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The APEC Budget and Management Committee (BMC) held its first 2004 meeting at the APEC Secretariat, Singapore, on 24-25 March.

Report of the Secretariat on APEC budget stressed that with continuing efforts to control costs at the existing level of service and at the existing contribution levels the forecast is that APEC could continue to set aside US$2,000,000 for Operational Account projects to 2006. In this respect the need for increased contributions would then need to be assessed.

The meeting reviewed the progress of the Secretariat in reaching the standards aimed for under the ISO 9001:2000 standard on Quality Management Systems. BMC members expressed some concern at the lower than target rate for the submission of project claims, noting that much of this was attributable to late submission of details from the Project Overseer/traveller concerned and some attributable to differing perceptions of what constituted complete documentation for payment. The Secretariat reported that there were continuing complaints about the complexities of APEC's reimbursement system for travel and some of these concerns had again surfaced at the ECOTECH Committee and WGs Coordination Meeting, held ahead of SOM I this year. That is one of the reasons why we are inviting Lead Shepherds and Chairs to participate in ECOTECH Committee meetings.

Forecast of the Operational Account

The meeting agreed that the US$2 million cap on the Operational Account should remain, and that the 4-year forecast should continue to be updated and presented at future BMC meetings so that the BMC might closely monitor the financial outlook. Some member economies indicated, without commitment, their willingness to increase their contribution levels if increasing demands and costs made this necessary. Members noted that contribution rates had not been adjusted since 1998, at which time some reductions were made in recognition of hardships from the then economic crisis. Economic conditions in many economies had improved, while the contributions had declined in real terms with inflation and currency adjustments. 
Forecast of the TILF Special Account
Taking this into account, currency exchange rate fluctuations, the level of uncommitted reserves and the demand for funding for projects under the TILF Special Account the meeting determined a level of expenditure for projects in 2005 of US$5,000,000. 

Japan advised that its contribution to the TILF Special Account in fiscal year 2004-5 would remain this year at 325 million yen. Japan further advised that the amount to be contributed to the TILF fund in future years could not be guaranteed. Japan reiterated its request that other economies contribute to the TILF fund. 

 Reprogramming and Requests for Urgent Funding
Regarding the requests which cited exchange rate fluctuations as the rationale for an increased payment, the Meeting agreed that these would not be approved. To do so could open the door to many more requests. The request for several projects, including TPT 01\2003T, were not approved as the rationale for the request was exchange rate fluctuations.

Guidelines for Hosting APEC Meetings
The BMC Chair outlined the rationale for the changes which were to ensure that the Executive Director (ED) of the APEC Secretariat (and/or the Deputy Executive Director (DED), as appropriate) had an opportunity to speak at APEC Ministerial Meetings and were treated appropriately. The concern was for the organisation rather than the person. Regarding the treatment of the ED or, in his absence, the DED, Members suggested that an equivalency with Ministers might need to be established, but noted that this was the situation for the ASEAN Secretariat where the Secretariat Director was treated as the equivalent of a Minister.

On hosting guidelines in general, members suggested that money could be saved by not providing delegates with souvenir bags at every meeting. They also suggested that delegate badges could differentiate (by colour) between government and non-government members of an economy's delegation.

Project Management and Evaluation Matters

The BMC attaches great importance to the evaluation process and the part that Members play in it through their agreed assignment to a Small Group to evaluate project results. 

Meanwhile the Chair of the Small Group on Evaluation set up by ECOTECH Committee said that the proposal for new evaluation process which followed an instruction from Ministers to use existing mechanisms such as the ESC and the BMC was approved at the concluded SOM I Meeting in Santiago. This proposal is aimed at significantly strengthening the coordination of APEC activities, in particular APEC projects, so as to avoid duplication and maximise APEC value, goodwill and benefit to stakeholders. 

It includes a description of the generic quality assessment framework for project applications, mid-term review and outcomes. That will significantly improve and increase efficiency in using the new framework. 

After some discussion, members agreed to trial the framework for Operational Account projects to be put forward at BMC II in late August 2004. Members agreed that the Chair would send a joint letter with the Chair of the ESC to all APEC Working Groups to require them to choose two projects to trial. To reduce the burden the projects should not both come from the same economy. These projects would be prepared by the project proponents using the existing project format (Annex A of the Guidebook on APEC Projects) and also in the format proposed by the consultant. Projects in the latter format would be assessed using the Framework for Project Proposals by a Project Steering Committee of the Working Group, meeting at the WG or virtually. The WG should offer its comments on the efficacy of the new format and the framework for project proposals. On a voluntary basis WGs would also be encouraged to trial the mid-term review framework and the outcome framework for Operational Account projects ahead of BMC II. The trial would not apply to TILF projects, nor to projects proposed by Committees or ad hoc groups.

Secretariat and BMC Chair prepared guidelines for this trial and sent to all Lead Shepherds of APEC Working groups for reference and action. What projects are most convenient for this exercise is TPTWG members’ decision. But from my perspectives it should be the first two TPTWG projects ranked as #1 and #2.

