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1. Opening

(1a) IPEG Chair
1. The IPEG Chair, Mr. Miguel Ángel Margáin, opened the meeting and expressed its pleasure for having the economies in the magnificent city of Medan, Indonesia; he mentioned Medan as the fourth largest city in Indonesia, the capital of North Sumatra and which occupies a strategic point on Sumatra´s northeast coast. He commented it was an important commercial city for the region. 

2. The Chair thanked Indonesia for hosting the biannual IPEG Meeting in Medan (37th), and for all the arrangements made. 

3. The Chair asked IPEG members if there were any items to be placed before or after it was scheduled in the agenda. The participant economies were: Chile; Hong Kong China; Japan; Korea; Mexico; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the U.S; Viet Nam; Russia; Peru. 
4. Since there were no requests, the IPEG XXXVII agenda was adopted so the Chair proceeded with the next point.

2. Report on Previous Activity of IPEG

(2a) APEC

· Declaration of APEC Ministers Responsible for Trade (MRT).
5. The Chair gave a briefing of the Meeting´s Statement of APEC Ministers Responsible for Trade held in Surabaya, on April 20 - 21. He commented that for IPEG it was important to recognize market-driven innovation. The Chair stated that ministers instructed Senior Officials to take concrete steps to enhance cooperation among government, scientists, and business ongoing connectivity-related work in APEC, including science and technology and/or welcome all initiatives to promote them. 
6. The Chair mentioned that innovation was an important tool for development and economic progress and that IP is the commercial application of innovation and creativity to improve and enrich our lives, at both practical and cultural levels. The Chair stated it was empowering because it supported and rewards creators and innovators, stimulated economic growth and promoted human resource development.
7. The Chair also mentioned that in paragraph number 27 of the Declaration of APEC MRT, it was stated that “Recognizing the importance of science and technology cooperation in fostering innovative growth by continuing to identify practices to promote effective non-discriminatory and inclusive innovation policy. The Chair invited economies to revise the statement which was included in the 37th IPEG Meeting documents for consultation.
8. The Chair offered the floor to economies but no comments were made.

· Update/information from APEC Secretariat.
9. The Chair informed the economies that Ms. Fadzilah Abu Hasan was not able to join the 37th IPEG Meeting due to her attendance to other APEC Groups, so the Chair introduced Mr. Zhiwei, representative of the APEC Secretariat responsible to be supporting the IPEG Meeting. The Chair passed the floor to Mr. Zhiwei so he gave Economies the update on the housekeeping issues. 

10.  Mr. Zhiwei mentioned that the numbers of projects requesting funding were 76, and the numbers of projects approved were 39. He commented about the distribution of three documents and gave the necessary updates to economies in this regard. Mr. Zhiwei invited members to visit the APEC website https://apec.org/Projects/Applying-for-funds.aspx, in order to have more information about forms, guidelines etc. He commented which was the deadline for the proposals to be submitted for session 3: September 4th and that session 3 proposals will be approved in November/December Mr. Zhiwei reminded economies of the concept notes guidelines.
11. The Chair thanked Mr. Zhiwei, and offered the floor to the economies in case they had any comments or inquiries.
2b) ASF/TILF/OA
· Update by Russia on “Training for Trainers on Intellectual Property Issues: Management and Commercialization” (CTI23-2011T).

12. The Chair gave a brief summary on this project and commented that during the last IPEG Meeting held in January in Jakarta, Russia reported the successful ending of the project and informed that the completion report was approved last May by all IPEG members.

13.  The Chair passed the floor to Russia in case it had any further comments on the completion report.
14. Russia commented the final report of the project was published for consultation on the APEC website, and also was distributed in the CDs. Russia thanked economies for its support.
15. The Chair thanked Russia and opened the floor for economies.
16. The Chair gave the floor to Peru.

17. Peru thanked the Chair and its representative presented himself as it was his first time in an IPEG Meeting. Peru then congratulated Russia for this excellent project and commented on the importance of such project as the Peruvian representative had had the opportunity to directly participate on the project.

18. The Chair passed the floor to Korea.

19. Korea echoed and thanked Indonesia´s government for the organization of the Meeting, and thanked the Chair for the preparation of the Meeting and the APEC Secretariat. Korea also thanked Russia for the preparation of the training program, Korea hoped that this kind of excellent programs were proposed more often in order to share and promote cooperation between economies.

20. The Chair thanked Korea and passed the floor to Thailand.

21. Thailand echoed the comments made by its colleagues and thanked Russia for the successful organization and completion of the training project. Thailand commented that it participated in the Seminar and said it appreciated all the knowledge everyone gained from this project; it also invited economies to promote more projects like this in the future. 
22. The Chair thanked Thailand and passed the floor to China.  
23. China thanked the Chair, echoed economies comments and thanked Russia.

24. The Chair thanked China and passed the floor to Mexico.
25. Mexico thanked the Chair and Russia, and hoped more projects like this were made in the future because it was a very important matter.
26. The Chair thanked Mexico and gave the floor to the U.S.
27. The U.S. congratulated the Chair and thanked the host economy. The U.S. also thanked Russia for this excellent proposal.
28. The Chair thanked the U.S. and gave the floor to Japan.

29. Japan thanked Indonesia, the Chair and Russia for the successful completion of the project.
30. The Chair congratulated Russia for the project.
· Update by Korea on “IP Game-based Text- book”. 

31. The Chair gave a brief summary about the “ IP Game- based Text- Book” and commented that during the last IPEG Meeting held in January in Jakarta, Korea presented the initiative aiming to develop an IP Game- based Textbook by combining a game in a comprehensive textbook on IP. The Chair informed that the co-sponsors were; Mexico; Chile; Chinese Taipei; and Hong Kong, China. He mentioned that the project was endorsed by IPEG Members on February 12, 2013. The Chair announced that, unfortunately due to limited TILF funds, BMC did not select this project.

32. The Chair passed the floor to Korea. 
33. Korea gave an update about this proposal and commented it wanted to propose again the project since it was going to be very beneficial for all economies. 
34. The Chair thanked Korea and also recommended Korea to propose again since it was a very interesting project. The Chair passed the floor to economies in case there were any comments.

35. The Chair gave the floor to Chile.

36. Chile commented it was glad to be co-sponsor to such an interesting initiative.
37. The Chair passed the floor to Mexico. 

38. Mexico suggested Korea to propose such an interesting and beneficial project once again. 
39. The Chair thanked Mexico and gave the floor to Hong Kong, China.

40. Hong Kong, China thanked Korea for this initiative and supported that it be proposed again in the future.
41. The Chair thanked Hong Kong, China and passed the floor to Chinese Taipei
42. Chinese Taipei thanked Indonesia for hosting the Meeting and thanked Korea for this initiative hoping it would be selected in the future.
43. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei and passed the floor to Russia. 

44. Russia thanked Korea and commented they were co-sponsor of the project and wished that this was selected in the future.
45. The Chair recommended again to Korea to submit this project a second time.
46. Korea thanked economies for its support and commented they were going to submit it again. 
•
Update by Korea on the initiative on “IP-based knowledge sharing for sustainable development” (2013/SOM1/IPEG/006).

