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Introduction
The Second IEG meeting for 2012 was held on 28-29 March 2012 in Singapore. The meeting was chaired by the IEG Convenor, Toru Shimizu, and attended by approximately 40 representatives from 20 member economies, and representatives from ABAC, and from Colombia, both of which are IEG’s official guests.  The APEC Secretariat’s Program Directors for IEG and PSU also attended. ABAC initiated the Public Private Dialogue (PPD) held outside of the meeting during the IEG2. The theme of the discussion was in the context of IFAP priorities and the follow-up to ABAC’s recent investment report.
1. Opening Remarks by APEC IEG Convenor

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

2. Business Arrangements

Russia briefed the Group on the business arrangements.
3. Adoption of Agenda (2012/CTI2/IEG/001).
The Group adopted the Draft agenda. The delegates agreed to the business arrangements and the meeting schedule proposed by the Convenor. 

4. Reports on Activities and Developments since the last IEG Meeting, held in Moscow on 11-12 February 2012

(a) IEG Convenor’s Report

The Convenor made a brief report on the IEG and investment-related activities since the IEG1 held in February 2012 (2012/CTI2/IEG/2). The Convenor highlighted the discussions on Investment Facilitation Action Plan (IFAP), Public Private Dialogue (PPD) and the Russia’s Initiatives. The Group endorsed the Chair’s Summary Report of IEG1 2012, which had been reviewed intersessionally (2012/CTI2/IEG/003).
(b) APEC Secretariat Report

The Secretariat reminded the indicative project submission deadlines of session 3, 2012 and the APEC Project Quality Workshop scheduled on 29-30 March 2012 during CTI2 in Singapore.  
5. IEG Projects
Advanced Principles & Practices for more Predictability & Stability – Analytical Studies on Practices and Capacity Building  

(a)   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 project, Handbook for Negotiators of IIAs, which the timeline has been extended to the end of June 2012, was in its finalization stage. The Group was informed that the final draft was expected to be ready by the third week of April. Chile asked when the paper and electronic version of the handbook would be issued, and Mexico responded that both versions would be ready after receiving comments from the members on the final draft and IEG’s endorsement. 
- Handbook on Dispute Prevention Strategies
The United States briefed the Group on the progress of the project, saying that a consultant who was experienced in APEC projects, had been identified and the contract would soon be finalized. The United States informed the Group that they were in the process of finalizing case studies to be included in the publication and expressed appreciation to members who have submitted the case studies. The project focuses on the number of ways to prevent investment disputes as well as a mechanism of prevention of dispute within the Government. The Group was informed that selected case studies and the outline of the handbook would be presented at IEG3 in May in Kazan, and that the draft handbook would be ready by September 2012. Japan noted that the project was very useful for the member economies and they would like to contribute to the handbook. Peru thanked the United States and asked when the members would be informed about the selected case studies. The United States responded to Peru that the consultant would start the work next week and would be able to finalize arrangements before or after IEG3 in Kazan. 
6. IEG Projects
Facilitation for Better Business Environment 
(a)   IFAP Progress and discussion
The Convenor briefed on the Group on the background of recent IFAP discussions (IEG/CTI2/005, 006, 007, 008, 021). Australia also briefed the Group on the draft IFAP priorities for the next two years, noting that comments were received from six economies intersessionally (IEG/CTI2/004rev1). The priority themes and the number of economies supported are as follows: Theme 1: one economy; Theme 2: one economy; Theme 3: nil; Theme 4: two economies; Theme 5: five economies; Theme 6: nil; Theme 7: three economies; Theme 8: one economy. The Convenor noted that No.5: Build constructive stakeholder relationships had a broader support from economies and that the priorities could be given to a few Themes for the next two years. 
The United States suggested compiling similar comments, noting the manageable number of actions based on the previous priorities, namely under 3 themes for approximately 15 actions. The United States noted the preferences of the business community to “transparency”, “predictability” and “regulatory process”, and they commented that IEG had to show the IFAP new priorities and what had been done for those priorities. China noted that none of economies supported “No.6: Utilize new technology to improve investment environments”, however, the PPP prepared in Kazan could be considered as the action under No. 6. China asked for a clarification on the draft priorities, if it was effective from 2012 or 2013 onwards, and on the term, “offer cross-economy data for research and analysis”, who is offering the data and who will be carrying research and analyze the data. Australia responded to China that priority themes were on and would continue this year onwards, and “cross-economy data analysis” was the available data to be used to label a measurement of research and analysis. The United States clarified that the bullets of 2012 onwards were not new suggestions but already included in the IFAP document in 2008, and what IEG had to do now was to select small numbers, focusing on around15 actions. Australia added that it was also possible to keep the same words from the IFAP document endorsed by IEG in 2008. Korea suggested filling in the blank areas possibly with comments from the other areas. China commented actions taken in 2008-2010 and actions to be taken in 2012 onwards were the same and suggested refining the language to show that IEG would take further actions beyond 2012. China also suggested an approach to grasp a holistic picture in which the IEG moves forward by noting the actions to be implemented phase by phase. Thailand indicated their choice of three themes: No. 4, No.5 and No. 7. Malaysia suggested identifying guiding principles to find the priorities, such as priorities of the host economy and requests from the business community as well as other stakeholders. The Convenor noted that the following consensus was broadly agreed among the members; to compile similar comments and refine the language into approximately 10 to 15 action items to be identified against the several themes to be addressed during the next period, and asked Australia for revised document to have further discussions intersessionally.
PSU briefed on the CN, “IFAP implementation in facilitating investment for the Asia Pacific region”, noting two main objectives: 1) to describe IFAP implementation progress; and 2) to analyze the pattern and trends of foreign investment flows in the APEC region (IEG/CTI2/006a). PSU noted that they plan to use the template designed by Australia for qualitative progress; the template could be used for collecting information on what had been done by economies and what they had done for IFAP priorities which gave impacts on business communities. PSU would focus on the impacts from each item in the designed template from the exercise. The Philippines asked if the CN was considered as already endorsed, and PSU responded that the CN would be reviewed and circulated for IEG’s endorsement intersessionally after the meeting.
(b)   Public-Private Dialogue
Japan proposed the Group on the indicative framework to hold PPD annually, including the development of the next steps for IEG to undertake and the possible agenda (2012/CTI2/IEG/010). The Philippines agreed to a framework of holding PPD, and suggested undertaking dialogues in early December at IEG3s, based on discussions on the topic early that year, which could give more chances for the host economy and other economies to actively participate in the dialogue. The United States supported a continuation of PPD and noted the need for flexibility in the organization, referring to the possible priority change that might happen during the six-month gap between IEG3 of that year and IEG1 of the following year, and they referred to the risks and limitations of APEC funds compared to self-funding arrangements. China supported the idea in general but noted the uncertainties of APEC funds due to APEC funding criteria and the host economy’s priorities, and they referred to the necessity of the follow-up actions for the outcomes of previous dialogues, which could add value to the dialogue. ABAC showed its interests in the continuity of the Dialogue. ABAC also noted that practical outputs which could link to business consequences from the dialogue would give momentum to the private sector, and requested IEG to make ABAC aware of the priorities as well as the timeline. Japan explained that the intention of the proposal was helping the smooth continuation of PPD and that the framework was indicative, non-binding, and up to the host economy. The United States commented that IEG should be encouraged to give an impression to business partners that things got done and so PPD should be attractive and useful to the business community. The Convenor referred to the funding of the PPD in the past that the PPD in 2011 in Washington, as well as the PPP in May, 2012 in Kazan were self-funded; however, not all member economies were ready to hold self-funded PPDs in the future. The Convenor also affirmed the necessity of flexibility in the timeline and funding sources and the necessity of the involvement of the business community, noting the importance of holding PPD in a sustainable way. As such, he concluded that IEG could discuss the modality of holding future PPDs again if the necessity arises. 

