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APEC ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

SECOND PLENARY MEETING FOR 2012
30-31 May 2012
Kazan, Russia
CHAIR’S SUMMARY REPORT 

The APEC Economic Committee (EC) held its second plenary meeting for 2012 on 30-31 May 2012 in Kazan, Russia. The meeting was chaired by Mr Raymond F. Greene of the United States, and attended by 19 APEC member economies (Australia; Brunei Darussalam; Chile; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; the Republic of Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Peru; the Philippines; the Russian Federation; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States; and Viet Nam). Canada and People’s Republic of China were not represented.  

1. The Chair of the Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI), Convener of the Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG), Director of the APEC Policy Support Unit (PSU), and representatives from the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC) and Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC) attended various parts of the EC meeting to provide briefings and comments.  
2. Four Friends of the Chair groups (FotCs) held their meetings prior to the EC Plenary on the morning of 30 May 2012, i.e., the FotCs on Competition Policy, Ease of Doing Business, Corporate Law and Governance and Regulatory Reform.

Chair’s Opening Remarks and Introductions

3. The EC Interim Chair (Chair) welcomed all delegates to the second meeting of the EC for 2012 and thanked Russia for the excellent arrangements made for the EC and the hospitality provided to the delegates. The Chair outlined the key objectives for the meeting, namely to:
· Discuss EC’s contributions to the APEC 2012 priorities, including APEC New Strategy for Structural Reform (ANSSR) implementation;
· Review progress in the CPLG and FotC work plans and consider prospective activities;
· Discuss progress on the APEC Economy Policy Report (AEPR); and
· Review the updated APEC Economic Trends Analysis Report.
Adoption of the Agenda

4. The EC2 agenda (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/001) was adopted without any amendment.
5. Concerning the EC Chair’s Summary Report (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/002), Indonesia commented that it had been the practice in the EC to provide a very detailed report, with interventions from member economies clearly presented. Indonesia suggested that the EC continue the practice as it helped members better understand what was discussed at a meeting. The Chair proposed that a brief summary be reported to Senior Officials’ Meeting to be held on 2-3 June first and a more detailed report be prepared by the Secretariat later.   
Decision/Action Point

· The Secretariat was to prepare and circulate a detailed version of chair’s summary report.
Updates from the APEC Secretariat

Secretariat Report on Key Development and 2012 Project Approval Process

6. The APEC Secretariat Program Director (Ms Myung-hee Yoo) provided a brief update on the key developments within APEC (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/004). The APEC Secretariat also reported on the outcome of Project Approval Session 2 and timelines for Project Approval Session 3 (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/003). In Project Approval Session 2, only 31 concepts notes out of 79 standard concept notes submitted were granted in-principle approval by the BMC. Members were advised that concept notes for the next session should be submitted to the APEC Secretariat Program Director by 27 August.
Policy Support Unit (PSU) Work

7. The Director of PSU (Dr Denis Hew) updated the meeting on the PSU work (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/005), highlighting the on-going three projects of interest to the EC: Regulatory Reform – Case Studies on Green Investments (more details provided under agenda item 5);  APEC’s Ease of Doing Business – Assessment of interim target 2009-2011 (more details provided under agenda item 12); and APEC Economic Trends Analysis reports (more details provided under agenda item 11). 
8. Indonesia sought clarification as to what type of work had been undertaken by the PSU, compared to the projects proposed through APEC funding process. The PSU responded that the PSU, as a research unit, undertook analytical projects, but not capacity building projects. He added that, in terms of the process, the PSU took a project through a formal request from the chair of a committee or FotC coordinator and a subsequent approval by the PSU board. For example, the project on case study on green investment was requested from the FotC Coordinator of Regulatory Reform. 
9. The Chair encouraged the CPLG Convenor and FotC Coordinators to inform him when they requested the PSU to undertake certain projects so that the EC Chair, a member of the PSU board, could duly support those projects.  
Updates from the CPLG and FOTCs

Competition Policy and Law Group (CPLG)
10. The CPLG Convenor (Mr. Yukinari Sugiyama of Japan Fair Trade Commission) presented to the meeting an update of the CPLG Work Plan (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/006, 007 and 008), highlighting the following training projects to be undertaken for the next three years:
· APEC Training Course in 2012 on Approaches to Abuse of Dominant Position Provisions and its Effective Enforcement at Domestic or Regional Level which had not been approved by the BMC in Project Approval Session 2 but would be re-submitted to Project Approval Session 3 and held in 2013, if approved; and
· Next series of Future Training Project on Competition Policy for 2013-2015, which would focus on the three themes selected based on the CPLG members’ needs survey, i.e., investigative techniques, mergers, and cartel and bid-rigging.  
The CPLG Convenor sought members’ endorsement of the Future Training Project on Competition Policy for 2013-2015. 

11.
On the themes for future training projects, Hong Kong, China expressed its interest in merger. Hong Kong, China queried whether the CPLG would approach the topic from the dimension of anti-trust or anti-competition, or would also take into account the functions of mergers and acquisitions (M&A), noting that cross border M&A could be a good source of experience sharing in APEC given its diversity.  The CPLG Convenor responded that CPLG would mainly focus on anti-trust aspect but could consider various aspects of M&A.

12.
Indonesia noted the difficulty to engage its Competition Policy Unit in the EC meeting as they were already deeply involved in the CPLG and considered the work of CPLG and FotC on Competition Policy (CP) as the same. In this regard, Indonesia suggested that CPLG Convenor encourage its members to attend EC meetings and support EC work and that the EC explore how to better integrate the work of the CPLG into the EC work on competition policy. With regard to the training projects, Indonesia suggested that the CPLG move forward from the usual training projects that had been conducted for long time, noting that competition policy should be embedded in regulatory policies in many sectors. 

13.
The CPLG Convenor noted the different focuses of the two groups: the FotC on CP dealt with broader meaning of competition policy while CPLG mainly focused on technical aspects of competition law enforcement and international operation of competition law. He added that these two groups would continue to work closely so that CPLG activities could be of help for the EC to achieve progress in its work on competition policy. 

14.
 New Zealand pointed out that the distinction on policy and enforcement was artificial as the two, i.e., policy and enforcement, could not be separated but actually went together. In this regard, New Zealand emphasized the importance of better coordination and streamlining in the work of CPLG and CP FotC. New Zealand suggested that, as a first step, CPLG Convenor be invited to the CP FotC to brief the activities of CPLG and that the two groups have an informal dialogue. With regard to the training project from the CPLG, New Zealand noted that the only project submitted from the EC in Project Session 2 was not approved, along with many other projects of other fora, and requested further explanation on the status of current and future project approval sessions as well as multi-year projects (MYP). 

15.
The APEC Secretariat provided further explanation on the project approval sessions. Project Approval Session 2 was one of the most competitive sessions, as the amount of funds requested far outweighed the actual amount of funds available in Project Session 2. As a result, in the case of Trade and Investment Liberalization Fund (TILF) which the CPLG training project sought, only four (4) out of 17 concept notes were approved. The APEC Secretariat would update members on the prospects of Session 3 when the information on the amount of funds is available. With regard to MYP, the APEC Secretariat informed that MYP had been introduced as pilot project in 2011 and provided funding for a capacity building initiative to be implemented for three to five years. MYP should meet stronger requirements, including co-sponsorship from a minimum of half of APEC member economies and close cooperation from a minimum of two APEC fora. The Secretariat advised those members who had appropriate concepts for MYP to contact the Secretariat at early stage so that the Secretariat could check whether they could be a good fit for MYP and work together with them to materialize it.

16.
On the training projects from the CPLG, the EC endorsed the proposal on Future Training Projects on Competition Policy. In addition, the Chair encouraged all member economies to support the 2012 CPLG training project to be re-submitted to Project Approval Session 3.  On the collaboration between the CPLG and CP FotC, the Chair noted the broad agreement that there were a lot of interrelationships between the two groups and encouraged the chairs of the two groups to work closely to discuss how to further integrate their work and ensure more effective coordination.  

17.
Russia updated the meeting on the progress of the project, Survey on Information Exchange on Competition in APEC Region - Phase 1.  The project was implemented as planned, but with some delay of time. The survey report was being drafted based on the questionnaires filled out by economies and would consist of the following three chapters and conclusion: (1) analysis of the types of information that were most demanded by the competition authorities of the APEC economies; (2) abilities and constraints on sharing information among competition authorities; and (3) synergies with other projects on information sharing.

18.
Russia also presented an update of the project, Measures of Competition Development in APEC” The project sought experience sharing among APEC economies on key measures of competition development in the following three fields: institutions, advocacy, and simplification of access to infrastructure. Approximately half of the member economies had filled out the necessary questionnaires and remaining economies were yet to submit them. As a next step, a workshop would be held in Vladivostok in September 2012 to discuss best practices.  The CPLG Convenor noted that it was a joint project between the CPLG and CP FotC and a good example of cooperation between the CPLG and CP FotC.