47.  The Chair gave a brief summary about the Project from Korea on “IP-based knowledge sharing for sustainable development”. He recalled that during the last IPEG Meeting, Korea proposed an initiative in order to pursue sustainable development through IP.  This proposal was endorsed by IPEG during 36th IPEG Meeting held on January 28-29, 2013 in Jakarta, Indonesia.  Co-sponsors were: Chile; Viet Nam and Mexico. The Chair informed economies that the project comprised a) the background and example of an Appropriate Technology (AT), b) the proposals of suitable mechanisms for identifying and disseminating AT, c) the expected achievements and that the proposal consisted on four steps:  1) sharing information through a survey during the first quarter of 2013, 2) a case study self-funded project during the second quarter 2013, till the first quarter 2014, 3) A workshop on the second quarter of next year 4) The development of guidelines during the third and fourth quarter of 2014.  
48. The Chair passed the floor to Korea.
49. Korea thanked the Chair and gave an update on this initiative.
50. The Chair offered the floor to members in case there were any comments.
(2c) Self- funded.
· Update by Korea on the “Appropriate Technology Development Project”  
(2013/SOM3/IPEG/010).
51. The Chair recalled economies that during the last IPEG Meeting in Jakarta, Korea presented the information regarding the progress of Korea´s self-funded project   “Development of appropriate technology”. The Chair clarified this item and informed that in CAP (2b), he had previously presented the project “IP- based knowledge sharing for sustainable development”. The Chair mentioned he was going to refer to them as two different projects.
52. Korea mentioned it was glad to be in the 37th IPEG Meeting and thanked all member economies. Korea´s delegate introduced himself and said that the proposal of the presentation was to give an update about this project. 
53. The Chair thanked Korea and passed the floor to the Philippines.
54.  The Philippines thanked the Chair and expressed its gratitude to Korea for taking into account the Philippines into its project, and invited economies to continue with future cooperation in this respect. 
55. The Chair thanked the Philippines and passed the floor to China.
56. China congratulated Korea and expressed that this was an excellent project and idea for IP.
57. The Chair thanked China and congratulated Korea and commented it was excellent project for IP.

58. The Chair thanked China and passed the floor to Chile.

59. Chile welcomed everyone and thanked the Chair and Indonesia. As for Korea´s initiative, Chile echoed the words of the Philippines and China and expressed that this kind of projects helped IP in developing countries and helped the people lacking the need of basic things such as water or electricity. Chile commented they were always going to be supportive in this kind of initiatives in the future.

 (2d) Other Matters
· Update by the U.S. on the proposal on “Creation and Dissemination of Creative Content in the Digital Environment”.
60. The Chair gave a brief summary on the project “Dissemination of Creative Content in the Digital Environment”, and commented that during the last IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, the U.S. updated on its proposal on “Next Generation Trade and Investment Issue: Creation and Dissemination of Creative Content in the Digital Environment”, which was presented at the CTI and circulated to IPEG members in 2012. The Chair recalled that CTI indicated the project would be best addressed at IPEG. The Chair informed economies that this proposal stated the development of an effective legal frame for the creation and dissemination of creative content in the digital environment was an important policy objective for APEC economies, as the role of such legal framework was critical both in creating incentives for the creation of works, including e-books, movies, video games and business software, as well as for driving the dissemination of such works throughout the digital environment, allowing consumers around the world unprecedented access to the most recent and high-quality works at different price points, for their information and research needs, their entertainment, and their businesses. The Chair also informed that the U.S. proposed that APEC 2013 developed IPR model guidelines to promote the creation and dissemination of creative content in the digital environment, focusing on adequate and effective legal mechanisms to protect against the unauthorized circumvention of technological protection measures (TPMs) and trafficking in devices, products, or services that are primarily designed, produced or performed for the purposes of enabling the circumvention of TPMs.

61. The Chair reminded economies that the U.S. invited all economies to share their views and experiences about TPMs in the last IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, and encouraged economies to collaborate in the creation of these Model Guidelines.

62. The Chair passed the floor to the U.S. in case it had any comments or updates about the project. The U.S. thanked the Chair and reiterated that the development of an effective legal framework for the creation and dissemination of creative content in the digital environment was an important policy objective for APEC economies.  The U.S. indicated that efforts were underway to design an event highlighting innovative business models made possible by effective legal frameworks to create and disseminate creative content in the digital environment.  The U.S. renewed its invitation to economies to share views and experiences about TPMs.
63. The Chair thanked the U.S. and passed the floor to economies. There were no interventions.
3. Interactions with CTI. 
· Update by IPEG Chair on CTI Instructions.
64.  The Chair informed economies that in CTI1 held on February 2-3 2013, the IPEG Convenor requested to CTI the removal of sub-agenda item 5b-ii  (dissemination of information by electronic means: APEC IPEG website). The Chair reminded economies that this proposal was made by Australia during the last IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta and since the majority of the material was no longer considered current and this sub-agenda item was not been addressed for some years it could be taken out of as an Agenda Item.

65. The Chair offered the floor to economies in case there were any comments or objections, no objections nor comments were made.
4. CTI Priorities

(4a) Support for WTO

Deepening the Dialogue on Intellectual Property Policy and Protection of Emerging Fields in IPR (Lead Economy: Convenor).
(4a-i) Protection for Geographical Indications (Lead Economy: Mexico)

· Update by the U.S. on “Geographical Indications”.

66. The Chair reminded economies that during the last IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, the U.S. gave its presentation about Geographical Indications. The Chair recalled that the U.S. mentioned that GIs can be protected in different ways:  through sui-generis legislation, through a trademark system; or through consumer protection via unfair competition laws. The U.S. said regardless of the system chosen by any economy, what was important were three principles that were already mentioned: 1) ensuring that any grants of GIs do not violate the prior rights existing in trademarks, 2) ensuring that grants of GI protection will not deprive interested parties of the use of Generic terms, and 3) ensuring there is a process so that interested parties receive notice and have the opportunity to oppose or cancel GI Protection that is sought or granted. The Chair also reminded economies that the U.S. wanted to reach out to other economies intersessionally and invited them to share experiences and perspectives to allow a rich and constructive and richer dialogue. 
67. The Chair passed the floor to the U.S. in case there were any comments or updates.  The U.S. noted it had consistently underscored the three critical principles summarized by the Chair:  1) ensuring that any grants of GIs do not violate the prior rights existing in trademarks, 2) ensuring that grants of GI protection will not deprive interested parties of the use of generic terms, and 3) ensuring there is a process so that interested parties receive notice and have the opportunity to oppose or cancel GI Protection that is sought or granted.  Looking forward, the U.S. noted that it may be fruitful to renew dialogue on the economies’ legal means to combat bad faith GI registrations.
· New proposal by China on “Economy and Trade Coordinative Development with Geographical Indications Protection”. 

68. The Chair passed the floor to China on its new presentation “Geographical Indications”.

69. China informed about the background, the proposal and a project plan. It also commented about the Progress in WTO, the pending international rules and the efforts of APEC. China specified the attributes for consumers, for producers, the function and the society, the environment as well. China stated the objectives of IPEG´s under CTI, the situation in APEC and their proposal. Its proposal aims to work towards the direction of Economy and Trade Coordinative Development with Geographical Indications Protection, and the consistent with efforts of WTO concerning trade and economy. The name of the proposal was APEC action plan: Economy and Trade Coordinative Development with Geographical Indications Protection. China commented various objectives on the proposal, just to mention some of them were: to promote cooperation among APEC members, to establish GI resources sharing data-base, and to promote sustainable development among others. The proposal consists on a plan to launch a series projects including: a) information sharing system on the APEC GI products, b) GI capacity building for members c) promotion scheme for the less developed area GI owners, d) trade facilitation and coordination with GI development e) an APEC seminar. China proposed a project; a project designed to develop and operate ARGIS and establish a public platform for APEC Economies, present to and share with the world the features, quality, culture, history, natural environment in the place of origin and protective laws and regulations of products of GI of APEC economies, in an effort to expand the international trade of their products of GIs. It is scheduled that the project will complete the system framework, development and online operation in a very year while releasing on the official website of APEC. China in a brief summary gave the objectives, the alignment and the information of stakeholders on the project plan- ARGIS.