Indonesia briefed the Group on the draft CN and informed them that the next PPD would be held in February or March, 2013 in Jakarta (2012/CTI2/IEG/020). Indonesia requested the Group for comments intersessionally. The United States asked for clarification if the CN would be submitted at session 2 or session 3, and Indonesia confirmed that they intended to submit it at session 3. Japan fully supported the CN, and members agreed to discuss it further at IEG3 in Kazan. 

 (c)   Public-Private Partnership in APEC Region 
Russia briefed the group on the preliminary agenda and speakers of the self-funded seminar on PPP, noting the development of the legal framework of PPP and institutional developments within PPP framework (2012/CTI2/IEG/011). The seminar is planned to provide an overview of experts work on best practices of different PPP registration models; to discuss different experiences that economies have in terms of establishing specialized institutions within PPP framework; and to consider different infrastructure projects in transport area. A list of speakers including 5 to 6 Russian speakers from relevant authorities and multi-national companies will talk about the implementation of PPP projects of Russia. Russia informed the Group that the seminar would be held prior to the IEG3 so that the outcomes of PPP could be discussed during the IEG3. Russia requested the members to prepare presentations on their experience of PPP.
The Convenor expressed appreciation to the Russia’s initiative and encouraged the Group to actively participate in the project, such as by sending experts to the seminar. Mexico noted that they would like to actively participate in the seminar. China asked the level of participants to the seminar in order to identify the appropriate participants and speakers. Russia responded to China that they expected to have high-level participants from the private sector, and Vice-Governor Level from the public sector. The scope of PPP would be decided based on comments from economies.
7. IEG Projects
Promotion for More Investment Opportunities
(a)   Reports on Ongoing 2011/2012 Projects
- Seminar on Successful Cases of Renewable and Clean Energy Investment in APEC(S CTI 34 11T)
China reported on the progress of the project remarking that two successful cases were received from Chile and Japan, and Russia and Singapore showed their interest to share their cases. The Group was informed that the seminar would be held in June in China, and that China was still open to receive successful cases from economies till the seminar in June. 
8. 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 briefed the group on the project result, noting the summary of the APEC Private Sector Development-Ease of Doing Business workshop series held in 2007-2010 (2012/CTI2/IEG/012). The Group was informed that the publication was already available on the APEC website.   

