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1. Introduction
The first IEG meeting for 2012 was held on 11-12 February 2012 in Moscow, the Russian Federation. The meeting was chaired by the IEG Convenor, Toru Shimizu, and attended by approximately 40 representatives from 17 member economies and representatives from ABAC and UNCTAD, and from Colombia and Costa Rica, both of which are IEG’s official guests.  The APEC Secretariat’s Program Directors for IEG, PSU and PMU also attended.

2. Opening Remarks by APEC IEG Convenor

The IEG Convenor Mr Shimizu welcomed the delegates and the IEG guests, Colombia and Costa Rica, and sought cooperation for an effective meeting. 

3. Business Arrangements

Russia briefed the Group on the business arrangements.

4. Adoption of Agenda (2012/SOM1/IEG/001).
The group adopted the Draft agenda. The delegates agreed to the business arrangements and the meeting schedule proposed by the Convenor. 

5. APEC 2012 priorities and expected outcomes from CTI and sub-fora for 2012

- A brief remarks about 2012 priorities presented by Russia

Russia as host economy introduced their three initiatives within the framework of IEG, aiming at producing a road map/good practice as a final document by IEG3. These initiatives introduced later in the agenda are the following: 1) Reducing Barriers for High-Tech Investment; 2) Engagement of Highly Qualified Personnel as an Important Factor of Improving the Investment Climate in APEC Economies; and 3) Mechanism for Prompt Consideration of Investors’ Complaints (Ombudsman) to Improve the Investment Climate. Russia requested active discussion from the members.

- CTI Chair’s briefing on its priorities and expected outcomes for 2012 and IEG’s contribution. 

Ms. Monica Contreras, CTI Chair, briefed the group on the main outcomes of APEC US 2011, and expected good outcomes for 2012 and IEG’s contribution for that (2012/SOM1/IEG/023).
6. Reports on Activities and Developments since the last IEG Meeting, held in San Francisco on 18 September 2011

(a)   IEG Convenor’s Report

The Convenor made a brief report on the IEG and investment-related activities since the IEG3 held in September 2011 (2012/SOM1/IEG/003). The Convenor highlighted that the Investment Facilitation Action Plan (IFAP) and Non-Binding Investment Principles (NBIPs) were endorsed by the Ministers in Honolulu. The group endorsed the Chair’s Summary Report of IEG3 2011, which was reviewed intersessionally (2012/SOM1/IEG/002).

(b)   APEC Secretariat Report

The APEC Secretariat reported on APEC-wide developments relevant to the IEG discussion and reported on the result of the project session1 (2012/SOM1/IEG/004). 
7. IEG Projects
Advanced Principles & Practices for more Predictability & Stability – Analytical Studies on Practices and Capacity Building  

(a)   Reports on Completed 2011/2012 Projects

- Core Elements Project- Moving beyond phase III – Activity 1 Study on Core Elements of IIAs in domestic investment frameworks (CTI 28/10T)
The United States reported to the group that the final report was published in December 2011, and has been uploaded in the AIMP website.

- Core Elements Project- Moving beyond phase III – Activity 4 Study on Transparency in IIAs (CTI 30/10T)
Japan briefed the group on the output of the project, referring to three components of the report: 1) a concept of transparency in the context of International Investment Agreement (IIA); 2) a review of current Bilateral Investment Treaty (BIT) with regard to the transparency issues; 3) an analysis of the intersection of transparency obligations with other related issues, IIA, and especially ISDS. 
- Workshop on Best Practices in Investment Policy Formulation in the APEC Region (CTI 12/11T)
Russia appreciated the members’ participation to the two-day capacity development workshop on Investment Policy Formulation in the APEC Region, held in Moscow in November 2011. Russia reported that the workshop had participants from 16 economies, especially a very good level of participation by economists, and that the goal of the workshop was achieved by exchanging best practices of investment policy approaches. 
UNCTAD noted that the workshop was very fruitful with all participants actively exchanging their views.