70. The Chair thanked China for their interesting presentation and gave the floor to economies for their comments.
71. The Chair passed the floor to Hong Kong, China. 
72. Hong Kong, China thanked China for taking the initiative in promoting more cooperation on knowledge sharing of products of GIs and commended member economies to give the proposal serious thought.
73. The Chair thanked Hong Kong, China.
74. The Chair recalled that Mexico developed a survey on GIs many years ago and invited to propose something new.

75. Mexico informed that it will be happy to make a new proposal on its GI Survey presented many years ago.
76. The Chair suggested China to send the document intersessionally.
(4aii) Protection of Genetic Resource, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore.
· Presentation by Indonesia on “Protection of Genetic Resource, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore in Indonesia (Recent development)” 

( 2013/SOM3/IPEG/012)
77.  The Chair passed the floor to Indonesia so it can give its new presentation.

78. Indonesia thanked the opportunity to give its presentation and presented facts and figures from Indonesia specially facts as: Indonesia is an archipelago in Southeast Asia consisting of 17,000 islands; the population was 248,216,193 estimated in 2011. Indonesia commented it is the second richest biodiversity country in the world, and also rich with various traditional knowledge and traditional cultural expressions. Indonesia presented that after Brazil it had the highest diversity and endemism. Indonesia presented the background to establish GRTKTCE. Indonesia mentioned that traditional knowledge has an impact to benefit of GR. Traditional Knowledge is important for development of GR based products in term of efficiency of identification potential GR. Indonesia protection of genetic resources is important because of its potential huge economic value, Indonesia is a party of CBD and because of the high level of threats and species extinction. Indonesia informed that there is a draft Law of Protection of Genetic Resources and was still being discussed inter ministries and with related stakeholders. Indonesia also mentioned about the strengthening of database for GRTKTCE and what it included. Indonesia presented the importance for them to be part of the Nagoya Protocol and that is in process of ratification.
79. The Chair thanked Indonesia and commented it was very important to acknowledge the recent developments of Indonesia in such an important topic.
80. The Chair passed the floor to Mexico.
81. Mexico congratulated Indonesia for the informative presentation, Mexico expressed it had several questions on the implementation of Protection of Genetic Resources, because Mexico was doing this kind of projects, the first question was about how were  communities organized in Indonesia to own traditional knowledge and genetic resources, because in the presentation, it mentioned that these communities were already organized and the own the TK and GRs?, how was the database created for the protection of these  two? and finally Mexico asked a more rhetorical question, on how you can manage to foster protection on traditional knowledge and genetic resources without inhibiting the filing of patents in Indonesia, because in the international fora, many of the inquiries of the economies on the discussion of this topic was how to put this in motion and systematize it without affecting the filing of patents, Mexico inquired Indonesia´s experience about this and finally Mexico asked on how Indonesia was working  for the implementation of these topics Mexico would like to know more about it.
82.  The Chair thanked Mexico and invited Indonesia to answer to the questions and the request.
83. Indonesia thanked the Chair and answered the question about the community: Indonesia is drafting the protection of these two topics. Indonesia will disseminate the information to all stakeholders, and various representatives. Regarding on how to protect TK without affecting patent, Indonesia was aware of the situation so they will amend their patent law, and now it had a law special provision, where anyone who wishes to file a patent on TK or GRs it had to be explained the about the priority consent or who is the local community, and make a beneficiary agreement.
84. The Chair thanked Indonesia and gave the floor to Mexico, it commented that to have clear what Indonesia mentioned, if was correct that Indonesia has in the patent law working in an amendment to require on the filing of the patent to mention if they had accessed a TK or a GR and if they had it exposed in the previous written consent, in the mutual agreement of right, how can you consider not a new requested for patented when as we all know the Paris Convention and TRIPS established three requisites for patents.

85. The Chair passed the floor to Indonesia.

86.  Indonesia answered, if Mexico was talking about the law amendment, it commented this was the beginning of their system for to protect TKs and GRs. And also the draft amendment for patent was still being discussed in the Parliament, Indonesia commented they are waiting to see if the Parliament approved or not, and could not answer Mexico´s question at this point. Nevertheless, Indonesia commented they are in spirit to create this kind of protection. 
87. Mexico said that in its country there going on discussions like this between the IP authorities and the TK and GRs authorities. Mexico very lately had proposed a new mechanism  that was going to work like a linkage mechanism with the sanitary registry in which the IP authority was going to consult with the TK and GRs authorities in case a patent was filed and discovered  that it included TKS and GRs. Mexico believed that this system was going to be more effective because that way the filing of patents would not be affected and this way the authorities and stakeholders were provided on terms of TKs and GRs to acknowledge and to be aware that a patents file may have to do something with these two kind of protections, so the patent would have its normal course, it would be filed and  granted as normal and will be or not nullified in case a TK and GR is involved, it mentioned that the benefits of this was that the authorities will be taken into consideration and also with the stakeholders. The problem was that in Mexico almost all authorities believe that the benefits of TKs and GRs only come from IP, only from the granting of patents.
88. The Chair thanked Mexico and passed the floor to Peru.

89. Peru thanked Indonesia and congratulated them on their hard work, mentioning that Peru knew the difficulties of implementing laws on TK and GRs since it has gone through such a process in recent years. Peru mentioned it was not only important to have protection for GRs and TKs but also to have access to these two. Peru also commented that as Mexico stated, there cannot be protection of TK and GRs without creating mechanisms to provide for access to both. Peru then presented  three questions for Indonesia regarding their presentation: 1) will Indonesia be protecting TK as itself or also TK related to Genetic Resources 2) who will oversee TKs, the IP offices or a new office 3) finally whether the database mentioned by Indonesia would be opened to the public or if it would be a confidential database, because for example Peru has implemented both open and confidential databases on TKs..

90. The Chair passed the floor to Indonesia and thanked Peru.

91. Indonesia answered about the databases: if someone wants to access such database it had to have a special and granted access to consult it. As for the authorities that will administer this protection, GRs will be administered by the Ministry of Entitlement and TKs will be managed by Ministry of Law and Human Rights. As for GR Protection they will also be protected TKS and related GRs. 
92. Peru thanked Indonesia for the answers and asked Indonesia to provide for information on how to access such database whenever Indonesia finishes with its implementation, because Peru would be very interested on having access to it.

93. Indonesia thanked Peru and gave again the floor to Mexico.

94. Mexico commented it would be very interested to have access the database as well, and insisted on how the subject was of interest for Mexico. It also commented that for the next meeting Mexico was going to be giving a presentation about the linkage mechanism to give another option to protect TKs and GRs in relation to IP. 
95. The Chair thanked Mexico and passed the floor to Peru.

96. Peru mentioned its interest for Mexico´s presentation during the next meeting, Peru also invited economies to work on this matter intersessionally if possible through presentations or projects and finally Peru mentioned it was open to continue working in this important topic.

97. The Chair thanked Peru.
(4aiii) Protection of Plant Variety Protection Systems.
There was no discussion under this item.
(4b) Support for APEC Investment Facilitation Action Plan.
Utilizing new technology to improve investment environments.
(4b-i) Providing adequate and effective protection of technology and related Intellectual Property Rights.
· Presentation by Chinese Taipei on “To block or not to block, that is the question.”