Decision/Action Point

· The EC endorsed the CPLG proposal on Future Training Project on Competition Policy. 
Competition Policy (CP) 

11. Australia, as Coordinator for the Competition Policy FotC, updated the EC on progress of the 2012 work plan for the FotC (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/009). The work plan contained four elements. The first element was assisting economies with the implementation of ANSSR plans with respect to competition policy. Australia planned to hold a micro-level workshop in Bali, Indonesia, on 3-6 July 2012, in order to assist APEC members in Asia with implementation of their ANSSR plan.  Another workshop in Peru, sponsored by the United States, would follow the Australian model but focus on Latin American economies and Russia. A macro-level workshop would focus on developing economies’ implementation of their ANSSR plans and be held around SOM1 2013. The second element of work plan was a project entitled “Measures of Competition Development in APEC” being conducted by Russia in consultation with the CPLG and EC.  The third element was a discussion of lessons learned on recent competition policy reforms that members had undertaken in key sectors such as energy, transport and infrastructure. In this regard, New Zealand volunteered to consider sharing its experience in the implementation of ultra-fast broadband on competition at the CP FotC and then possibly at the EC as well. The final element of the plan was about competitive neutrality, the idea that state owned enterprises should not have competitive advantages over competitors as a result of state ownership. It was suggested that members consider the recent OCED report as a first helpful step to build shared understanding of their approach to competitive neutrality. In this regard, New Zealand volunteered to share a case study with the FotC members on a public standard accreditation body that competes with a private standard accreditation body. The FotC proposed that policy discussion on competitive neutrality be undertaken at EC next year to share their approach to this issue as well as insights from the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) talks. 
12. New Zealand supported the proposal to have policy discussion on competitive neutrality in the near future. Indonesia welcomed the initiative to discuss competitive neutrality, but expressed its concerns if this would lead to discussion at SOM and endorsement by the Leaders later, moving toward implementation beyond capacity building discussion. Chile queried how the work on competitive neutrality could be coordinated with the OECD or other fora that had been already discussing this issue, in order to avoid duplication.
13. Australia responded that it would be premature to discuss at this stage where the discussion on competitive neutrality might lead but it would closely work with Indonesia, next year’s host economy, and other members to consider suitable ways to discuss this issue. With regard to the work done by other organizations, Australia commented that the recent OECD report would be used as a starting point to deepen the discussion in a regional level.
14. The United States expressed their reservation of judgement at the moment and looked forward to a written proposal on competitive neutrality.

15. In concluding, the Chair summarized that the EC had a stimulating discussion but still different opinions on the proposal on competitive neutrality and encouraged FotC Coordinator and members to work intersessionally for the agenda that everyone could be comfortable with. 

Corporate Law and Governance (CLG)

16. Viet Nam, as Coordinator for Corporate Law and Governance FotC, updated the EC on progress of the 2012 work plan for the FotC (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/010), highlighting four ongoing or future projects.  Regarding the first project, Lessons from the Financial Crisis for Corporate Governance and Law, Viet Nam encouraged EC members to support and participate in the project (details provided in the paragraph below).  The second project was a policy discussion on International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) and financial reporting Issues, which would be held in that afternoon.  Third project was about corporate law and governance for SMEs. Viet Nam would circulate a proposal intersessionally with the aim of having a more concrete proposal by EC1 2013. The fourth project was a proposal on e-corporate governance. Viet Nam appreciated Indonesia’s consideration to lead the project and requested other members’ support. With respect to the comment previously received on the lack of work in the area of Strengthening Economic and Legal Infrastructure (SELI), Viet Nam encouraged other members to suggest ideas to carry out SELI. 
17. Dr. Chou Shi-Hao from Chinese Taipei presented a self-funded project proposal on Lessons from the Financial Crisis for Corporate Governance and Law: Roles and Duties of the Enforcement Bodies on Corporate Governance Implementation. The proposal sought to analyse corporate governance implementation in APEC economies in order to gain a better understanding of the function of enforcement bodies within each member, considering that robust corporate governance system should rely not only on setting principles and rules but also complying with them by listing companies. The project would consist of three stages: to draft and circulate a survey in the second half of 2012; to present a draft report of survey findings and hold a roundtable discussion at EC2 2013; and to submit a final report for approval at EC1 2014.
18. Thailand expressed disappointment that its proposal on corporate governance and law had not been approved at the previous meeting. Nevertheless, Thailand had still continued to work with a number of SMEs under the rejected proposal and learned a lot and would be willing to work closely with Viet Nam so that its experience could be shared. 
19. While welcoming the proposal from Chinese Taipei, Indonesia and New Zealand commented that they would like to receive a written proposal so that they could discuss it with related agencies and endorse it intersessionally.
20. Viet Nam agreed on the view from Indonesia and New Zealand that the project proponent from Chinese Taipei would further develop the proposal and circulate it later for intersessional endorsement.
Decision/Action Point

· Chinese Taipei would circulate a self-funded proposal on Lessons from the Financial Crisis for Corporate Governance and Law: Roles and Duties of the Enforcement Bodies on Corporate Governance Implementation for intersessional endorsement.  
Ease of Doing Business (EoDB)
21. The United States, as the Coordinator for the FotC on EoDB, outlined the EoDB work plan (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/012). The United States noted the progress made since EC1 2012, including: phase 2 diagnostics in Peru and Thailand on construction permits, championed by Singapore; roundtable in Chinese Taipei on getting credit, by Japan; and seminar in Malaysia, Thailand, Peru and Indonesia on enforcing contracts, by Korea. The FotC members discussed next steps, which included: intersessional development of 2012-2013 workplan and Phase 2 and 3 activities; and intersessional development of a proposal to address improvements in the APEC EoDB issue areas that were not traditionally reported on by the Word Bank methodology.
22. Chinese Taipei thanked Japan for holding the roundtable on getting credit in Chines Taipei in March 2012 and sharing its valuable experience. Chinese Taipei noted that the EoDB index of the World Bank did not take into account some factors in real environments and suggested that the EC could further discuss it. 
Public Sector Governance (PSG)

23. Chinese Taipei, as Coordinator for the Public Sector Governance FotC, updated the EC on progress of the 2012 work plan for the FotC (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/015), highlighting the action items under five priority areas. Two of them had been already implemented: the theme report on good practice principles for public sector governance under the priority area of strengthening public administration for the future was published at EC1 2011, led by Canada; and policy discussion on Improving Public Sector Transparency: Good Practices and Reform Experiences under “enhancing fiscal transparency and public accountability” was held at EC2 2011, led by Chinese Taipei and New Zealand. Three of them were yet to be implemented: work on best practice for ICT strategy and public sector governance in 2013;  roundtable discussion on improving the quality of public service in 2013-2014; and workshops on clean government under “strengthening trust, integrity, and ethics” in 2013-2014. Chinese Taipei encouraged those members interested in future projects to contact her.

24. The Chair appreciated the robust work plan and encouraged members to volunteer to participate or lead in future projects.

Regulatory Reform (RR)

25. Japan, as Coordinator for the Regulatory Reform FotC, presented its updated Work Plan (document 2012/SOM2/EC/016) and a brief background of its case study on green investment.  The RR FotC had pursued a case study approach since 2011 that focused on the following priority policy areas: improving the business environment for SMEs; promoting sustainable growth; and promoting innovation. As a first step, RR FotC launched case studies on green investment in 2011, in cooperation with the PSU. 
26. Mr. Carlos Kuriyama from the PSU updated the EC on Case Studies on Green Investments (document 2012/SOM2/EC/017).  Since its presentation of the progress report in EC1 2012, the final draft report was circulated in May 2012 for EC members’ comments by 29 June 2012. The study looked at the effectiveness of policies related to energy efficiency and renewable energy using a case study approach in Australia, Japan, United States, Indonesia, Philippines and Thailand. The main conclusion was the importance of cost benefit analysis (CBA) when instituting new regulatory policies, considering that CBA was not common in developing economies and that its results were not accessible to public when a CBA was conducted. A thorough CBA was highly encouraged for all economies to promote economic efficiency and effectiveness of regulatory policies.
27. Japan thanked the PSU for its work and noted that the case study report provided useful information and implications. Japan suggested that more emphasis be placed on what we could learn from the regulatory practices and experience of the case studies. 
28. Hong Kong, China suggested that it would be very useful to share the CBA methodologies used by some economies in the case study, considering that many economies found it difficult to measure cost and benefits in green investment as it would involve a lot of externalities. 
29. The United States stressed the relationship between regulatory impact assessment and regulatory transparency, observing that it was crucial not only to do analysis, but also to publish both proposals and final regulations.  The United States added that it was particularly important at the proposal stage to subject its analysis to public scrutiny together with the data and assumptions used, to inform a final decision. 
30. While welcoming the study, Indonesia emphasized the importance of laying down a strong foundation for all good regulatory practices across sectors, rather than focusing too much on case studies conducted in a sectoral way. Indonesia added that the EC should sit side by side with sectoral fora if it would continue to pursue sectoral approach so that other fora could know the sectoral work done by the EC and pay due attention to such work. Indonesia also suggested conducting a project in a more professional way with appropriate prior coordination with economies subject to case studies, pointing out that Indonesia had not been informed of its selection as a target economy of the study but spared no efforts in assisting the consultant with the project.
31. Russia supported an exchange of experience on good regulatory practices and informed that it would present a proposal on Good Regulatory Practice Online Database under agenda item 10.

32. New Zealand echoed Indonesia’s comments on the value of retaining EC’s focus on fundamental and horizontal issues relevant to regulatory reforms across sectors, such as regulatory impact assessment and good regulatory practices. 

33. Chinese Taipei queried whether the PUS had sought comments from the CTI given that there was a lot of discussion on green investment in the CTI.

34. The PSU responded that it would consider useful comments provided by the EC members in finalizing the final draft, by including more examples to highlight the relationship between regulatory impact assessment and regulatory transparency, among others. The PSU found information was lacking in CBA, which was the most challenging point, and suggested that APEC should work more to promote CBA. Concerning the circulation to the CTI, the PSU replied that it would check with the CTI on it.