(b)   Reports on Ongoing 2011/2012 Projects

- Core Elements Project- Moving beyond phase III – Activity 2 A Handbook for Negotiators (CTI 15/2010T)
Mexico reported to the group that the Handbook for Negotiators of IIAs was in its finalization stage and that the project has been extended until June 2012. The report will incorporate useful comments made by participants during the seminar for negotiators in Chile in April 2011. The group was informed that the draft is expected to be circulated by the end of April 2012, and that the group will be invited for further comments.
UNCTAD noted that additional time had been requested to complete the report in order to ensure that the handbook will be comprehensive and precise. The group was informed that the handbook will have two versions: paper and electronic. The electronic version has additional value in that it will provide articles on agreements by choosing the policy option. 
Peru thanked Mexico and UNCTAD and asked about the timetable for finalizing the report and the differences between paper and electronic version of the handbook. Mexico answered that a draft handbook would be ready before April and would be finalized thereafter, and that the project would be completed before June 2012. UNCTAD noted that the contents of the paper and electronic versions did not have any differences.  

- Handbook on Dispute Prevention Strategies
The United States briefed the group on the background and progress of the project. As a result of the workshop on dispute prevention strategy held in June 2010, participants recommended to have a handbook on the outcomes of the workshop, including case studies of investment dispute prevention. The project started last year and is now at the stage of finding the consultant to undertake the work by IEG2. The group was informed that the handbook will be ready by the end of this year.  
The United States noted that the number of case studies will be based on the workshop in 2010, but encouraged IEG members to share their good examples. Mexico appreciated the US’s efforts and offered to share their experience. 

Peru commented that the handbook would be very useful not only for practitioners, but also for students of law schools. 
The Convenor recalled the presentation which provided a good example of dispute prevention made by Viet Nam at CTI in Sapporo in 2009. The case involved a joint committee where business and government organizations sat in one table and dealt with the investment facilitation. The Convenor also encouraged economies for their inputs to the handbook. 
Russia noted that the exampled presented by the Convenor was similar to the investment Ombudsman that Russia has a good experience to share with. 

8. IEG Projects
Facilitation for Better Business Environment 
(a)   IFAP Progress and discussion 
Australia presented the IFAP discussion paper for the group’s consideration, which related to deciding which of the remaining IFAP priority themes would be addressed over the next 2 years and reviewing the arrangements for maintaining the IFAP (2012/SOM1/IEG/007). 
Japan thanked Australia for drafting the discussion paper and requested clarifications on the attachments E of the discussion paper, and on the future involvement of Policy Support Unit (PSU). Japan suggested taking up “5. Build constructive stakeholder relationships” and “8. Enhance international cooperation” in the priorities for the next two years and proposed resolving the Steering Group (SG) as IFAP work should be done by all member economies. The United States supported Japan’s suggestion, while noting the achievements of a small group like the SG at the early stage of IFAP for its quick responses and decision. 
The United States noted that the IFAP priority areas that IEG has been working on were good, and suggested that the group review the areas to find any specific areas that economies have an interest to develop or to add to, or areas that already has enough work and should not be a priority. The United States further proposed that the group invite the business community to be involved in the IFAP review process in the next two years to gather their views about whether the IFAP priority areas reflect their own priority areas.
China thanked Australia and noted whether the IEG should pay attention to all five remaining priority areas to cover, or should pick up one or two area to come up with a detailed action list. China suggested that the PSU can extend support in outlining what kind of collective actions could be measured to show an APEC economy’s progress in implementation, and also for PSU to focus on dynamic data rather than statistical data in order to reflect the progress that economies will make. China also suggested clarifying the Terms of Reference (ToR) of the SG, as well as the timetable of IFAP review process. 
Indonesia thanked Australia and suggested to include “5. Build constructive stakeholder relationships” in the priorities for the next two years, as it is relevant to the Non-Binding Investment Principles (NBIPs) endorsed by IEG last year.
Australia responded to Japan that the attachment E of the discussion paper could be ignored. With regard to the SG, Australia noted that although the SG used to be an efficient way for decision making, in practice all IFAP papers circulated to all member economies, thus the IFAP discussions would not be exclusive for the SG. Regarding the role of PSU, Australia considered PSU as a suitable party for demonstrating IFAP progress, and suggested discussions as to how PSU can be further engaged. The PSU Director expressed willingness to work with IEG on the IFAP and explained the PSU process. 
The United States reaffirmed what had been endorsed last year, and pointed out that the IEG needs a person who can facilitate dealing the formats to member economies and who will submit it to the CTI and ABAC. The United States noted its understanding of the role of PSU as collecting all information and consolidating it into the form, thereby adding some analytical value in it. The Convenor also mentioned that the IEG needs a facilitator among the members in order to deal with the format of actions taken by the members. 
Australia suggested that the group seek a feedback from ABAC and their priorities and action items. Australia requested the group to send their thoughts and proposals in writing to assist Australia in tabling it at the next meeting.
The Convenor noted the relevance of involving business stakeholders to the future course of IFAP, and invited the group to send comments to Australia and the Convenor’s office. The group was invited to discuss this further at IEG2 in Singapore. 