98. The Chair gave the floor to Chinese Taipei for this new presentation about “To block or not to block”, that is the question.”
99. Chinese Taipei made a presentation which comprised some concerns on site blocking, especially laying the legal foundation against online-piracy and while keeping the copyright protection in accordance with the international standards (WCT/WPPT). As Internet piracy becomes popular the following questions were raised in this interesting presentation: How to block an infringing website un-costly and efficiently? Under the existing legal system of this economy, who is to issue a blocking order on foreign websites? Is there any ‘Definition’ for a foreign infringing website? If not the court, then which government body shall be empowered to issue such a blocking order? Chinese Taipei showed that these decisions differ from economy to economy; in one hand, there is the judicial authority where only the court could decide whether a foreign website is serious enough to be blocked, such is the case in U.K, Spain, Ireland, Chile, Colombia; on the other hand, there is the administrative authority, which is empowered to make the decision, such is the case in Korea, India, Malaysia. But the true is, they said, there is not a certain criteria on determining which infringing websites shall be blocked; and such blocking would be costly and unfeasible in Chinese Taipei. There have been tthousands of opposing feedbacks received, addressing the concern of the over-expansion of the administration power and impairment of basic human right to freedom of speech and information access. Therefore, Chinese Taipei concluded the issue of “how to protect copyright on the Internet” will stay on the agenda to be discussed further.
100. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei and passed the floor to member economies but no comments were made.
(4b-ii) Developing strategies to meet Intellectual Property needs of SMEs.

· Update by IPEG Chair about CTI on SMEs.

101. The Chair informed that during the first CTI Meeting of 2013 held in Jakarta, Chinese Taipei expressed its interest to the Convenor on having more information about IP since SMEs sometimes face difficulties with this topic. The Chair commented that within IPEG there was a Survey on Innovation and SMEs Management led by Mexico. Thus, IPEG will provide information once the survey was completed. 

102. The Chair asked if there were any comments on this issue but no comments were made.
· Update by Mexico on the “Survey on Innovation and SMEs Management”.

103. The Chair commented that during the last IPEG Meeting in January in Jakarta, Mexico made an update about the survey on Innovation and SMEs management and that the survey was circulated intersessionally.

104. The Chair gave the floor to Mexico.
105. Mexico expressed its gratitude to Australia; Chile; Canada; the U.S.; and Japan for their inputs on the drafting of this survey; and wanted to our acknowledge Russia; Hong Kong, China; Japan; Thailand; Chinese Taipei; Korea; Australia and Brunei Darussalam for responding the survey.  Mexico invited all other economies to respond it intersessionally, this, with the aim of having a more general view and be able to have some statistics that could help our SMEs to deal with IP matters more effectively. Mexico mentioned it was going to re-circulate the survey for all other members’ inputs. Mexico was looking forward to economies answers.
106. The Chair thanked Mexico for their update and no comments from the economies were made.

(4c) Trade and Investment Facilitation.

(4c-i) APEC Anti-Counterfeiting and Piracy Initiative. (Lead Economies: Japan; Korea and the United States).

· Update by Mexico on the proposal “Relationship between counterfeiting/piracy and organized crime”.

107. The Chair reminded economies that Mexico proposed an initiative in 2011 of a survey aiming to identify the relation between counterfeiting and piracy, and criminal organizations networks. The Chair asked economies to bear in mind that this was derived from MRT. The Chair said that he understood that Japan and the U.S. helped draft this survey.

108. The Chair passed the floor to Mexico.
109. Mexico thanked Japan and the U.S. for their valuable inputs to this survey and informed it was going to be circulated it among all members for reply.  Mexico thanked in advance for the economies active interest on this initiative.
110. The Chair passed the floor to economies but no comments were made.

(4c-ii) Enforcement Related Activities.
There was no discussion under this item.

(4c-iii) Exchange of Information Concerning IPR Measures/Policies.
· Presentation by Hong Kong China on “The Latest Development of the Review of the Hong Kong, China Patent System" (2013/SOM3/IPEG/005).
111. The Chair passed the floor to Hong Kong, China for its new presentation.
112. Hong Kong China, gave an update about the latest development of the review of the Hong Kong, China Patent System. It commented the existing Patent Ordinance was implemented since June 1997, and that it had two types of patents, namely, standard patents and short term patents. The aim is that Hong Kong, China´s patents system support the future economic development and facilitate its development into a technology hub. It was informed that the government commenced a comprehensive review of the patent system by issuing a public consultation paper in October 2011. The public consultation had a total of 74 submissions received, mainly from stakeholders in patent related fields. Hong Kong, China informed in this regard that a report of the Advisory Committee was made considering views from public consultation and all relevant considerations. The report was submitted in December 2012.  Hong Kong, China informed economies about the recommendations given by the Advisory Committee. It also highlighted what recommendations are made in respect of the standard patents, the OGP system, its structural capital and the human capital.  Another important aspect it informed was that the government is continuing its discussions with the Advisory Committee to work out the details of the implementation plan. The government had been consulting stakeholders about the implementation of regulating patent agency services until May 2013.  

•
Presentation by Chinese Taipei on “Addressing "Bad Faith" Trademark Filings”. (2013/SOM3/IPEG/004)
113. The Chair passed the floor to Chinese Taipei on its new presentation.
114. Chinese Taipei´s presentation was about the definition of “bad faith” in trademark filings/registrations, and how to deal with them: the trademark Act in 2011 the examination guidelines, the examinations practices directed to bad faith filings/registrations. Chinese Taipei explained what the trademark Act 2011 was about and exposed and example of Linsanity a basketball player. Chinese Taipei explained about the examination guidelines on likelihood confusion, and the examination practices. Chinese Taipei also explained about the opposition and invalidation of the bad faith registrations. It gave another two examples of cases on bad faith.
115. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei for its presentation.
116. The Chair passed the floor to Indonesia.
117. Indonesia made its comments and asked questions to Chinese Taipei.
118. The Chair thanked Indonesia and gave the floor to Chinese Taipei.
119. Chinese Taipei mentioned it was not easy to search or collect for bad faith evidence, and prove to the examiners to get information or even them to search on internet to get that information, but it mentioned it was a case by case basis, and sometimes one could find out if a trademark was well known in other territory, not in its territory and if someone in Chinese Taipei wanted to registry a well-known trademark in their territory. Chinese Taipei reiterated the difficulty for the examiners who had a very difficult task, to find information, but the other way was if someone could prove in its territory and should know is a trademark well known in other country, then examiners will try to use this information to refuse an application. It would be better to have ex-parties, and two parties can provide the evidence to examiners to see if there were high possibilities of connections between them, so the examiner should know about the well-known mark in other territories. 

120. The Chair passed the floor to Chile and asked if this trademark bad faith filing was an assessment within the office? And with the information the officer had collected can he decide if it’s a bad faith registration?
121. The Chair gave the floor to Chinese Taipei.

122. Chinese Taipei answered that the examiner had the duty to collect enough evidence to collect, and if did not collect enough they would drop it.

123. The U.S. congratulated Chinese Taipei for its presentation and commented it was a topic that represented a problem in many economies and that all were looking for effective new approaches. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei and passed the floor to the U.S.

124. The Chair thanked the U.S and also congratulated Chinese Taipei.

· Presentation by Korea on “Recent Copyright related Measures and Policies (2013/SOM3/IPEG/018)
125. The Chair gave the floor to Korea.
126. Korea informed economies in its presentation about the recent related measures and policy about the protection and the balanced approach to use on copyright. About the investigation of the illegal sharing, the result of the actual analysis and the hindrance to development of content industry. Korea explained what a torrent was and the download process of the copyright protection measures. It also presented the results of investigation made the specific meanings, and the background of the access policy. Korea exposed about the top priority projects and the development of law and regime, and the Korea Open Government License. 

127. The Chair thanked Korea and congratulated because they created balance in this measures and policies.
128. The Chair passed the floor to Chinese Taipei.
129. The Chair passed the floor the U.S.
130. The U.S. asked about the Korea Open Government License and whether Korea had had sufficient time to assess its the full impact, including as the intent to stimulate private sector and the use of government works, and therefore to create more online commerce, and publishing.

131. Korea answered that if it was meaningful, and that for more information after this meeting Korea will be available to answer questions.
132. The Chair passed the floor to Chile, and congratulated Korea for the presentation and asked for clarification such as 1) during the investigation the assessment was made on works of public domain, or that was being shared over historical, or focused in television show or moves, and inquired if there were any copyrights. 2) Chile asked if it was needed to use public domain works.