35. On next steps, Japan, RR FotC Coordinator, informed that it had originally intended to have policy dialogue on the case studies at EC2 2012 but would postpone it to EC1 2013, considering that the draft report was not finalized yet.  He added that RR FotC would pursue case studies on the two remaining priority policy areas, i.e., SMEs and innovation, but had not decided which to take as next subject. Japan commented that it had incorporated horizontal criteria and elements in the case study and would continue to fully incorporate the achievement made by the EC in case studies. In terms of process, the RR FotC would take into account the comments on proper interaction with economies and keep the EC and targeted economies fully informed of procedure in next case studies. 

Policy Discussion: International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS)
36. Mr Vladimir Androsik, Chairman and Executive Director of Russia APEC National Business Center, delivered the welcome address. While understanding the importance of financial reporting and supporting the development of IFRS, ABAC noted that the development of IFRS should be done with active business representations, as sufficient feedback from the business was essential to develop robust standards that could serve all stakeholders and make the reporting useful. In addition, it would be particularly important to make careful changes in IFRS in a time of economic downturn. In this regard, ABAC considered the policy discussion on IFRS a very good opportunity for APEC and ABAC to understand current situations and problems of reporting system and to play a significant role to develop financial standards that could better reflect each economy’s business practices.
Panel 1: Specific Issues in IFRS Implementation and Impact of IFRS on Economic and Management Environments: Lease Accounting, Revenue Recognition, and Insurance Contracts

37. Mr Nguyen Anh Duong from Viet Nam, as CLG FotC Coordinator, introduced the background of the policy discussion and outlined the topics. The first panel discussed the projects that International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) and Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) were jointly carrying out with respect to IFRS on insurance contracts, lease accounting and revenue recognition. 
38. Mr Doug Barnert, Executive Director of Group of North American Insurance, made a presentation on Status of IASB and FASB Convergence: Insurance Contracts Background and Basis of a Standard (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/020), focusing on the project of IFRS on insurance contracts. Noting that insurance companies in the Asia Pacific region faced unique challenges and circumstances and were concerned with the adoption of some of the IFRS, he stressed that IFRS should be undertaken in a manner that would not significantly distort reporting of real economic activities and that would reflect each economy’s business practices. He elaborated on how to deal with various issues in IFRS for insurance contracts, such as other comprehensive income, financial statement presentation, classification and measurement, and also introduced the work of international standards setters including IASB and FASB. In conclusion, it was recommended for APEC to: (1) establish a task force to study smooth introduction of IFRS to ensure appropriate communication among IASB and its regional bodies, FASB, IOSCO and its regional bodies, the Financial Standards Board and its regional bodies, APEC and ABAC; (2) to continue to encourage a dialogue between business groups and IASB/FASB on ways that would align IFRS principles with the interests of insurance companies that would be affected; and (3) to ensure that adoption by economies of IFRS would take into account ways of satisfactorily dealing with the concerns raised by business groups.
39.    Mr Yoshihiro Watanabe, Advisor of the Bank of Tokyo-Mitsubishi UFJ briefed the EC on Revenue Recognition: Proposed Disclosures (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/021a), outlining the issues on timeline, objectives and steps, required disclosure and its objectives, differences of user-preparer position, balance of costs and benefits, interim disclosure and its difficulty, and ABAC concerns and recommendations concerning the IFRS revenue recognition and disclosure. The IASB and FASB’s Exposure Draft on revenue recognition proposed to disclose disaggregation of revenue, reconciliation of contract, performance obligations, information on onerous performance obligations, and significant judgments and changes in judgments, among others. Given the marginal benefits from this proposed disclosure against the significant costs to be paid by the business, he expressed ABAC’s concerns on who would incur the significant costs, between entities and consumers. In addition, ABAC was concerned that proposed disclosure requirements might have not secured the timeliness and usefulness and caused concern of negative influence on regional economy. Therefore, ABAC made recommendations to conduct: (1) analysis of the negative influences prior to final decision; (2) suitable adjustments to avoid or to mitigate negative business and economic impacts; and (3) further dialogue among IASB, FASB, APEC and ABAC.

40.  Mr. Tom Clark, Vice President of General Electric International provided a presentation on Lease Accounting Proposals and the Role for APEC (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/019), highlighting the background of a lease account project, lesee accounting and lessor accounting proposals, impact of proposals in APEC region, private sector comments on the lease proposals, and suggestions for APEC role and recommendations. He introduced that leases were currently maintained off-balance sheet but this practice would be changed if the proposed exposure draft on lease accounting by IASB and FASB would take into account. He further elaborated on various significant follow-on effects to lessee under the proposal; for example, if lease liability was considered as debt, it would cause the debt limits to be hit. As such, ABAC expressed its concerns that the proposed changes on lease accounting might have potential business and economic impact, including on the availability of financing for SMEs. ABAC emphasized that the exposure draft should be implemented in a way that would not impair APEC’s overarching themes of inclusive growth. In this regard, ABAC made recommendations to undertake an impact study on certain provisions, such as those related to lease financing and insurance contracts, and make suitable adjustments, to avoid negative business and economic impact, in addition to other recommendations set out in paragraph 38. 

41. Members appreciated the informative session provided by ABAC and made comments or posed questions on various issues.  Noting the tax implications of accounting policy, Indonesia pointed out that there was a conflict between the views of governments and business with regard to tax, as companies wanted to reduce tax while governments wanted to impose higher tax rate.

42. Hong Kong, China noted the need to examine the economic and business impacts of all the reforms and changes that had been discussed and applied. On this note, Hong Kong, China made suggestions not only to agree on principles and standards but also to discuss how to measure the implications of proposed changes, given that benefits to one stakeholder group could be costs to other stakeholder group as presented by the panellists. Hong Kong, China added that the measurements conducted in a more quantitative and systematic way could help members determine various sectoral changes and the best timetables for such changes in each economy.

43. The United States agreed that robust common accounting standards such as IFRS, as well as transparent disclosure, could contribute to development of capital markets and economic growth. However, the United States questioned how APEC could add value to this work, given that a number of other fora, such as IASB and FASB, had already undertaken various projects and reached out to regional bodies. Furthermore, G20 Finance Ministers and Leaders also discussed the IFRS and called for global accounting standards.  

44.  In response, Mr Tom Clark shared the point raised by Hong Kong, China on the necessity to look at impact. On this note, he emphasized one of the ABAC recommendations included in his presentation, i.e., to undertake an impact study on certain provisions in order to avoid negative business and economic impact.  Regarding the comment from the United States, he stressed that the great strength of APEC was a very solid working relationship with private sectors and suggested that APEC could play an important role to channel members’ views with strong private sector engagement to the standard setters in a collaborative and complementary way, to ensure that the inputs to the boards could be robust and reflecting business views in the APEC region. 

45. Mr Yoshihiro Watanabe added that IFRS should be reviewed and assessed from the view point of regional trade and investment liberalization, which would be what APEC could add to the discussion on provisional accounting standards. 

46. With respect to impact assessment, Mr Doug Barnert introduced the post-implementation review conducted by the FASB and IASB, where they asked people questions on how the standards worked at real situations after such standards had been in place for a while. ABAC believed that more emphasis should be placed on field testing area to reflect messages from business. Concerning the role of APEC, he suggested APEC could play a valuable role to convey the voice of Asia-Pacific region, noting that different economies wanted to apply financial reporting standards at different pace.

Panel 2: Overview and Challenges of IFRS Implementation

47. Mr Nobuyuki Hiratsuka from the Ministry of Economy Trade and Industry of Japan briefed the EC on the situation and issues faced by IFRS (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/021), highlighting the impacts of IFRS on economic activities. After outlining ABAC’s initiatives in this area for the last couple of years, as well as discussions in G20 and IASB, Japan introduced its achievements toward IFRS.  Japan’s Business Accounting Council started a comprehensive study on various topics on IFRS, such as its domestic accounting standards and disclosure system, diplomatic policies of foreign economies, contribution of accounting to economic activities, effects of principle-based accounting, and handling unlisted firms and small and medium companies. Japan provided specific examples of IFRS issues for economic activities, which included: net income, noting the concerns that IFRS would change the properties of net income, which is a very important index of economic activities; and fair value measurement, introduction of which would cause greater fluctuations in business results, and cause much worse results especially during economic recessions. In conclusion, Japan stressed the importance to look at IFRS from the viewpoints of economic and industrial policy and create proper content, instead of merely considering harmonization and unification of accounting standards as the goals. In this regard, Japan suggested that APEC economies could share their views on issues concerning IFRS, provide good inputs based on its impacts on economy, and continue to follow up on those issues in cooperation with ABAC.
48. Mr Rory McLeod from the Ministry of Economic Development of New Zealand briefed the EC on New Zealand’s experience, challenges and lessons in implementing IFRS (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/022). New Zealand was an early adopter of IFRS, having decided to move to IFRS in 2003 and made IFRS compulsory for reporting in 2007.  New Zealand adopted IFRS because of the benefits of reporting with the global community.  New Zealand noted that complete adoption without modification, principle-based standards, history and culture of each economy could be challenges in adopting IFRS, among others. For example, New Zealand had made minor amendments in the beginning, retaining some of its legacy standards, but learned over time that the best way to adopt IFRS was without modification, which was more useful.  To meet those challenges, education on IFRS, guidance from the ISAB, and regulation to support global common approach were helpful.  In regard to the APEC’s role in this area, New Zealand proposed that APEC continue to discuss IFRS in economic terms at the EC to promote convergence among governments and business communities, given that that APEC has strong dialogue mechanism with business and that IFRS is a very important area in regulatory convergence. In this regard, New Zealand suggested that G20 members in APEC update the EC on their recent activities and discussion on IFRS so that EC members could follow up ABAC’s response on IFRS.
49. Members appreciated the useful information provided by Japan and New Zealand and made comments on a few issues. Indonesia introduced its accounting standards, including IFRS. On IFRS, Indonesia had already announced its plan on convergence to IFRS by 2012, which were applicable to the companies that had public accountability. However, Indonesia commented that it had not fully applied certain standards, e.g., IAS 41, and modified some standards, noting each economy had its own unique situation. Indonesia also introduced its other three accounting standards applicable to: (1) SMEs or companies that did not have public accountability; (2) Shariah entities based on Islamic financial standards; and (3) the government which applied accounting standards adopted from international public sector accounting standards.
50. Viet Nam noted that, while it wanted to find ways to adapt to international standards accepted by global companies, IFRS was not an end in itself but a moving target, continuously improving over time, which rendered implementation at certain stage outdated at the next stage. Viet Nam suggested that some serious consideration on how to approach international standards in that respect be needed, as well as more capacity building and technical assistance.