(b)   Public-Private Dialogue

The Convenor briefed the group on the background of Public Private Dialogue (PPD), and noted that the first IEG PPD was held in Washington D.C, in 2011, and that the second dialogue has not yet been scheduled. The Convenor invited the group to discuss the future course of PPD.
Japan suggested two ideas as the next steps for PPD, noting the importance of a continuation of this dialogue. The first idea is about a framework of PPD, in which the host economy would take the initiative by submitting Concept Note to the Secretariat in order to apply for APEC fund and secure the budget for hosting the workshop. Another idea is about the way to choose dialogue topics. Japan suggested having dialogue topics from both government and private sector like ABAC. 
Indonesia as host economy in 2013 supported Japan’s idea to host the PPD and requested the group’s assistance. 
The United States shared its experience on hosting PPD together with Japan in 2011 and emphasized the importance of obtaining support from other economies. In the case of the United States, besides the member economy’s support in identifying speakers, the business community played an important role by making suggestions on the agenda.
The Convenor appreciated the group’s inputs and requested Japan to submit their concept in written form to crystallize the idea and to circulate it intersessionally for the discussion at IEG2 in Singapore. 

 (c)   Public-Private Partnership in APEC Region 
Russia briefed the group on the self-funded seminar on Public-Private Partnership to be held at IEG3 in Kazan, Russia in May 2012 (2012/SOM1/IEG/008). The group endorsed the proposed project. The Russia explained that speakers would be from financial institutions, consultants and regional governments of Russia, and encouraged member economies to share their experiences with PPP at the seminar. 
China thanked Russia and expressed its support. China suggested creating a synergy with the Transportation Working Group (TWG), by having a recommendation of speakers from TWG.
Japan appreciated Russia’s initiative and asked about the fund for speakers if economies would like to send speakers to the seminar. Russia responded to Japan that the seminar was self-funded and Russia could cover the costs only for Russian speakers. The Convenor suggested that the member economies which are interested in sending speaker to the seminar try to obtain funds for it. 
Peru expressed its willingness to share their experiences at the seminar. 

9. IEG Projects
Promotion for More Investment Opportunities
(a)   Reports on Completed 2011/2012 Projects

-  Filling the Infrastructure gaps in APEC developing economies (CTI 11/2009A) 
Viet Nam reported on the completion of the report on Filling the Infrastructure Gaps in APEC developing economies which was available on the AIMP. Viet Nam also reported on the outcomes of the two-day seminar held in Hanoi in December 2011, which had more than 60 participants from government, business community, international organizations, and also the current and a former Convenors. 
Japan thanked Viet Nam, and expressed its view, that referring to the ABAC letter to the Convenor, IEG had met the ABAC’s request for IEG to take up the theme of Investment in infrastructure by implementing many projects, like this seminar, in that area last year. Japan also emphasized the importance of the face to face dialogue with the private sector. 
The Convenor shared his experience in the Vietnamese Business Forum in Hanoi in December 2011 where he witnessed the dialogue attended by the Minister of Development and Investment of Viet Nam, Viet Nam Chamber of Commerce, and international as well as local business groups, and noted that such an interactive process between the public and private sectors should be expanded in the APEC region.  

(b)   Reports on Ongoing 2011/2012 Projects
- Seminar on Successful Cases of Renewable and Clean Energy Investment in APEC (S CTI 34 11T)
China briefed the group on the purpose of the workshop, which is mainly expanding economies’ interests on RCE in order to increase cross border investment by sharing experiences. China reminded the group to submit successful cases of RCE by email from members intersessionally. China explained that among those that submitted cases, three or four cases would be selected and shared at the seminar to be held in China in June 2012. Japan expressed its possible contribution on best practices to this project. 

10. Projects led by other fora related to the IEG activities
- SME Working Group Project “Best Practice Guide: Improving business regulation in APEC member economies, based on knowledge shared from the Ease of Doing Business/Private Sector Development Workshops series.” (SMEWG01/2010T)
New Zealand informed the group that the project report would be made at IEG2 in Singapore in March 2012.