133. The Chair passed the floor to Korea. 
134. Korea answered that the investigation and the public work were no part of its division; Korea said they will check with the person in charge of this investigation.
135. The Chair thanked Korea and continued with the agenda.
136. The Chair passed the floor to Chinese Taipei.

137. Chinese Taipei commented the question was not very well understood.

· Presentation by China on “Recent Copyright Legislation and Enforcement”. 
138. The Chair gave the floor to China for its new presentation.
139. China made a presentation about its copyright legal system, touching upon the China Copyright Law and other important international treaties of which China is a member, such as the Berne Convention (1992), Rome Convention (1993), WCT (2007) and WPPT (2007). In the enforcement field China mentioned its double –track copyright protection system, both judicial and administrative enforcement.  Finally, China extended on two more focal points: its copyright public service system and its capacity building and public awareness. 

140. The Chair passed the floor to the U.S.

141. The U.S. thanked China and congratulated them for its historical background which was very informative. The U.S. congratulated China on about the issuance of the judicial interpretation by the Supreme Court. The U.S asked if China could report any new positive experiences under the new interpretation and also if they knew if the new revision of the copyright law would have revisions similar to those in the traditional interpretation.

142. The Chair passed the floor to China.
143. China said they had just one judicial interpretation of online infringement.

144. The Chair passed the floor to Chinese Taipei.

145. Chinese Taipei thanked China, and asked if it could provide effective points of the administrative regulation showed in the presentation.

146. China answered Chinese Taipei that the regulations are focused on different issues.

147. The Chair passed the floor to Canada.
148. Canada shared information about the recent developments in Canadian IP. Canada commented that in March of this year, the Government of Canada introduced in Parliament the proposed Combating Counterfeit Products Act.  The Act will provide the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) with the authority to take action against the commercial movement of counterfeit goods at the border, and will also include new criminal offences for commercial trademark counterfeiting. It will also allow Canadian businesses to file a request for assistance with the CBSA, in turn, enabling border officers to share information with them regarding suspect shipments.  The proposed Act is currently moving through Canada's parliamentary process. Over the last several months, the House of Commons Standing Committee on Industry, Science and Technology (INDU) has studied Canada's Intellectual Property Regime.  The Committee reported on March 18, 2013 on the Intellectual Property Regime in Canada.  Key recommendations for innovation, technology transfer and commercialization include: Increase the awareness of the importance of IP among researchers and SMEs; Provide greater support to business seeking to protect their IP; Ratify key international agreements to support Canadian business operating on a global stage; Identify ways to strengthen patent quality and disclosure of information; and Introduce regulations and legislation that will reduce the time it takes to grant IP rights. The Government responded to the recommendations of the committee on June 17, 2013.  The Government has committed through its Response to undertake the following actions: Consult stakeholders on changes to the trademarks regime that may be required to position Canada to be consistent with the Madrid Protocol and Singapore Treaty; Consult stakeholders on changes to the patent regime that may be required to position Canada to be consistent with the Patent Law Treaty and to address concerns over inadvertent abandonment of patent rights; Consult stakeholders on the benefits and changes that may be required to the industrial design regime to position Canada to be consistent with the Hague Agreement on international deposit of designs; Look into legislative and regulatory changes required to reduce the time it takes to grant patents and trademarks while preserving high level of quality; Consult on the merits and means of protecting confidential communications between IP owners and their Canadian IP agents; and Review current issues around official marks and consult with provinces, territories and stakeholders on possible changes to the official marks regime.

149. The Chair thanked Canada.

(4c-iv)
Responding to Cable and Encrypted Satellite Signal Theft.

There was no discussion under this item.
(4d) Implementation of Pathfinder Initiatives.

There were no comments on this item.

(4e) Implementation of Transparency Standards.

There were no comments on this item.

(4f) Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs)/ Free Trade Agrrements (FTAs).

There were no comments on this item.
5. Other Collective Actions of IPEG.

(5a)  Support for Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights.

(5ai) Participation in International IP-related Systems (Lead Economy: the U.S.)

· Update by Japan on the Proposal on APEC “ Information and Experience sharing IP- related treaties”
150. The Chair reminded economies that during the last IPEG Meeting, Japan gave a presentation of this issue and about the importance of the efforts over the years to establish several IPR-related treaties to harmonize various aspects of IPR protection and enforcement, including IPR acquisition, in its membership. The Chair mentioned that the actions Japan proposed were: a) Questionnaire survey with respect to advantages of IP-related treaties, possible problems/obstacles, and current status of activities involving acceding to IP-related treaties; b) Voluntary status reports at IPEG from IPEG members; c) Holding seminars/workshops to provide information and experiences about the treaties for IPEG members.
151. The Chair passed the floor to Japan.

152. Japan informed about the background and current situation of the IP-related treaties, commented the purpose of the project is to support each economy´s voluntary activities involved with acceding to IP- related treaties, this proposal aimed at sharing information and experiences related to IP treaties among the economies needing such information. Japan informed the actions would be: 1) Questionnaire Survey;2) Presentations; c) Seminars/Workshops.

153. The Chair expressed that this was a very useful initiative since the information exchange was the basis of cooperation and that having this kind of data was going to allow economies to have a general view of treaties on IP in the APEC region.  The Chair reminded economies that international instruments provided minimum standards to members aiming to benefit cooperation links.

154. The Chair passed the floor to Korea.

155. Korea expressed its support in the exchange of information and sharing of information and experience in relation of IP related treaties of each economy, it was seen benchmarks in establishing the IP Policies in each country.
156. The Chair thanked Korea and passed the floor to the U.S.

157. The U.S. commented that it was co-sponsor of the project and supported the initiative.

158. The Chair passed the floor to Mexico.

159. Mexico thanked Japan for this initiative and also expressed its interest on continue working with other economies in this respect.

160. The Chair passed the floor to China.
161. China thanked Japan and congratulated Japan for the information and commented it supported this kind of work and initiatives.
162. The Chair thanked China and passed the floor to Chile.

163. Chile echoed the voices of the other delegates, it believed it was the proper way to conduct APEC initiatives and commented that it was very positive to other economies to learn from the experiences and difficulties that other economies had and stated the sharing of experiences would be beneficial to consider entering different IP treaties.

164. As there were no adverse comments, the Chair commented this project was deemed as endorsed.

165. Japan thanked the Chair.
· Presentation by Korea “The efforts for accession to the Hague system”.
166.  The Chair gave the floor to Korea for its presentation, “The efforts for accession to the Hague system”

167. The Chair thanked Korea and offered the floor to economies.

168. Chinese Taipei thanked Korea for its presentation.
169. The Chair thanked Korea.

· Update by Mexico on “Mexico’s accession to the Madrid Protocol”

170. The Chair reminded that during the last IPEG Meeting in Jakarta, Mexico gave a presentation in which it mentioned its progress on the Madrid Protocol for the International Registration of Marks. 
171.  The Chair gave the floor to Mexico.
172. Mexico made a presentation about its accession to the Madrid Protocol, where Mexico is the third country in the Latin American region to join the Madrid trademark filing system and the fourth Spanish speaking country in the Madrid system; besides Spain, Cuba and Colombia. Through the Mexican Institute of Industrial Property (IMPI) Mexico was receiving one of the highest numbers of trademark applications worldwide. Mexico explained the most frequent arguments vs. the Madrid Protocol, and the reason why those arguments are incorrect.
173. The Chair thanked Mexico.
(5a-ii)
 Establishing Internationally Harmonized IPR system (Lead Economy: Japan).