51. Chile pointed out that not all economies were at the same level and some adjustments might need to be made. For example, Chile’s pension system was very particular, having certain specific models to adjust. Thus Chile did smooth certain things through opening a dialogue with private sector and working closely with them.

52. In response to members’ comments, Japan noted the important consideration on how to strike a balance between the quality of standards and speed of development. Japan added that newly developed ideas from IFRS would be more acceptable if they were accepted all over the world. 

53. Mr Barnert noted the point made by Chile and commended Chile’s successful effort as an example for an economy to choose to solve its particular pension problems in a way no one had ever tried. Mr Barnet added that change into new standards could not be made overnight but should be done gradually.

54. In terms of next step, Mr Clark commented that there was much speculation that new standards could not be released until the latter part of 2013 (effective from 2016), given some of the current disagreements. With regard to APEC’s role, he suggested that APEC could help the boards channel inputs from both public and private sector in the APEC region, which could complement what was going on in the boards and ensure final standards would be valid. In this regard, he expressed his hope that the policy discussion on IFRS could lead to further deliberation at the APEC on this issue.

55. The Chair expressed his deep appreciation to ABAC, panellists and moderator for the very informative and thought-provoking discussion. He hoped that this dialogue could be the start of continuing dialogue between ABAC and EC to better understand business view and enrich the discussion at the EC.

APEC New Strategy for Structural Reform (ANSSR) 
Russian Federation Proposal on ANSSR Implementation, Reporting and Monitoring

56. Russia introduced its revised proposal and template on ANSSR implementation, reporting, and monitoring (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/023, 024). At EC1 2012, Russia had submitted a proposal on mid-term progress report of individual economies’ ANSSR plans in 2013, which would help economies highlight their accomplishments in implementing structural reform priorities, track progress towards achieving their stated objectives in structural reform by 2015, and identify where more efforts were needed. Taking into account members’ comments, Russia developed a reporting template in close cooperation with Australia and the United States and sought members’ endorsement. Under the reporting template, economies would be asked to provide the information on the progress made in 2011-2013 within structural reform priorities in their economies.
57. The economies that commented on Russia’s proposal, namely: Malaysia; the United States; Australia; New Zealand; Chinese Taipei; Hong Kong, China; and Indonesia, all expressed their thanks to Russia for the useful proposal and appropriate template. Members noted that the template was flexible enough to take into account different quantitative and qualitative indicators of individual action plans and also useful to track progress in implementing ANSSR plans and inform next steps and further capacity building needs.
58. Chinese Taipei posed a question on whether there would be any way to reflect the changes economy had made to the original ANSSR plans so that other economies could learn the rational for such changes. 
59. Indonesia cautioned that the completed submissions under the proposed reporting template might not generate much common elements and suggested that members should be open to reporting the development in other areas of reform as well, not limiting their reporting to a few areas that they had chosen as their plans.
60. Hong Kong, China sought clarification as to whether it would be appropriate to submit the proposal to the Ministers Responsible for Trade (MRT) for endorsement, given that the coverage of the proposal was wider than the responsibility of MRT. On a similar note, Chinese Taipei noted that it had asked the EC Chair to discuss the initiative with Senior Officials Meeting (SOM) considering that the stock-taking work on ANSSR cut across various fora in APEC. Japan also stressed the importance to involve other committees as ANSSR was an APEC-wide initiative and questioned whether the SOM had made efforts to involve other committees or groups in this initiative.    
61. With regard to the discussion at SOM, the Chair reported that he had raised the initiative at the first SOM meeting for 2012 and that SOM agreed to send it back to the EC so that the EC could have an action on it. The Chair informed the meeting that the EC Chair had consulted with CTI Chair and other committee chairs and found them comfortable with the EC finalizing the template, and would continue to cooperate with other committees in implementing the ANSSR.
62. Russia added that, although SOM had not endorsed the initiative, no economies had objected to the proposal. After then, the proposal was sent back to the EC colleagues and endorsed intersessionally by the EC. Russia also emphasized that it would be useful to endorse the template at MRT, in addition to Leaders’ Meeting, which could show the importance of ANSSR. 
63. The EC endorsed Russia’s proposal on ANSSR implementation, reporting and monitoring. The Chair commended Russia for its hard work. The Chair noted that the EC had a good measure to move forward with toward achieving the goals and looked forward to seeing all the economies’ responses under the new framework. 
Decision/Action Point

· Members endorsed Russia’s proposal and template on ANSSR implementation, reporting and monitoring.
Update on Micro-level workshop 

64.  Australia briefed the EC on its upcoming self-funded micro-level capacity building workshop to be held in Indonesia on 3-6 July for Asian economies. The workshop aimed to help economies progress the implementation of specific reform priorities and develop tailored projects for funding under the ANSSR sub-fund. The workshop consisted of three phases: (1) pre-workshop where economies were asked to determine their ANSSR priorities and develop draft APEC project concept notes; (2) actual workshop where economies would present their ANSSR priority problems along with  draft concept notes and engage with experts from the PSU, APEC Project Management Unit (PMU) and economies by receiving feedback on their concept notes; and (3) post-workshop where participants would receive ongoing supports from the experts to finalize their APEC concept notes for submission for funding from the ANSSR sub-fund.
65. The United States reported on its micro-level capacity building workshop to be held in Peru in early August, which would be focusing on Latin American economies and Russia, and structured in the same way as the workshop in Indonesia. The invitation and program outline had been recently circulated to members.
66. The economies that commented on the micro-level workshops, namely: Indonesia; Malaysia, Viet Nam; and Peru, all expressed their thanks to Australia and the United States for the very helpful capacity building project and innovative approach in conducting the training. Indonesia pointed out the difficulty in coordinating and managing the training and its different candidates when the experts from Australia tried to directly reach those candidates prior to the training. Malaysia commented that its ANSSR focal point ministry was working to identify suitable candidates and keep them updated and that such process could be more coordinated as the emails from the experts were sent to the ANSSR focal point, with a copy to all candidates. 
67. The Chair thanked Australia and the United States for the useful workshops and encouraged members to take advantage of the upcoming workshops.
Update on Macro-level workshop 

68. The United States updated EC on the macro-level workshop, which was originally planned to be held in Kazan in May 2012 but postponed until the first EC meeting for 2013 in order to have more time to develop agenda and ensure the quality of the program.  The United States stated that it would coordinate with Russia as well as other EC members to incorporate the Russian proposal on ANSSR Implementation, Reporting and Monitoring, and the outcome of regional workshops into the agenda. 
69. Japan noted that other international fora such as the OECD and G20 were working on structural reform under similar goals. In this regard, Japan suggested inviting the representatives and experts from the relevant international fora to the macro-level workshop, as was the case in a series of workshop held in 2011, so that the EC could combine the comparative advantages of their work and leverage it.
Development of Innovation Cooperation in APEC  
70. Russia presented its revised proposal to develop a measurement framework using innovation indicators that would reflect regional cooperation in the sphere of science, technology and innovation (STI) in the APEC region (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/025). The APEC innovation cooperation indicators might include gross expenditure on R&D, co-publications, intra-APEC patenting, intra-APEC technology trade and intra-regional high technology trade. Russia emphasized that data for index could be collected through open and reliable international databases and would not require additional efforts from economies. Russia stated that common innovation cooperation indicator would help members assess the impact on cooperation by APEC STI activities as well as trends, effects, strengths, weaknesses, and best practices within APEC STI cooperation. Russia added that, utilizing innovation indicators, APEC leaders could set goals for improvement of STI cooperation that would bring APEC work on innovation promotion on a qualitatively new level.
71. While acknowledging the importance of innovation, in particular under the 2012 priorities, as well as the merits of the proposal, members raised concerns over whether the EC was the right forum to address such a technical proposal, and the comparative advantage of APEC to undertake such a project. 
72. A number of members (Indonesia, Australia, Malaysia, Japan and the United States) suggested that Industrial Science and Technology Working Group (ISTWG) would be a more appropriate forum to discuss the proposal, as the ISTWG possessed relevant technical expertise which the EC did not have.
73.   Indonesia also queried what value the proposal could add, noting that ASEAN had undertaken a similar study on science and technology development. Australia and the United States pointed out that the proposal should build on existing work such as that of OECD, noting that the OECD had developed similar indicators.
74. Japan cautioned against establishing a single set of indicators to evaluate STI cooperation and utilizing it as a basis of goals set by Leaders, as it might not be wise to define only one commonly accepted standard.
75.  Russia responded that it viewed the EC as an appropriate forum since the EC dealt with EoDB indicators and innovation cooperation. Russia also explained that the proposed indicators focused on the innovation cooperation of APEC economies, while the OECD measured the development of innovation. In terms of right forum, Russia commented that the ISTWG was also a forum to discuss the proposal and that Russia intended to continue the discussion at ISTWG as well. 
76. The Chair expressed appreciation to Russia for its efforts to revise the proposal since the first EC Plenary Meeting. In concluding, the Chair noted that, while there was broad agreement on the importance of innovation and a high appraisal of the proposal, a wider view was that EC did not possess technical expertise to evaluate the proposal.  The EC decided not to take the proposal for consideration at this point at EC, noting that it had been also submitted to the ISTWG.     
Decision/Action Point