11. Discussion on IEG New Project Proposals for 2012
 - Activity Concept Form for Public Sector Linkages Program

Australia briefed the group on the self-funded project, Activity Concept Form for Public Sector Linkages Program to be conducted by the Australia APEC Study Centre, noting the planned four-day training program in Melbourne which would be based on the Train the Trainer material created by the International Finance Cooperation and the World Bank (2012/SOM1/IEG/021). 

-  Project Management Updates

The APEC Secretariat PMU briefed on overall Project developments focusing on Multi-Year Projects, introducing examples from other fora and the CNs/Proposal submission schedule especially for IEG (2012/SOM1/IEG/015, 016 and 017). 

- Development of APEC Guide to Investment Regimes E-Portal and electronic publication (CTI 01/2009)
The Secretariat briefed the group on the discussion on E-portal at IEG3 in San Francisco and demonstrated the Investment Regimes E-Portal website (2012/SOM1/IEG/009). 
The United States asked the Secretariat if the changes made by economies in the E-Portal could be shown on the public website. The Secretariat clarified that the E-Portal site is viewable only by IEG members. The Unites States noted the usefulness of upgrading the database to enable public access and to give it the function of an online database. Australia echoed the United States position and suggested that the database be updatable by the member economies at any time, so that the public would have access to fresh information. The Secretariat suggested that a new project be proposed by the members in order to address the points made by the United States and Australia. 
The Convenor, reminding that there had been no proposal intersessionally since IEG3 last year, concluded that the group did not have any innovative solution for the time being, and, having said that it did not mean that there was no room for improvement, left all possibilities to the group at that point. The group might consider further developments on the database in the future. 

12. Outreach and collaborative activities of APEC with ABAC, guest economies, and International Organizations.
- ABAC report on their “Investing for Growth” report which was completed at the end of last year.

ABAC presented the “Investing for Growth” with recommendations on what needs to be done for Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) (2012/SOM1/IEG/020). The document, “Investing for Growth” had been circulated to the members intersessionally and also tabled at the meeting. 
The United States thanked ABAC for the presentation and supported the ABAC recommendations. The United States commented that ABAC played a very constructive role on how to create a momentum for the business community. The United States noted that the group would like to hear from the business community regarding what barriers for FDI are. The United States suggested collaborations with ABAC for regular inputs to IFAP, in addition to an annual Public Private Dialogue (PPD). 
ABAC noted that the US’s comments would be taken up with importance within ABAC. ABAC also noted that ABAC had a quick discussion with Australia on IFAP, following Australia’s presentation, to see how the suggestions about inputs to the IFAP could be brought to the ABAC meeting to be held on 22 February, specifically identifying projects. 
The Convenor appreciated ABAC’s presentation.

- IEG Guests: Colombia and Costa Rica
Colombia and Costa Rica were invited to present features of their economies and the activities related to investment (2012/SOM1/IEG/010).
- UNCTAD 
UNCTAD was invited to present issues related to IEG, noting International Investment Agreements (IIAs), the World Investment Report 2012 and the World Investment Forum to be held on 20-23 April, 2012 in Doha, Qatar (2012/SOM1/IEG/018,019). 

13. Russia’s Proposal on Investment Issues
Russia introduced three initiatives, and explained that it hoped to be able to produce an outcome with respect to at least one of the proposals by IEG3 in May 2012. The group made several comments on the proposals, and asked many questions.  Russia appreciated the group’s comments and requested the group to send feedback in writing. Among the three initiatives, Russia noted that the one which IEG will push through this year would be considered based on members’ feedback and discussion. The Convenor requested the group to send its feedback to Russia and to copy it to the Convenor’s office and the Secretariat intersessionally. Based on the feedback, the group will have further debates on the initiatives at IEG2 in Singapore in March. 

- Mechanism for Prompt Consideration of Investors’ Complaints (Ombudsman) to Improve Investment Climate.