174. Chinese Taipei expressed that the substantial patent laws harmonization have been discussed for many years, and after the USPTO hosted “Asia Pacific Patent Cooperation in the 21st Century” conference in March 2011 in Washington D.C., the studies of Tegernsee Experts Group have added new momentum on the issues.  We appreciate the United States for sharing the information in the last IPEG meeting.  As we all know, substantial patent laws harmonization has a huge impact upon patent applicants, patent attorneys and patent offices, it is important not only to the developed economies, but also equally important to the developing economies.  I believe it would be meaningful and useful if we could discuss substantial patent laws harmonization issues in the IPEG meeting.  Therefore, we suggest that the U.S., Japan or other member economies could share information on the progresses made about the issues of substantial patent laws harmonization in the future IPEG meeting.

 (5a-iii)
APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition (Lead Economies: Japan; Korea; Singapore and the United States).

· Update by Japan on the proposal on More Coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures”.

175. The Chair reminded economies that this initiative was self-funded and mentioned that Japan released a website for “More Coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures” and that consists on a “one-stop” website, allowing patent system users to download request/petition forms to be used when they request an IP Office to conduct examination by referring to results of search / examination already carried out by another IP Office.
176. The Chair gave the floor to Japan.
177. Japan gave an update about the project; it commented it had been available since March 2011. In the website, users can obtain request and petition forms for using examination research of other IP Offices such as PPH, MSE, ASPEC. It had around 700 accesses every month. It is highly desirable to have more information uploaded on this website in order to make it more fascinating so that users frequently use it. Information provided in the website affects directly the convenience of users. Japan asked economies to upload related information and expressed gratitude to economies for providing information.

178. The Chair encouraged members to use the site an upload its information.
· Update by the U.S. on the U.S. Patent Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures- Roadmap for further Cooperation.
179. The Chair reminded economies that the U.S. proposal “Roadmap for further cooperation has three components: a) GAP Analysis b) Needs of correlation c) effective use of the PCT. The Chair mentioned that in recent IPEG Meetings the U.S. has made various presentations about its cooperation activities, including PPHs and it has been ongoing for 5 years. The Chair stated that during the last IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, the U.S. provided an update on this initiative and thanked economies for their comments and reported to be working incorporating edits from members. In this regard the U.S. sent the “APEC Work sharing Statement”, which was the culmination of the Patent Cooperation Initiative. The U.S. seeked endorsement of the Statement by Economies in this IPEG Meeting.

180. The Chair passed the floor to the U.S.
181. The U.S. commented that it had pursued this effort for some time and thanked economies for their proposals to modify the text. The U.S. commented it took into account the comments made by economies, that is had worked with other economies to reach  mutually agreeable accommodations, and that the U.S. wanted to take the opportunity to share the new text prior to the end of the Meeting in order to consider any additional comments or questions regarding the new text. 

182. The Chair thanked the U.S. and commented he was going back to that specific CAP at the end of the day as requested.
183. The Chair went back to the U.S. document and commented it had some suggestions from economies to make some changes and that the U.S. distributed the new document with the new changes. The U.S. read which the small changes proposed in response to the suggestions received. 
184. The Chair asked the member economies if they had the chance to read the document and if there were any comments.
185. Canada supported the U.S.
186. Thailand commented it supported the statement as well, and stated it was a very good initiative.

187. The Chair thanked Thailand and passed the floor to Chile.

188. Chile thanked the U.S. and it believed the statement is now broader and supported it.

189. Mexico also supported the Statement informing it felt comfortable with the Statement as it was.

190. Japan also supported the Statement and commented that to eliminate the duplication of work, Japan was happy to continue in working.

191. Korea thanked the U.S. and commented it had a suggestion. The Chair thanked Korea.

192. Peru thanked the U.S. for including their concerns and supported the Statement.

193. Chinese Taipei also supported the Statement. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei.

194. The Philippines thanked the U.S. for its initiative and supported the Statement. The Chair thanked the Philippines.

195. Viet Nam also supported the U.S. Statement as a co-sponsor of the initiative. The Chair thanked Viet Nam.
196. After various consultations between the U.S. and member economies, the statement was endorsed.
197. The Chair informed economies the Project was deemed as endorsed.
(5a-iv)
 Papers related to Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights and Protection.

198. The Chair invited economies if there were any presentation to be given, but no intervention was made.

(5b) Electronic Processing of IPR-related Procedures.
(5b-i)
Electronic Filing Systems (Lead Economy: the United States).

The Chair gave the floor to economies but no intervention was made.
(5b-ii)
Dissemination of Information by Electronic Means: APEC IPEG Website (Lead Economy: Australia).

199. The Chair informed economies again that in CAP 3 “Interactions with CTI”, during the 36th IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, in January 2013, Australia requested the removal of this sub-agenda item 5b-ii) Dissemination of Information by Electronic Means: APEC IPEG Website, which was most recently used for discussions regarding the APEC IPEG Public Education & Awareness Resources satellite website. IPEG proposed to be removed as a standing agenda item in support of the recommendations proposed in APEC Media Manager's presentation addressed within 36th IPEG Meeting. The Chair confirmed that for the next IPEG Meeting this item was not going to be included.
 (5c) IP Asset Management and Utilization.

(5c-i) Promoting IP Asset Management in APEC Economies (Lead Economy: the United States).

200. The Chair gave the floor to economies in case there was a presentation, but no interventions were made.  
(5c-ii)
Raising Public Awareness (Lead Economies: Australia and Hong Kong, China).

· “Presentation by Indonesia on “Raising Public Awareness Activities in Indonesia”.
201. The Chair gave the floor to Indonesia on its presentation Raising Public Awareness Activities in Indonesia.

202. Indonesia presented the strategic policies of raising public awareness activities and activities planned such as workshops and seminars. Indonesia explained about the socialization of IPR system for industries and private sectors, and the joint organized socialization in the field of IPR. It explained about the socialization in electronic media the DGIPR´s website and the interactive talk-show on tv and radio. Indonesia commented the socialization through social networks was important and the publications of IP booklets and magazines. It presented the appointment of IP culture areas and the celebration of IP day in 2013.

203. The Chair thanked Indonesia.

204. The Chair passed the floor to Chinese Taipei; it thanked Indonesia for providing information of such important activities in Public Awareness, Chinese Taipei was interested in the appointment of IP cultural area, it mentioned it was an incentive for the city university or institutions, and shared the Chinese Taipei experience and activities on raising public awareness.

205. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei. 

· “Presentation by Hong Kong, China on behalf of Australia, Singapore and Hong,   Kong, China on the Report on the 2013 Review of Intellectual Property Explorer”

206. The Chair gave the floor to Hong Kong, China so it could give their presentation.
207. Hong Kong, China presented the updates of the IP Explorer website, and recommended that the IP Explorer tool continue in its current form and be reviewed again in three years time.
208. The Chair passed the floor to Thailand; it thanked Hong Kong, China and Indonesia for its recent presentations and gave brief comments to economies and mentioned a website to see the whole information and links to the activities of its office and it looked forward to share more information on the webpage.
(5c-iii)
Facilitation of Technology Transfer through Ensuring of IP Protection (Lead Economy: Australia).
· Presentation by Mexico on “The Importance of Innovation in Mexico”.
209. Mexico made a presentation about the new and greater importance of innovation in Mexico, which remarked the importance that the Mexican government is placing on innovation as an instrument for progress. The national policy was giving priority to the promotion of patent registration to encourage innovation; also to modernize IP management to ensure legal certainty to inventions and trademarks; to fight unfair and illegal trade practices; to strengthen Mexican Official Standards related to appellations of origin; to reinforce cooperation with other IPO’s and maintain technical assistance with emerging economies; to actively promote the Trans-Pacific Partnership and the Pacific Alliance, as a key strategy to incorporate the Mexican economy into the dynamics of the major international markets. Finally, Mexico gave an update of the challenges for 2013-2018, and IMPI´s Relevant Programs.
210. The Chair thanked Mexico and passed the floor to the U.S.
211. The U.S. thanked Mexico and congratulated on the interesting presentation.  The U.S. inquired regarding the extent to which the Mexican initiative is focused on research conducted in university and other government funded research institutions.