· Russia would submit the proposal to ISTWG for consideration and further discussion.
Overview of Activities across APEC Fora  

Committee on Trade and Investment (CTI) 

77.   Ms. Monica Contreras, CTI Chair, provided an update on the ongoing work in the CTI, including Bogor Goals, next generation trade and investment issues, environmental goods and services (EGS) and supply chains. On Bogor Goals, members had submitted their 2012 Individual Action Plans (IAPs) and the PSU prepared progress reports based on the IAPs, highlighting members’ main achievements and remaining areas for improvements, which would be discussed at SOM2. The CTI was also considering next trade and investment issues to be addressed in 2012 and hoped to agree on an issue for 2012 among the following: transparency in RTAs/FTAs; local content requirements; IPR issues in the digital environment; and trade in renewable and cleaning energy products. Concerning EGS, the CTI was working hard to develop an APEC list of environmental goods, in line with the mandate by APEC Leaders to reduce the tariffs of such goods to 5% or less by 2015. The CTI would hold an additional meeting in the last week of July to further advance the development of the list. The CTI was also working to achieve the APEC’s goal of 10% improvement in supply chain performance and developing many measures to address obstacles in the eight chokepoints identified by members. 
78. Indonesia sought elaboration on the progress in CTI’s work on regulatory coherence, such as regulatory convergence of medical products and APEC Regulatory Cooperation Process Advancement Mechanism (ARCAM), noting that CTI’s work on regulatory coherence could overlap with EC’s work.
79. The CTI Chair introduced the work of the Chemical Dialogue, Life Science Innovation Forum and Sub-Committee on Standards and Conformance in the area of regulatory coherence, explaining that those CTI sub-fora worked on specific sectoral regulatory issues while the EC considered holistic and integral matters. With regard to ARCAM, self-regulation in advertising was chosen as the topic to work on in 2012 and a dialogue on this issue might take place in October. CTI Chair stated that the CTI would share the outcome of the dialogue at EC1 2013 and also continue to collaborate with the EC on regulatory coherence issues.
APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC) 

80. Mr David Dodwell from ABAC made a presentation on the key outcomes from the Second ABAC Meeting (ABAC2) held in May 2012, as well as main agendas for its working groups. At ABAC2, ABAC members expressed their concerns on rising protectionism under protracted recession and supported Free Trade Agreement in Asia-Pacific (FTAAP) and TPP in the absence of progress in DDA negotiations. In this regard, ABAC created an “ABAC Friends of the TPP” and would hold its first meeting at the Third ABAC Meeting in July 2012. In order to develop a stronger long-term architecture to drive development of Asia’s capital markets, ABAC called for creation of an Asia-Pacific Financial Forum (APFF). The ABAC would submit the proposal to Senior Financial Officials Meeting in June 2012, with the aim of establishing it early in 2013. ABAC outlined the agendas of the following working groups (WGs): (1) Regional Economic Integration WG; (2) Finance and Economics WG; (3) Small, Medium and Micro Enterprises WG that worked on access to finance and ICT; (4) Sustainable Development WG; (5) Infrastructure Development WG;  and (6) Action Plan and Advocacy WG.
81. Chile sought elaboration on the proposed scope, structure and work of APFF. In response, ABAC explained that APFF would have a similar template to APEC Policy Partnership on Food Security and that ABAC members were preparing detailed working material at the moment and contact their own economies’ Senior Finance Officials to brief on the issue before the upcoming Senior Finance Officials’ Meeting in St. Petersburg.
82. The Chair welcomed even closer relationship between ABAC and EC and expressed appreciation for ABAC’s initiative on IFRS policy discussion. The Chair looked forward to similar prominent roles by ABAC members in future EC meetings so that the EC could better focus on the needs of the business community.   
Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC) 

83. Mr. Eduardo Pedrosa, Secretary General of PECC, briefed the EC on the outcome of its recent board meeting and its on-going work programs. At the board meeting held in April 2012, PECC elected co-chairs, one from Canada and the other from Indonesia. PECC also held a conference alongside the board meeting which focused on economic threats in the region, given that economic recovery still remained fragile under continued uncertainties including Eurozone crisis.  PECC was undertaking major review of PECC’s priorities by July 2012, noting the need for urgent structural reform in the region as they could not rely on export-driven growth in East Asia, and encouraged EC members to provide inputs. In this regard, PECC informed that it published a report on services trade together with Asian Development Bank Institute and highlighted the need for a very specific work on regulatory coherence as one of key recommendations. PECC was also working on its annual State of the Region report, which would include a survey to opinion leaders in July, and would appreciate EC members’ suggestions and views on the survey and report.
APEC Economic Trends Analysis Report  

84. Ms Le Quynh Thai, PSU, presented findings on the updated APEC Economic Trends Analysis Report (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/028, 028a). The report provided analysis on the recent economic performance and prospects of APEC economies including the impact of the Euro area crisis and changing oil prices. In 2011, the APEC region’s growth was affected by the intensification of the Euro area debt and banking crisis as well as a series of natural disasters that disrupted supply and production chains. As a result, APEC region had slower export and investment growth, which contributed to slower growth across APEC economies in 2011. In terms of prospects, although there were looming risks caused by Euro area crisis and oil price hikes, APEC region was expected to outperform the rest of the world in 2012 and 2013, with its GDP growth accelerating from 4.1% in 2011 to 4.3% in 2012. Overall, 2012 was set to be another challenging year for the global economy and the short-term economic outlook for APEC would continue to be influenced by global economic and financial development. On the positive side, ongoing problems in the Euro area and some other advanced economies could mean that APEC, with relatively better growth prospects than the rest of the world, could become an attractive destination for foreign investors. In this regard, the PSU emphasized the importance for APEC to improve the business environment in the region through regulatory reforms.
85. Members that commented on the report, namely: Indonesia; Japan; the United States; New Zealand; Hong Kong, China; and Peru, all appreciated the PSU for its effort in putting together economic prospects and risks focused on the APEC region, and mostly suggested working more on the issues and policy recommendations that were closely related to the work of EC. 
86. In detail, Indonesia sought policy recommendations from the PSU, particularly in relation to the structural reform work at the EC, noting that the region faced the following main problems: (1) external and internal imbalances were persisting; (2) the region was unable to find a new source for growth; and (3) the region was unable to find mechanism to avoid contagion of financial crisis.
87. PSU noted that investment was quite volatile in the region and suggested that EC could work more to enhance EoDB, which would contribute to more stable flow of investment into the region. In this regard, PSU introduced an example of Indonesia, where foreign direct investment surged in 2011, due to improvement of macro-economic environment. PSU added that the report would be also presented to SFOM in June to get their valuable inputs from financial aspects and reflect them into the revised report.
88. Japan posed a question to the EC Chair about how to plan to advise APEC leaders on macro and micro economic trends, noting that it was important for APEC leaders to share views on global and regional economic development trends and that EC was tasked with providing them with better understanding on such issue. In addition, Japan commented on the contents of the report that it should have focused more on implications for APEC agenda, including structural reform, and that there were imbalances in focuses or descriptions of each economy’s situation. On this note, Japan suggested that the EC could be involved more in the exercise, for example, by establishing a working group or holding a roundtable at EC meetings to discuss the report.
89.  The Chair noted the interplay between the EC and PSU that the PSU brought technical expertise and economic analysis ability while the EC could identify what areas to focus or further analyse, and welcomed any suggestions on more intensive interaction between the two and priorities for reporting.
90. The United States observed that an independent objective analysis by the PSU could provide an important context for structural reform and justify the efforts to avoid imposition of unnecessary regulations. The United States indicated its interest in exploring new issues by the PSU, which were more directly related to the EC work and could attempt to assess the impacts of reforms that the EC promoted. The United States also suggested that the PSU highlight the importance of good regulatory practice (GRP) in its briefing to SFOM, as GRP was increasingly important to address economic uncertainties.
91. The PSU responded that it would explore new issues that were more closely related to EC work, including impact analysis of regulatory reform. 
92. New Zealand expressed its support for the report as well as the submission of the report to SFOM. New Zealand noted that the policy recommendations that had been in the original report at EC1 were not included in the updated report and suggested that it would be useful to have policy recommendation for the work of EC.    
93. The PSU explained that the report was intended to be an update to the first report and thus included mainly significant and different information from the first report. In addition, the report, providing background on the APEC region, targeted a broad audience, including business community and international organizations. The PSU stated that it would fine tune the suggestions of the report based on EC members’ comments, and report more tailor-made recommendations at EC1 2013.
94. Hong Kong, China suggested that it would be useful to track the source of external trade growth of the region including the impact of developments in developed economies on external trade performance of the APEC regions, noting the recent argument that emerging markets got increasingly detached from developed economies. Hong Kong, China questioned on the impact of current economic situation, including Euro zone crisis, on the source of investment into the APEC region. Hong Kong, China added that it would provide some updated figures and correct data on investment growth and impact of oil hike on its economy.  
95. In response to the suggestion from Hong Kong, China, PSU drew members’ attention to another PSU report to be submitted to the MRT, i.e., Trade Monitoring Report, which focused on the trade and investment trends in the APEC region.  PSU also mentioned that it would like to further investigate the source of external trade and capital flows into the region in the next report. 
96. The Chair expressed appreciation to the PSU for its great work, which generated a lot of interests from members, and encouraged economies to intersessionally provide feedbacks on future areas for the EC to work with the PSU more closely.  
Decision/Action Point