BMC Members noted that the Guidebook would require amendment if the evaluation frameworks were to be adopted.

Improvement to Projects

After a wide-ranging discussion the following were agreed:

Projects put forward and approved at BMC II and later should follow APEC-wide priorities. 

For projects approved at BMC II in 2004 the priorities would be the 2004 priorities agreed at ISOM and confirmed at SOM I in 2004 . 

SOM Policy Priorities

Support for the WTO

Inclusion of FTAs/RTAs discussions within APEC´s work Agenda

Implementation of APEC Security Commitments

Implementation of the APEC Trade Facilitation Action Plan

Finalization and Implementation of APEC Transparency Standards

Implementation for the Structural Reform Action Plan

Preparations for the Mid-Term Review of the Bogor Goals

Cross-Cutting Priorities

Capacity Building

Development of a Database on Implementation of APEC commitments

Interaction with APEC stakeholders

APEC Reform

For TILF Special Account projects these would be supplemented by the TILF priorities set out for CTI projects (the CTI priorities agreed at CTI I in 2004). 

The list below has been set fully taking into account the TILF-related SOM set of Priorities and the CTI Priorities of 2004. Hereafter, all TILF Projects proposals should be assessed at BMC for their approval based on this List. Besides, in view of the nature of the TILF Fund, project proposals from Working Groups will be scrutinized from the viewpoint of its TILF relevance.

Priority List

1. 
Support for the WTO

2. FTAs/RTAs
3. TILF- related APEC Security Commitments
4. Trade and Investment Facilitation (Including IPR)
5. Transparency

6. Structural Reform
7. Preparation for the Mid-term Review of the Bogor Goals
8. TILF-related Capacity Building
9. Interaction with APEC stakeholders
10. APEC Reform

For Operational Account projects the general priorities would be supplemented by the ECOTECH priorities agreed at SOM I in 2003.

 A.)  Integration into the Global Economy

B.)  Counter-Terrorism Capacity Building

C.)  Promoting the Development of Knowledge-Based Economies

D.)  Addressing the Social Dimension of Globalization

Members agreed to retain for Operational Account projects, the current limit of 15% of the total Operational Account (ie US$300,000) as the maximum any one WG, Committee or Task Force may put forward at BMC II. Members reiterated that this was not an entitlement to fund to that amount.

Members agreed that for TILF Special Account projects there should be a substantial element of self-funding; for projects from developed member economies this should be 50%; for ones put forward by developing member economies this should be 20%. 

Please take into account that Japan limited number of TILF projects from Working Groups. Each Group can propose three projects for TILF account. 

Project proponents of Operational Account projects would also be encouraged to provide some self-funding - it was noted that self-funding for hosting and participation was the norm already for these projects. Self-control should be exercised on what was counted as self-funding.

All projects put forward should have the active involvement of at least three economies - as proposing / co-sponsoring economy.

Honoraria should be reduced; normally no more than US$300- US$1,000 should be offered. The maximum would remain at US$1,500. Government and international organisation officials would not be eligible.

Consultant and consultant secretary costs should be more closely tailored to that of the local economies with the normal hourly maxima of US$80 and US$20 retained. Points of contacts in economies should encourage consultants/organisations in their respective economies to bid for APEC contracts. The Secretariat would be working to improve the visibility of contract details on its website.

The number of APEC-sponsored speakers should be reduced to normally no more than 6 (six) a day. The number of APEC- sponsored participants should be kept down as far as possible and not exceed the numbers permitted in the Guidebook on APEC Projects.
The hosting costs (where eligible) should be restricted to no more than US$5,000 for a two day conference. There should be a competitive bidding process for the venue. This will have the added advantage of helping to keep hotel costs down.
On Human Capacity Building, the WG should adhere closely to the ECOTECH Matrix in the project proposals and ensure that the questions are answered.

On Gender, there is a tendency to gloss over gender concerns such as ‘women are free to participate’ and ‘the project is gender neutral’. It is necessary for the PO to take responsibility for ensuring that gender concerns are taken seriously. For example on item 13 of the gender criteria for project proposals the statement ‘The Project Overseer (PO) will ensure that women representation will be considered in the formation of the project team and identify them by name, portfolio, level of responsibility and the economy they represent’ should be added so that the PO will have to take responsibility for gender concerns. Again on item 18 the statement ‘The PO will provide data on women’s participation in the meeting/seminar/workshop by name, portfolio and the economy they represent’ to ensure that there is a fair representation of women in APEC activities. Where possible a ‘Not Applicable or NA’ should be avoided.

Members decided against placing a maximum value on APEC projects.
The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, 24 – Thursday, 26 August 2004, in Singapore. 

The meeting agreed the following deadlines for the next meeting:

30 July 2004

:
Receipt of finalised ranked project proposals from fora

13 August 2004
:
Deadline for Secretariat to upload projects and papers for BMC II