212. The Chair passed the floor to China.

213. China congratulated Mexico and commented how innovation has been a very important issue lately for each economy, also mentioned it also appreciated the information given by Mexico. China commented innovation was very important for IP enforcement. China commented it was important for stakeholders, entrepreneurs and society. China commented about IP Awareness on the recent Indonesia’s, and China’s presentation commented that it was important to provide services to society on IP Awareness, and different agencies had their websites, the minister of commerce to provide information, and international development. It congratulated Indonesia and China for the useful information for China and commented its system was going to be improved in this area.

214. Korea thanked Mexico for its presentation, and inquired if the e-filing was possible, and how much applications were received.

215. Mexico thanked the U.S., China and Korea for their comments.  Mexico explained that its work in this area extended to but was not primarily focused on research in university settings.  Mexico informed other economies that there was a PPH signed recently with China and Mexico and answered Korea that e-filing comprises the filing of trademarks including payment of fees etc. and it hoped that for the end of 2013 the year Mexico could handle fully the e-filing. Mexico also informed that the e-filing was used for the Madrid Protocol and commented for the patent area it had a work in progress for also handling the e-filing. 

 (5c-iv)
IP Creation, Utilization and Dissemination (Lead Economy: Korea).

No interventions were made on this item.

(5d) Capacity-building

· Update by Japan on the “Intellectual Property Academy Collaborative Initiative” (iPAC Initiative).
216. The Chair pointed out that this project was repeatedly included under CAP 2c self-funded”, he shared that due to the substantive material it includes it was more accurate to be placed under this CAP. The Chair recalled economies that during the last IPEG meeting held in Jakarta, Japan gave an update of this initiative, which promotes the exchange of information among IP academies and facilitates voluntary and mutual collaboration among them in IP training, education and research. The Chair reminded economies that Japan invited all to register to its training programs on the information exchange platform iPAC and to get more involved with the platform in order to make a useful website for all users.
217. Japan gave an update about the current status of iPAC´s initiative and how the website as information exchange platform works. Japan explained two ideas for the enhancements of iPAC: 1) strengthening basic function; 2) expanding information. Japan presented recent JPO´s findings and the new information to add. Japan presented a comparative table of uploads by economy which included: Japan; Mexico; Chinese Taipei, Russia and Australia.

218. The Chair thanked Japan and gave the floor to economies.
219. The Chair passed the floor to Mexico.
220. Mexico commented how important for its economy such project was because Mexico uses the information on the iPAC website, and looked forward to continue in supporting Japan with the project.

221. The Chair invited economies to continue using the website because is a great tool to be used.
· Update by Russia on “Promoting Common Approaches to IP Education and Training in the APEC Economies”.
222. The Chair reminded economies of this initiative in which Russia proposed it in 2012, and as co-sponsors there were: Japan and Mexico. The Chair recalled that the key objectives were: 1)The establishment of common (high) level of IP education in APEC economies available to all; 2) Reducing the lack of IP education on certain IP-related topics in certain APEC economies and, thus meeting the needs of APEC economies in the field of IP education; 3) Enhancing the collaboration among IP Academies and coordination of their work for effective exchange of best practices, experts, and students within APEC region; 4) Saving of time, efforts and resources of APEC Economies improving their existing IP education or developing some new IP educational programs, methodologies and techniques.  The Chair mentioned that during the last IPEG Meeting Russia invited other economies to send ideas or proposals intersessionally.
223. The Chair passed the floor to Russia.

224. Russia commented that the project Training for Trainers was finished so Russia was at the moment preparing new initiatives and invited economies to send ideas or suggestions or possible topics, activities on IP education.

225. The Chair thanked Russia.
226. Korea informed commented about its project IP Panorama which was a great educational tool translated into many languages with WIPO and explained in what it consisted and how it was used.

227. The Chair thanked Korea.

· Presentation by Mexico on “IMPI Academy”

228. The Chair gave the floor to Mexico so it could give the presentation on “IMPI Academy”.

229. Mexico made a presentation about its IMPI Academy in which it was showed all the concepts, objectives, courses, and training activities, in order to produce a culture of IP awareness, use & protection among students, academics, researchers, users and the general public. It defined IMPI Academy´s structure as a specialized institution on training and development of human resources. IMPI Academy is focused on reading curricular profile and the implementation of IP general and specialized programs to be taught through on-line distance learning courses and in situ. This, with the aim of promoting and encourage an entrepreneurial culture of innovation & IP among the academic population; and, developing strategic linkage among the academic and business sectors.

230. The Chair thanked Mexico and gave the floor to Canada.
231. Canada asked for clarification on the course participatants.

232. Mexico answered that in the chart it was showed Mexico tried to involve mainly national students and international, so it limited the number of national students and opened more places for the international students. 

233. Canada inquired whether the funding came from IMPI budget.

234. Mexico answered is mainly IMPI and its resources, WIPO supports some other things but mostly it was from IMPI.

235. The Chair thanked Canada.

236. Canada commented it wanted to give an update about CIPO/WIPO Executive Workshop on the Application of Management Techniques in the Delivery of IP Services. Canada commented that every year since June 1997, the Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO) and the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) have organized specialized training courses and delivered them to senior intellectual property (IP) executives in developing nations. The CIPO-WIPO Workshop took place from June 3 to June 7, 2013. In 2013, CIPO hosted representatives from Argentina, Brazil, Cambodia, Chile, China, Ghana, Indonesia, the Philippines, Serbia, Viet Nam, Zambia and Zimbabwe. Overall, the representatives appreciated the dedication of senior CIPO staff in presenting and sharing their expertise on IP management. This was truly a CIPO-wide effort and a great success. Participants were also asked to present their IPO and they really enjoyed learning from each other’s.

237. The Chair thanked Canada.
(5e) Strategic Development of IPEG

· IPEG Chair to inform members on the updated IPEG CAP 2013 to be submitted to CTI.
238. The Chair informed that every year IPEG submitted its updated Collective Action Plan (CAP) to CTI at the end of the year; he will be informing members when IPEG needed to submit and will seek for their comments and reviews. 
6. New Project Proposals

(6a) Quality Assessment Framework Team

• QAF Team.

239. The Chair thanked the QAF team because he said it was very important to support the good development of APEC funded projects. He thanked Mexico; Korea and Canada for being part of the team for 2013, and he invited all economies to start thinking about volunteering to be part of the QAF Team for 2014. 
240. The Chair asked of there were any volunteers.
241. Mexico volunteered to form part of the QAF Team, and the Chair commented he was going to be asking again at the end of the year for 2014. Afterwards Chile volunteered as well.
(6b) Call for new project proposals.
•
Update by Russia on the project "Promoting Effective Utilization of IPRs through the Concept of Open Innovations”

242. The Chair reminded economies that during the last IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, Russia proposed a new project and mentioned that a concept note was going to be sent intersessionally. The Chair recalled economies that Russia pointed out that the idea dealt with an “Open Innovation Project” and commented that Russia emphasized that nowadays in a global market, the competitiveness of companies was to great extent due to the innovative capacity of a company; it mentioned also that nowadays innovation was more a product of international distribution and was becoming more difficult to companies to be innovative. The Chair commented that Russia also expressed that participants or beneficiaries of this project would be government officials, small business, enterprises, and litigation institutions. Also Economies were informed that Russia presented a concept note intersessionally for comments, and informed everything was in the right track.
243. The Chair passed the floor to Russia, so they could update economies.
244. Russia presented the project Promoting Effective Utilization of IPRs through the Concept of Open Innovations, which gives an opportunity to APEC economies to discuss the concept of open innovations from the view point of acquisition and transfer of IPRs and what difficulties can be faced by government/legal entities with regard to legal means for “open” utilization and commercialization of IPRs. The project will allow economies to: 1) establish common understanding between APEC economies on open innovations in innovation-based economy; 2) exchange experience and best practices in innovation management based on concept of open innovations; 3) develop recommendations on enhancing of enterprise’s competitiveness basing on principle of open innovations; 4) develop guidelines on use of open innovation models for building up innovation-based economy. The main beneficiaries of the project are government officials, representatives of large innovation enterprises, representatives of universities/educational institutions.
245. The Chair thanked Russia and gave the floor to economies, in case they had any further comments.
246. The CHIAR passed the floor to Mexico and mentioned because of its importance Mexico was a co-sponsor and invited other economies to co-sponsor the project.
247. The Chair commented in order to endorse this project it was needed another economy and invited economies to offer in co-sponsoring.
248. Korea offered to be co-sponsor so the project was endorsed.
249. Russia thanked Mexico and Korea and hoped it was going to be a very useful proposal for everyone.