· Members would suggest intersessionally the areas for the PSU to further work on.
· PSU would reflect members’ comments/suggestions in its updated report.
APEC Economic Policy Report (AEPR) Planning Session

AEPR 2012

97. The United States provided an update on the progress of AEPR 2012 on EoDB and future timelines. The deadline for the submission of individual economy reports (IERs) had already passed, 13 economies had submitted their IERs and another four (4) economies were to submit them in the next week. The United States urged the remaining economies to submit their IERs as soon as possible. Given the compressed schedule this year and thick volume of IERs with 12-20 pages per each economy, the United States suggested that an executive summary be submitted to the APEC Economic Leaders’ Meeting (AELM) in September and the complete version of the report would be uploaded onto the APEC website later, in order to ensure the quality of AEPR.
98. Mr Carlos Kuriyama from the PSU reported on the outline of AEPR 2012 on EoDB. The report would consist of three parts: (1) Part 1 Overview of APEC’s Progress in EoDB would analyse the overall collective progress by APEC between 2009 and 2011 based on World Bank’s Doing Business database and determine whether APEC reached the 5 percent improvement; (2) Part 2 Assessment of APEC’s Progress in Five EoDB Priority Areas would identify for each priority area in which indicators it made progress or not, and which one(s) influenced more in explaining the progress achieved so far, and also insert relevant examples from submitted IERs to illustrate the implementation of effective measures to achieve progress; and (3) IERs on EoDB Activities and Achievements, which would provide more details to make a comprehensive assessment of EoDB.
99. New Zealand supported the idea of printing an executive summary and receiving an electronic version of full report, which Indonesia also echoed. 
100. Hong Kong, China and New Zealand sought clarification on the process to review and comment on a draft report. Hong Kong, China stressed the need to have ample time to review a draft full report as well as an executive summary, given that the subject of the AEPR covered a number of departments and that relevant parts of the draft should be distributed to those different departments for their review.    
101. The United States responded that the reason that they were suggesting printing an executive summary for AELM rather than preparing and shipping a full report to Vladivostok was to provide sufficient time for members’ comments. The United States undertook to circulate a draft timeframe after the EC meeting, to make sure that members could have ample time for review and know what to expect along the timelines. 
102. In terms of the content, Indonesia suggested that high level commitment on improving EoDB should be reflected in the report, so that we would not be complacent about current achievements as we still have a lot of room for improvement.  
103. In conclusion, the Chair noted members’ support on submitting an executive summary to the AELM, with the complete version of the report being available online, given the tight timeline.    
Decision/Action Point

· EC members agreed to submit an executive summary to the AELM and receive an electronic version of the full report.
· The United States would put forth a timeframe for circulation of a draft report and an executive summary as well as submission of members’ comments.
AEPR 2013
104. Chinese Taipei briefed the EC on the preparation for AEPR 2013. After it was decided during EC1 that AEPR 2013 would be focused on Public Sector Governance, Chinese Taipei intersessionally circulated a survey on specific focus areas, through which members chose Promoting Fiscal Transparency and Public Accountability. According to the survey result, Chinese Taipei and 2013 APEC Host Economy, Indonesia, jointly developed a draft outline of the report (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/030), which would consist of: (1) Part 1 - Introduction and overview of APEC’s progress on promoting fiscal transparency and public accountability to be prepared by Chinese Taipei; (2) Part 2 – Key elements of fiscal transparency and public accountability to be prepared by Indonesia; and (3) Part 3 – Individual Economy Reports (IERs), which would be 5-8 pages per each economy. Chinese Taipei invited members to provide inputs and suggestions on the outline. 
105. Indonesia briefed the EC on its preparation for AEPR 2013, in particular on its plan on Part 2. With regard to the AEPR 2013 in general, Indonesia cautioned that it would be challenging to combine Part 1 and Part 2 and thus close coordination would be needed to harmonize those parts prepared by different economies. Concerning Part 2, Indonesia informed that Part 2 was in line with IMF manual on fiscal transparency, but with a slightly different approach that emphasized common elements and practices in APEC economies, which were reflected in sub-headings. In addition, economies would be asked to contribute some inputs and aspects that might not be captured in the kind of outlines that followed IMF manual, which included: political economy of fiscal reforms, sequencing and time scale of reforms, and justification for reforms.  
106. New Zealand sought clarification on whether Chinese Taipei intended the questions in IERs to be answered by one centralized agency such as budget and management office or wider range of agencies. New Zealand pointed out that the issue of transparency on expenditure went more widely than just budget management office.  The United States noted that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) would play a large role in responding to the questions in IERs but the AEPR was focused on transparency, which would involve other agencies as well.

107. Chinese Taipei responded that it envisaged that a single centralized agency responsible for budgetary reporting and decisions would answer the questions in IERs. However, Chinese Taipei indicated its willingness to broaden the scope so that other agencies could add information. Chinese Taipei welcomed any kind of suggestions and comments from members so that it could work on the template intersessionally and submit it to EC1 2013 for endorsement.

108. Hong Kong, China sought clarification on the title of public accountability, as it had much wider scope than budgetary process and could cover entire government. In addition, public accountability suggested not just how the government spent money but also what the government could deliver, i.e, the quality of government’s delivery. 

109. Chinese Taipei acknowledged that fiscal transparency was a necessary condition for public accountability, not a sufficient condition. The reason for choosing the title of “public accountability” was that budgets are the most important instrument in realizing public accountability. The questions would ask economies to link fiscal transparency and public accountability. 

110. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei for taking the leadership role for AEPR 2013 and Indonesia for its strong support. The Chair noted the emerging consensus on inter-agency coordination on the AEPR 2013 topics and encouraged members to intersessionally provide feedback to Chinese Taipei and Indonesia concerning the draft template, scope of the report and related agencies.  

Decision/Action Point

· EC members were to provide feedback on the draft structure of report and template of IER.
· Chinese Taipei and Indonesia were to submit revised structure of report and IER template to EC1 2013 for endorsement.   
AEPR 2014

111. The Chair invited members to put forward ideas for AEPR 2014 so that members could reflect on them for the next several months and agree on the topic at EC1 2013.

112. Indonesia suggested that ANSSR could be one of the topics for AEPR 2014. Indonesia added that, if EC chose ANSSR, members should have different approach on priority and explore whole areas of ANSSR rather than just their own priorities.

113. New Zealand indicated its preference to continue the past approach to take one of the five priority areas for structural reform, as the real strength of the EC lied in structural reform. In terms of rotation timing, New Zealand suggested that either competition policy and/or regulatory reform could be a topic for AEPR 2014. 

114. Chinese Taipei proposed that the EC could choose a topic from competition policy combined with regulatory reform in 2014, subsequently a topic from corporate law and governance in 2015 and ANSSR in 2016 as it would be useful to have comprehensive report on ANSSR to check the progress through 2015. Chinese Taipei also recalled that the EC had worked together with OECD on APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform in 2006 and Australia had also submitted a document to combine competition policy with RIA and GRP. In this regard, Chinese Taipei suggested that the EC could combine these topics if the EC chose an issue on competition policy combined with regulatory reform.  

115.  Hong Kong, China suggested GRP and RIA as good areas for AEPR 2014, noting that the EC had surveys on GRP to identify concerns and areas for future focus, which could be a good basis for an AEPR, and that RIA was also an important area, which would be helpful for government to use for its reforms. Indonesia supported the suggestion from Hong Kong, China on GRP, but cautioned against stressing competition policy and regulatory reform aspects suggested by Chinese Taipei. 

116. The Chair noted active participation of members on future AEPR topics and encouraged members and FotC Chairs to intersessionally reflect on the very good worthwhile topics proposed at the meeting so that the EC could settle the focus area for AEPR 2014 at EC1 2013.