Russia briefed the group on the Mechanism for Prompt Consideration of Investors’ Complaints (Ombudsman) to Improve Investment Climate, noting Russia’s mechanism of resolving issues and activities of Investment Ombudsman (2012/SOM1/IEG/011). 
The United States supported the initiative, noting its relevance to the expertise, scope and priority of IEG. The United States noted that it would be very useful to share the experience of other economies to develop key factors that economies had to take into account, and also noted the importance of involvement of ABAC.
China noted that the mechanism for resolving complaints of investors is suited for sharing experiences within the IEG, and concerned about complexity of dealing judicial system in each member economy as Ombudsman might involve judicial system to be adjusted. China expressed its support to the initiative if it will focus on creating mechanisms and a channel to handle the resolution of investor-related complaints. 
Mexico expressed its interest to participate in the initiative and requested Russia to share its experience with the group. 
The Convenor noted that the Philippines and Korea also have mechanisms similar to the investor Ombudsman.
Thailand appreciated Russia’s initiative and shared its experience with its dispute preventive mechanism.  
Russia responded to the China’s comment that Russia’s investment Ombudsman office has absolutely nothing to do with the judicial aspects, saying that the main objective in creating the institution was to resolve disputes. Russia clarified that the topic would not require tremendous work by the member economies in relation to the judicial system.
The Philippines echoed the position of the other economies and noted the initiative is useful for sharing experiences. 
Australia asked for a clarification as to what are the outcomes that Russia intends to produce with the initiative. Russia responded that the initiative is still in a draft stage and said it has to be developed further based on comments and ideas from the group.  

- Engagement of Highly Qualified Personnel as an Important Factor of Improving the Investment Climate in APEC economies.

Russia briefed the group on Engagement of Highly Qualified Personnel as an Important Factor of Improving the Investment Climate in APEC economies, noting practical implementation of immigration policy to attract foreign investors (2012/SOM1/IEG/012).
Japan appreciated Russia’s initiative and suggested collaboration with BMG, as the topic, including public security and labor issues, are relevant to BMG.
China showed its support to the initiative and suggested collaboration with other foras that are relevant to the immigration policies for the initiative of Highly Qualified Personal. China also asked for clarification on the schedule of the initiatives.
Russia appreciated members’ valuable comments, saying that these initiatives, including the schedule of promotion, are still flexible. With regard to the migration initiative, Russia acknowledged the benefits of a collaboration with BMG, which has done several activities within its framework.
The Philippines noted that the initiative was useful in fostering innovative growth strategy because the Philippines need skilled, adaptable and professional APEC work-force. Echoing China and Japan, the Philippines suggested Russia to consider discussing with Human Resource Development Working Group (HRDWG) in addition to BMG.
The United States expressed its concern as to how IEG could support using its own expertise, noting that the topic is more relevant to BMG. 
Malaysia supported the initiative and commented that the initiative is more related to migration policy in manufacturing industry and that there is a need to ensure that the group would benefit from this. 

- Reducing Barriers for High-Tech Investment
Russia briefed the group on Reducing Barriers for High-Tech Investment, noting Russia’s priorities in innovation policy, innovation program for state-owned companies and technology platform (2012/SOM1/IEG/013). 
Malaysia asked for updates from the SMEWG, particularly on increasing investment capitals, and asked for a clarification of the term, “SME high-tech”, the definition of which varies in each economy.
China showed its support to the initiative and asked Russia about typical high-tech barriers in the APEC region. 
Russia appreciated members’ valuable comments and requested the group to share their examples of barriers of high tech investment and to share the best practices to add the value.
The United States noted that a certain barrier might affect more than the others, but in general barriers were barriers, which affect all investments. However, there are many tools and documents designed to eliminate barriers like IFAP. The United States suggested that the group consider which of those barriers identified in the document are most relevant to this issue. The United States noted that intellectual property rights may be one of the most important factors for creating a good investment environment as it is an important consideration for companies to have a confidence in high-tech industry and to be aware of its value. 

14. IEG Convenor’s report to CTI 
The Convenor presented to the group the Convenor’s report with the IEG Work Plan for 2012 attached. The Group endorsed the IEG Convenor’s report to CTI1 (2012/SOM1/IEG/022).
The Convenor mentioned the new IEG Convenorship, explaining that at IEG 3 in San Francisco, he encouraged the member economies to volunteer to take the next Convenorship as Japan finished its two-year tenure at the end of 2011. The Convenor reported that the email on this matter was circulated intersessionally but no response was received. The Convenor once again strongly encouraged member economies to volunteer.  

Mexico noted that they were seeking the possibilities of nominating a next IEG Convenor, and would inform the group on the result of their consultation in following two weeks. 

15. Date and Venue of the Next Meeting

Russia informed the group that IEG2 will be held on 28-29 March in Singapore, and further information will be circulated intersessionally.
16. Document Classification

The Secretariat informed the group to circulate the updated list after the meeting and requested the group to confirm the classification of documents. 
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