•
Presentation by Korea on a project proposal on “APEC workshop on appropriate technology, strategic IP utilization for sustainable development.” (2013/SOM3/IPEG/010)
250. The Chair updated economies that this project aimed to enhance APEC capacities for the utilization of the IP strategies based on the circumstances of developing economies to raise awareness on the importance of the development of appropriate technology (AT) in APEC economies through a joint APEC-KIPO workshop. The Chair reminded economies that this initiative was endorsed during the 36th IPEG Meeting in January 2013.

251. The Chair informed economies that the concept note was submitted to CTI for priorization and ranking, and he commented that as to date there had not been any results from PMU and that the notification by BMC was going to be opened “in principal approval” by July 3, 2013.

252. The Chair gave the floor to Korea.
253. Korea presented the background, the key objectives and the methodology of the project it reminded economies what was Appropriate Technology, the background and the main perspectives.  Korea explained how APEC/IPEG was involved and concerned AT. Korea reminded economies that the project was endorsed on the 36th APEC IPEG Meeting held in Jakarta, Indonesia in January and that the co-sponsors were: Chile; Mexico; Vietnam; Papua New Guinea; Korea exposed the key objectives and the methodology of the workshop, it explained the Workshop was going to be three days in June or July 2014, that the participants would be government officials, NGOs, private enterprises, international organizations, the total cost of USD 161,824 and how the dissemination of results was going to be, as well as the two proposed possible programs. 

254. The Chair thanked Korea.

255. The Chair reminded again economies the BMC notification was going to be made by July 3rd 2013.

256. The Chair passed the floor to Chile.

257. Chile thanked the Chair and commented that as a co-sponsor of the project Chile strongly supported its endorsement and encouraged other economies to talk to the high level Officials so they could value this project because it was very useful for economies.

258. The Chair thanked Chile.
7. Cooperation with Other Fora/Stakeholders.

· Update by the IPEG Chair on IPEG-ABAC 2013.

259. The Chair informed economies that he personally contacted Mr. Alex Parle, ABAC representative, in order to accommodate their presentations during the 37th meeting; however due to some internal ABAC issues no representatives were able to participate. The Chair hoped that ABAC could be able to attend the next 38th IPEG Meeting to be held in China as Mr. Parle kindly informed him. The Chair informed that he was going to keep posted all economies on any news that may arise.
· Update by the Chair on ACTWG Multi-year Project.

260. The Chair commented that IPEG did not give adverse comments so the concept note was to be deemed as endorsed as proposed by the ACTWG. The Chair informed economies that in this regard, the Anti-Corruption Transparency Working Group (ACTWG) organized a Workshop called “Capacity Building: designing best models on prosecuting corruption and money laundering cases using financial flow tracking techniques and investigate intelligence for effective conviction and asset recovery to promote regional economic integration”, which was held on June 11 – 13, 2013 in Santiago de Chile. The Chair passed the floor to Chile or Thailand, the Project Overseers, in case they had further comments about this project.
8. Other Business
· Update by the Chair on IPEG Convenorship 2015-2016
261. The Chair informed IPEG Members that the 37th IPEG Meeting was his second one as IPEG Chair and Mexico´s fourth year, he commented it had been a very interesting and satisfactory task. The Chair invited economies to start thinking on deciding for the next 38th Meeting who will be the next economy to be leading the Group.
9. Document Access
Members will decide whether each document is to be made public or to be restricted.
262. In this item the Chair gave the floor to Mr. Zhiwei.
263. Mr. Zhiwei informed about the list of documents to be made public or restricted, he asked if everyone agreed to endorse the list. He commented number 9 and number 22 and 23 were going to be restricted; the others were going to be uploaded in the website.
264. The Chair gave the floor to Korea.

265. Korea asked number 5a (i) could be kept restricted.

266. Russia commented that regarding the Concept note it could be public. 
267. Mr.  Zhiwei commented number 22 to be public and to change Korea´s suggestion.
268. The Chair thanked Mr. Zhiwei.
10. Future Meeting
269. The Chair informed members that next 38th IPEG Meeting will be held in China. The Chair gave the floor to China so they could inform economies of the next meeting venue and dates.
270. China commented it was very excited to host the next IPEG Meetings, informed economies that the Ministry of Affairs was already preparing the Meetings for 2014. China commented that for the IPEG Meeting was going to be in different cities, to experience different tradition and history. China informed it will be announced in October during the APEC Meeting, and hoped to see everyone in China next year.
11. Report to the Next CTI
· The Chair will provide CTI with the Convenor’s Report on the IPEG and forward it to IPEG Members for their consideration.

271. The Chair noted that CTI3 was taking place on July 2 – 3, and the usual process, was going to be made as following: IPEG circulated the draft report for comments and approval before it was submitted to the CTI Chair. Nevertheless, he informed that due to the tight time frame between IPEG and CTI, the IPEG Chair would rather send the group the draft report after CTI finished in order to have enough time to have consensus on IPEG’s report to CTI. He also informed that he was briefing CTI representatives on IPEG´s activities particularly on the importance of IPR.
272. The U.S. thanked the Chair for its thorough preparation and for the efficient and productive Meeting.  The U.S. also thanked Indonesia for hosting and congratulated China for hosting next year. The U.S. thanked economies for the support of the endorsement of the Statement on Patent Acquisition Procedures- Roadmap for further Cooperation. 
273. The Chair thanked the U.S. and passed the floor to Chile.
274. The Chair passed the floor to Korea.

275. Korea thanked Indonesia’s Government for hosting the Meeting and thanked the hard work to host the IPEG´s Meeting. Korea congratulated the Chair for its great preparation and the form of leading the Meeting.

276. The Chair thanked Korea and passed the floor to China.

277. China thanked Indonesia for their considerate and hospitality, also thanked the Chair for conducting the Meeting and making so effectively such meeting since it was more practical and cooperative communication from economies, to establish a better the IP System.
278. The Chair thanked China and passed the floor to Thailand.

279. Thailand congratulated the Chair for the successful meeting and the results. It wished a very successful continuation to the chairmanship. Also thanked Indonesia for the hospitality and the arrangements made for the Meetings. 

280. The Chair thanked Thailand and passed the floor to Mexico.
281. Mexico thanked and congratulated the Chair and the hosts for the great organization in Medan and Jakarta and thanked all the efforts from the economies.

282. The Chair gave the floor to Indonesia.

283. Indonesia thanked Economies and the Chair.

12. Closing Remarks
284. The Chair concluded the meeting by expressing his thankfulness and appreciation to Indonesia for its hospitality and arrangements and to all the members for their attendance, support and for the active participation. He commented to see all the delegates of the member economies next year in China.
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