Decision/Action Point

· EC members and FotC Chairs to intersessionally consider a topic for AEPR 2014 with the aim of selecting it at EC1 2013. 
EC Chair and Vice-Chair Elections 

117. The EC Interim Chair informed members of the nomination process that had taken place after the reassignment of his predecessor and previous EC Chair, Mr Louis L. Bono.  EC members had been invited to nominate a candidate for a new EC Chair and one nomination was received, which was Mr Raymond F. Greene, the current EC Interim Chair himself. The Interim Chair drew members’ attention to his letter that described his thoughts on EC work plan (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/031) and opened the floor for members’ comments.   
118. Chile sought elaboration on the view and plan of the Chair, in particular, regarding the phrase in his letter that “the EC should continue to lead the harmonization of policies and practices within borders.” The Chair noted that the EC was more focused on within border issues, i.e., internal reforms such as EoDB and good regulatory practices, whereas the CTI was focused on across the border issues.  The Chair stated that he planned to steer the EC to continue its work in those focused areas and also work with other fora, such as CTI and ABAC, to avoid duplication and add more value to the work of APEC.
119. EC members unanimously endorsed the nominee for Chair, Mr. Raymond F. Greene from the United States as the EC Chair for 2012-2013. In their remarks, members appreciated the willingness of the United States to put forward a nominee for the important work of EC and looked forward to working closely with the new Chair to improve EC work on structural reform for the next coming years.
120. With regard to the Vice Chair position, the Chair informed that the invitation to nominate a candidate for a Vice Chair position had been sent out, as the term of current Vice Chair, Mr Rory McLeod from New Zealand, would expire at the end of 2012. The EC did not receive any nomination from members but received a kind offer from Mr McLeod to extend his term for an additional year. The Chair appreciated Mr McLeod’s willingness to continue to serve as Vice Chair, which would tremendously help the EC during the transition period of EC Chairmanship, and opened the floor for members’ comments on his extension.    
121. EC members unanimously endorsed Mr McLeod’s extension for an additional year (2013) as Vice Chair. In particular, members expressed their appreciation for the valuable contributions that Mr McLeod had made in the EC and FoTCs for the past several years as well as his willingness to serve for another year. 
122. Mr McLeod expressed his thanks for members’ support and looked forward to working closely with members, the new EC Chair and Indonesia as the 2013 APEC host.
123. The Chair appreciated members for their inputs in the election. He also reminded members that leadership positions would be available again by the end of 2013 and encouraged members to consider intersessionally how their economies could contribute to the leadership positions for the next term.
Decision/Action Point

· EC members elected the nominee for Chair, Mr Raymond F. Greene from the United States as the EC Chair for 2012-2013.
· EC members endorsed Mr Rory McLeod’s extension for an additional year (2013) as Vice Chair.
Good Regulatory Practices (GRP)

GRP Roundtable – Updates from Economies

124. The United States provided an update on its two recent developments in the area of GRP. President Obama recently signed two executive orders: (1) Promoting International Regulatory Cooperation on May 1; and (2) Identifying and Reducing Regulatory Burdens on May 10. The former sought to reduce unnecessary differences in regulatory requirements between the United States and its trading partners. In specific, it called for, among other things: (1) an existing inter-agency working group to serve as a forum to discuss ways in which domestic regulators could consider the international trade and investment effects of regulation; (2) agencies to consider the approaches of partner economies with which the United States had ongoing regulatory cooperation council work plan, when issuing  regulations; and (3) agencies to describe their international regulatory cooperation activities that were reasonably anticipated to lead to significant regulations in their annual regulatory plan so that stakeholders outside of the United States could take advantage of various opportunities to provide their comments in the process. The latter, Identifying and Reducing Regulatory Burdens, formalized the existing retrospective review of regulation. Over the previous year, agencies had been consulting with the public to identify existing regulations in need of reform, which resulted in the identification of 500 specific regulatory reform proposals. The United States emphasized the important role played by the public in developing these retrospective plans.
125. Russia introduced its special decree that was recently signed. The decree provided special measures to evaluate public governance, RIA and public consultation, among others, and all state bodies had begun to apply them.
126. Malaysia updated the EC on its GRP initiatives. Malaysia needed to finalize the GRP mechanism for improving process and quality of developing new business regulations and was currently conducting consultations as well as outreach activities to ensure stakeholders could have better understanding on GRP. Malaysia was also working closely with OECD experts on RIA and Australia on capacity building. 
127. Indonesia briefed the EC on its efforts on GRP. Indonesia had disseminated the concept of GRP to related agencies by conducting discussions and internal workshops. The most important problem that Indonesia had in its regulatory process practices was RIA. In this regard, Indonesia had the review of regulatory reform by OECD in April 2012. The review found that Indonesia needed to work more on the areas of RIA, public consultation, and an institution that manages existing and future regulation. On public consultation, although Indonesia was undertaking public consultation, there was no detailed mechanism in place and mostly it was conducted in one-way communication from the government, rather than two-way communications. With regard to RIA, Indonesia highlighted its notable progress in developing implementing regulations for Law No. 20 on Formation of Law and Regulation. The draft implementing regulations put RIA and public consultation mechanism into place.  Indonesia offered to share the summary of its OECD review at the next EC meeting and expressed its hope to have assistance from member economies on those areas that needed improvement according to the OECD review.  

128. United States appreciated Indonesia’s willingness to brief the EC on the results of its OECD review and emphasized that OECD review was an extremely valuable exercise and that sharing such experience would be of great interest and benefit to all the members.
129. Chinese Taipei expressed its thanks to Australia and New Zealand for a capacity building program organized by them in August and hoped that it could be a good opportunity to exchange experience in GRP.
130. Chile introduced its Financial Stability Council which was created to improve internal coordination within agencies involved in financial work. Chile noted that the creation of such council had been very fruitful, enabling much better coordination and quick response to financial crisis. 
131. Peru updated the EC on its initiative to incorporate RIA into its legislative efforts. Peru made some guidelines for 2008-2009 to improve their regulation process and was pushing for the introduction of RIA this year, by incorporating RIA into its competitiveness agenda for 2012-2013 and launching pilot projects. In this regard, Peru appreciated a capacity building workshop on RIA organized by Australia and New Zealand and hoped that other economies could also share their experiences on how to implement those efforts.
132. Commending the impressive work that had been already done internally, the Chair noted that several economies such as the United States, Indonesia and Russia had presidential direction to their agencies to make GRP a priority, which would be of great help to make progress in the work of GRP.  
GRP Survey Results

133. The United States briefed the EC on the results of survey on the key challenges to GRP implementation (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/032), which was completed intersessionally by 14 economies. Among 10 key implementation steps, the following five implementation steps were identified as the most difficult: (1) developing and communicating regulatory policy goals and strategies; (2) adopting a whole-of-governments approach that considers regulatory issues in an integrated manner; (3) adopting an ex ante impact assessment; (4) estimating economic, social, and environmental impacts in quantitative and monetized terms; and (5) engaging all stakeholders during the rulemaking processes. The United States added that the purpose of the survey was to identify new areas of capacity building and invited members’ comments on additional capacity building areas. As a next step, the United States also proposed that it would work with TATF and intersessionally circulate a list of areas for capacity building, taking into account the survey results and members’ comments.
134. Indonesia suggested that, in addition to the RIA training offered by Australia, the United States could prepare guideline for public consultation, which could start the discussion and be later adopted by the EC.
135. The United States responded that it would prepare some material to describe its approach on public consultation and intersessionally circulate it to members through the Secretariat.
136. The Chair suggested that the EC have discussion at the next meeting, based on the document on public consultation to be circulated by the United States.   

137. New Zealand noted that the five difficult steps could be grouped into two areas: (1) areas of process, coordination or communication type, which included the first, second and fifth steps in paragraph 133; and (2) areas of estimation of effects of regulation, which covered the third and fourth steps. New Zealand indicated its particular interest in another important issue that was not covered in the survey results, i.e., ex post assessment of regulation, noting that it would be useful to see whether regulation actually had the impact and met the policy goal that was intended for.
138. The United States commented that the retrospective review initiative was one attempt to tackle the issue of ex post analysis and expressed its interest in exploring the issue further.
139. Chinese Taipei queried how big the stock of existing regulations was, given that 500 laws had been identified during the retrospective review exercise, and also how the OMB conveyed its experience and expertise to local governments.
140. The United States responded that the Code of Federal Regulations was quite extensive, although it did not have numbers for existing regulations. What was more noteworthy was the attempt to change the culture of regulatory agencies so that they were engaging the public in a review of existing regulations on a regular basis.  With regard to the question on guiding local governments, the United States stated that, under the US Constitution, there was no role for the OMB to formally or officially engage state governments on those issues, but that many state governments implemented processes similar to those of federal government. 
141. Russia supported New Zealand’s comments on ex ante and ex post assessments and expressed its interest in exploring the issue of ex post assessment which could monitor the results of regulation and check whether the regulation had achieved its intended purposes.
142. Hong Kong, China expressed its interest in RIA and queried whether it would be possible for the United States to share its experience in conducting RIA. It also posed questions on different methods for different types of regulations, and key indicators and parameters to measure assessment. Hong Kong, China also indicated its keen interest in ex-post assessment. In terms of method of experience sharing, Hong Kong, China suggested that case studies would be particularly useful to demonstrate how to apply principles. 
143. Indonesia supported the suggestion from Hong Kong, China. Noting some comments from its various agencies that implementing RIA was costly, Indonesia suggested that the EC hold a policy dialogue or workshop on changing the culture of regulation, as it would be important to change regulation culture before implementing RIA, particularly for developing economies.
144. In response to the query from Hong Kong, China, the United States mentioned that various techniques were used, depending on the type of regulation to be analysed, as RIA was a broad framework that encompassed any number of specific methodologies, including cost benefit analysis and cost effectiveness analysis. The US expressed its willingness to share its guidance to agencies with respect to RIA and have a workshop, in addition to the two-day workshop on RIA held at SOM1 2012, if members were interested. With respect to ex post assessment, the US expressed its willingness to share its experience after it had a better sense of the effects of the retrospective review initiative, after a sufficient period of implementation. 
145. The Chair requested the United States to circulate a paper intersessionally proposing next steps on capacity building activities on GRP, based on survey results and members’ comments.  
Decision/Action Point