9. IEG Outreach and collaborative activities of APEC with ABAC, guest economies, and International Organizations.
- Colombia reported their activities related to investment to IEG members.
Colombia made a presentation on managing investment disputes in Colombia with case study (2012/CTI2/IEG/018).
10. Russia’s Proposal on Investment Issues
(a) Capacity-building to ensure appropriate and Prompt Consideration of Investors’ Complaints (Ombudsmen) to Improve Investment Climate within APEC (Code of Practice).
(b) Engagement of Highly Qualified Personnel as an Important Factor of Improving the Investment Climate in APEC economies.
(c) Reducing Barriers for High-Tech Investment.

Russia expressed appreciation to the intersessional inputs from the members and reported that economies were interested in the proposal on “Ombudsmen” the most, whereas the proposal on “High-Tech” was less popular. Most of the economies recommended sharing the proposal on “Highly Qualified Personal (HQP)” with BMG (2012/CTI2/IEG/013,014,015). Russia briefed the group on the timeline of outputs, noting that the final document would be expected to be endorsed by the members during IEG3 to bring up to Ministers/Leaders. Russia once again requested members’ cooperation to fill in the revised table on dispute prevention mechanism which they would intend to circulate after the meeting. 

The comments made by the members during the meeting are as follow.
(a) Capacity-building to ensure appropriate and Prompt Consideration of Investors’ Complaints (Ombudsmen) to Improve Investment Climate within APEC (Code of Practice).
Russia explained that the purpose of the proposal of “Ombudsmen” was to share the experience of investor’s complaint and that the main idea of this document was to come up with a catalogue of different dispute prevention mechanism in the APEC region. Russia added that the proposal was not only about Ombudsmen but also about dispute prevention mechanism to support dispute preventions.  Russia noted that the document would be useful for the business community when they faced problems in doing business in a particular APEC economy, as the document would show where to go in terms of institutional functions. The document focuses on: 1) how the mechanism works (functions); 2) legislative framework; 3) different aspects of mechanism, whether it is related to judicial system or not; and 4) feedback mechanism, and interaction between Intervention between investors and an institution which deal with the case. The output of the proposal is a catalogue, which will be based on the inputs of economies.

China generally supported the proposal on “Ombudsmen”, noting the necessity of a focus on investor and state disputes settlements, and they suggested developing a handbook on best practices rather than a guidebook, as it would focus on capacity building to exchange each economy’s experience, information, and practices of dispute settlements. The United States suggested assessing which proposal was the closest to the IEG’s mandate for this to take charge of the issue, and they noted that “Ombudsmen” was most suitable to IEG’s mandate. The United States noted that Russia’s proposal on “Ombudsmen” and the US Self-funded project, “Handbook on Dispute Prevention Strategies” were complementary, and they highlighted the differences that Russia’s proposal focused on the mechanism of interaction with investors but not tied to investment agreements, whereas the US project focused on mechanisms mainly related to IIAs (international investment agreements) and did not involve investors. Japan supported the proposal on “Ombudsmen”, also noting their possible contribution to the handbook. ABAC showed its interest in the proposal on “Ombudsmen” since dispute settlement was a long-term challenge for companies across the region. Korea generally supported three proposals, but especially “Ombudsmen”, noting their experience of opening Ombudsmen office since 1998/1999 when other economies did not have it. Korea showed their willingness to provide the case study and commented that the concept of “Ombudsmen” needed to be broadened. 
(b) Engagement of Highly Qualified Personnel as an Important Factor of Improving the Investment Climate in APEC economies. 
Peru supported three proposals and suggested to work with BMG because “HQP” involves the ABTC and its new categories. China noted that “HQP” was an important issue and suggested working closely with BMG. Thailand noted that “HQP” directly linked to BMG’s work. Japan noted that the proposal on “HQP” should be discussed at BMG first, as it principally related to BMG and its ABTC.
(c) Reducing Barriers for High-Tech Investment.

China supported the proposal on “High-Tech” in general, noting the necessity of definition and classification of high-tech industries in the first place and working closely with the Science and Technology Group (ISTWG) to produce synergy. Thailand noted that “High-Tech” should identify definition of “barriers”. Japan commented on the “High-Tech”, that distinction between “barriers” of high-tech investment and “investment barriers” in general should be clarified. 
11. New IEG Convenor’s selection

The Convenor mentioned the new IEG Convenorship, noting the interest shown by Mexico at IEG1 in Moscow, Russia. Mexico informed the group that they were still waiting for the internal coordination on the nomination of a next IEG Convenor within the Ministry of Economy, and they would inform the members once the decision made. 
12. IEG Convenor’s report to CTI 
The Convenor presented the Convenor’s report and the group endorsed the IEG Convenor’s report to CTI2 (2012/CTI2/IEG/022).
13. Date and Venue of the Next Meeting

Russia informed the group that IEG3 would be held in Kazan, Russia, and that the date would be circulated intersessionally.

14. Document Classification

The Group reviewed the document classification list of the meeting and endorsed it (2012/CTI2/IEG/000). 

