noted that materials covered by headings are all still under discussion in competition negotiations in the TPP and that APEC model measures are useful guide in this work. New issues are being approached in constructive manner and there is strong support from the business perspective on this agenda.

12. Other Business

The APEC Secretariat Program Director (Ms Zaireen Omar) presented the APEC Secretariat report on APEC developments, highlighting key developments in related fora and movements in the APEC Secretariat (document 2011/SOM1/CPLG/018).   
The APEC Secretariat also noted that the CPLG contacts list had been circulated as part of the meeting documents.  Members were asked to provide any updates on the CPLG contacts list for their respective economies and inform the Secretariat on request for access to the APEC database.  

APEC Secretariat Director of Communications (CPAU) (Mr Michael Chapnick) provided an update of the Secretariat’s communications and outreach activities, as well as the emphasis on the need for better communications and more outreach activities from fora both internally within APEC and externally to other audiences. CPAU Director also briefed members on what CPAU could do to help bring attention to the work of this group.
The Document Classification List (2011/SOM1/CPLG/000) was accepted.  

13. Next Meeting

CPLG Convenor proposed that the next meeting of the CPLG be held in the margins of SOM1, which was going be held in the Moscow, Russia in 2012, agreed by members.  

14. Summary and Conclusion

The CPLG Convenor presented a summary of the meeting and made the following points:

· Members were thanked for their valuable contribution to the CPLG-ABAC Joint Dialogue on “Procedural Importance to Competition Proceedings”.  The event provided a good opportunity for members to deepen the understanding on this area;

· Discussions on the current issues and systems of competition advocacy in each economy to understand the rapidly changing situation surrounding the competition policy and law of each economy through their reports and presentations played a very important role for mutual understanding of competition policy and law in the region and further strengthening of relationship among members;

· CPLG is expected to contribute to APEC priorities for 2011 through its Work Plan for 2011 and the Collective Action Plan (CAP) that was reaffirmed in this CPLG meeting;

· APEC training course on effective mechanism against cartel offences is scheduled to be held in Malaysia this year. Since the Concept Note of the project was approved by the BMC Session 1 on 2 March, as a next step, the project proposal of this project will be under the approval session of the BMC. Hoped that this project proposal will be approved by the BMC;

· Another training course is already scheduled to be held in 2012 in Indonesia. The possible theme in this training course is still to be determined.
· Introduction from the Russia on its three projects that will be conducted as the CPLG projects in the future upon the approval from BMC. CPLG Convenor expressed hope that each project will be able to be conducted successfully with your active participation;

· Future works:

· As for the 2011 training course, Malaysia and Japan will contribute continuously toward approval of the project proposal in BMC session.  Malaysia and Japan will circulate the detailed project proposal for members’ consideration;
· As for three projects proposed by the Russian Federation, the Federal Antimonopoly Service (FAS) and the Ministry of Economic Development CPLG Convenor expressed hope that revised proposals will be submitted to the next BMC round; 
· As for the APEC Competition Policy and Law Database, Chinese Taipei will send emails periodically to ask member economies to update information on the Database, and all the member economies will update and add information; and 
· The next CPLG meeting will be held in the margins of SOM1 in 2012.
CPLG Convenor thanked all participants and adjourned the meeting.  

******