· The United States to intersessionally circulate a paper on next steps for EC members’ comments.
Enhancing Regulatory Impact Analysis within APEC

146. Australia updated the EC on its implementation of the project Enhancing Regulatory Impact Analysis within APEC. Australia was scheduling targeted capacity building training sessions for interested economies throughout 2012: for Russia at EC1 2012; for Viet Nam, the Philippines and Thailand in July; for China, Hong Kong, China and Chinese Taipei in August; for Peru and Chile in August; and for Malaysia, Indonesia and Papua New Guinea with the dates to be decided. The advantage in holding a workshop in each economy was to attract a wider range of regulatory officials, together with business people, academics and other interested stakeholders and to be able to tailor each agenda to the specific needs of each economy. Given the logistical complexity of this method, Australia asked for members’ cooperation in scheduling the workshops.
147. Indonesia thanked Australia for preparing and conducting tailor-made trainings based on every economy’s needs and asked for their suggestion on whether participants from a certain agency should attend or participants from several agencies could attend it. Australia responded either way would be fine but they should be able to decide and adjust the agenda accordingly in advance.
148. Russia thanked Australia for the workshop held for Russian officials at EC1 2012 and noted that the workshop had received positive feedback.
149. The Chair encouraged members to intersessionally respond to Australia on the schedule of workshops. 
Decision/Action Point

· EC members participating in RIA workshop were to respond to Australia on the workshop schedule.
Good Regulatory Practices: Online Database

150. Russia briefed members on their proposal on Online Database for Good Regulatory Practices (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/034, 034a). Russia in cooperation with the OECD proposed to design and support a special web database containing all relevant information about good regulatory practices. The OECD would provide its expertise, tools, materials and guidelines while APEC economies would contribute their expertise, models and up-do-date information on key issues of GRP.  Russia highlighted that this database would allow members to better address challenges that they would meet while implementing GRP by providing them up-do-date information on key issues on GRP and to shape concrete next steps each economy could take towards their most effective regulatory model. Russia noted that the comments that it had received from members so far were mainly on funding issue and explained that it would apply for APEC funds for creating and designing online resources and then expected the database to be supported by APEC, host economy and OECD. Member economies were also welcome to upload their information on voluntary basis.
151. While acknowledged the usefulness of this proposal, Indonesia suggested that the project could utilize the information that the OECD already had on the regulatory reform of member economies as well as non-member economies that were subject to OECD review, rather than directly jumping into members to get information.
152. The United States noted the tremendous job that the OECD did in working with APEC to develop and finalize the APEC-OECD Integrated Checklist on Regulatory Reform, and welcomed the new opportunity to involve the OECD in this GRP project.  The United States also noted the interests of economies in GRP across APEC and the potential of the proposed database to be a clearing house for GRP information. The United States indicated its willingness to share its experience on this area. Moving forward, however, the United States emphasized the need to make sure that the database would add value from an APEC perspective and not duplicate any other efforts.  In this regard, the United States suggested that needs assessment be conducted so that APEC members could indicate how the database would be most useful to them.      
153. New Zealand supported the proposal from Russia, noting that the availability of database would be an effective means of supporting GRP work. New Zealand also agreed with the suggestion from the United States on conducting a needs assessment first on the information economies were interested in.
154. Japan sought clarification on the state of discussion at the Sub-Committee on Standards and Conformance (SCSC) where this proposal had been already discussed. Japan echoed other members’ views on the need to make best use of existing resources of other international organizations, rather than duplicating the discussion at EC.
155. Australia echoed other colleagues in supporting the proposal. Australia was pleased that the idea on proposal had been developed from the workshop on RIA and looked forward to its contribution to the website.
156. Malaysia supported the proposal, noting that the database could help development of GRP which could improve the quality of regulation. Introducing that Malaysia was working closely with OECD experts in developing its RIA manual, Malaysia pointed out the need to avoid duplication with the work of other international organizations or members.  
157. Singapore also supported the proposal and commented that the database could be a very good information sharing tool for economies to share best practices on GRP and maybe could include case studies that were discussed at the EC.
158. Chinese Taipei expressed its support and noted that the proposal could build GRP cloud of APEC in the digital economy and also incorporate Australia’s initiative to make it as a capacity building tool.
159. Welcoming the proposal, Korea noted that it had already a similar website by the Korean Regulatory Council and suggested an idea to link homepages of each economy’s similar website.
160.  Chile sought clarification on implementation, in particular, on how the participation of OECD would proceed or who would choose good regulatory practices. Chile looked forward to more elaborated proposal in the forthcoming months.
161. Russia thanked members for their support and undertook to consider and include those comments in the database work. Regarding Chile’s question on the work with the OECD, Russia responded that they needed to discuss it in the coming weeks or months.
162. The Chair thanked Russia for the interesting proposal. The Chair noted that, while members expressed their strong interest in the proposal, they sought further clarification on a couple of issues, including state of discussion at SCSC, and also suggested a needs assessment. In summary, the Chair proposed that Russia share their thoughts on members’ comments and also inform the EC of the outcome of their discussion at SCSC so that the EC could intetersessnally discuss next steps. Members agreed on the direction proposed by the Chair.
Decision/Action Point

· Russia was to consider members’ comments in its proposal on GRP Online Database and also inform the EC of the outcome of its discussion in SCSC.
· Members were to intersessionally discuss next steps based on Russia’s follow-up actions.
Non-Discriminatory Access to Air, Sea and Ground Transportation Infrastructure Access 
163. Russia presented its proposal on Non-Discriminatory Access to Air, Sea and Ground Transportation Infrastructure Access (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/035). Russia thanked members for their comments to the proposal which had been circulated intersessionally and tried to address the comments received so far. The objective of the initiative was to analyse the problems of competition development in the transport infrastructure of APEC economies, including ensuring non-discriminatory access to the infrastructure. The problems would be analysed by examining typical cases of competition violation, including restrictions of access to the infrastructure and abuse of dominant position. Understanding the nature of such restriction and regulatory condition would contribute to promotion of competition in airport and seaport and facilitate the trade in the region. Russia also introduced its own efforts and newly-developed rule of non-discriminatory access to the services of natural monopolies operating in different transportation sectors.  Russia suggested that APEC economies exchange their best practices in this field.  If the general idea of the proposal was supported by the EC, Russia would continue to work on the proposal, submit a fully developed proposal and go through the procedures at CPLG and BMC. In terms of ways to realize the proposal, Russia suggested various ideas, which included accumulating best practices, holding a special meeting where experts could discuss and come up with suggestions, or introducing a special item into the agenda of CPLG to have a small roundtable. 
164. The United States expressed concerns that some terms were not defined in the proposal, including non-discriminatory access to air, sea and ground transportation and equal access to the infrastructure, as well as the broad scope of the proposal. Commenting that the proposal seemed to adopt a uniform approach to the provision of access to several types of transportation infrastructure, the United States noted its difficulty in supporting such an approach under its law, as each sector of transportation presented different issues. The United States also sought clarification on whether the CPLG had considered the proposal.
165. New Zealand stated that it needed more detail to provide substantive response and posed questions on the context of the problem and relevant fora. If Russia was seeking to address the problem in competition context, the CPLG would be a relevant forum and if competition was not the primary issue, given that the issues pertaining to each of the sectors were very different, the proposal might be better considered by Transportation Working Group (TPTWG). New Zealand also pointed out that APEC held a major seminar in the area of competition issue in transportation sector several years ago, which would be useful for the proposal to build on. 
166. Japan noted that there were many unknowns in the proposal and key terms needed to be clarified. Japan added that it would be appropriate to settle an appropriate forum within the APEC first, before going forward.

167. CPLG Convenor sought clarification on Russia’s comments on CPLG work and the proposal, noting that CPLG had not discussed those matters focused on port regulations. CPLG Convenor proposed that Russia go through a proper procedure within the CPLG first, if Russia intended to take a formal CPLG project. 

168. Malaysia expressed the need for more time to consult with relevant ministries as the proposal cut across air, sea and ground transportation and also the suggestion that the proposal would be better discussed at the TPTWG.

169. Russia appreciated members’ comments and undertook to intersessionally consider them. With regard to the process at CPLG, Russia responded that the proposal had not been considered by the CPLG. Russia added that it would also consider proposing it to the TPTWG.  Russia would welcome members’ further comments intersessionally in order to continue to improve the proposal.
170. The Chair noted that members had questions on the proposal, in terms of both contents and procedures, and looked forward to continuing the discussion intersessionally.
Other Business  
171. The Chair informed that an executive summary report would be prepared for SOM and circulated for EC members’ comments the next day, and that a longer report would be drafted and circulated by the Secretariat later.  


Classification of Documents

172. EC members accepted the EC2 document classification list (document no. 2012/SOM2/EC/ 000). 
Chair’s Closing Remarks

173. The Chair thanked members for the great work for the previous two days, and observers and guests for their willingness to attend the EC and discuss key issues and concerns to the EC, which the EC valued very much.  The Chair also appreciated Russia’s warm hospitality and tremendous work done in terms of both substance and logistics. The Chair looked forward to working with members intersessionally and with Indonesia on next years’ EC agenda, and welcomed any thoughts on next year’s agenda.
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