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Executive Summary 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Launched in 2009, APEC'’s Ease of Doing BusinesD@oinitiative aspires to improve
APEC'’s performance by 25 percent in five key aadoing business by 2015. To meet this
ambitious target, a series of capacity-buildingvétegés to assist government officials have
been implemented focusing on the five priority arelg Starting a Business; 2) Dealing with
Construction Permits; 3) Getting Credit; 4) TradiAgross Borders; and 5) Enforcing
Contracts.

Since 2011, the APEC Policy Support Unit, in cadledtion with the APEC Economic
Committee, has prepared annual interim assessmvaids measure APEC’s progress towards
the 25 percent objective. This report analyzesattimulated progress by the APEC region
during the period 2009-2013. Due to updates inWlegld Bank’s Doing Business database
across all priority areas and methodological chang®btain indicators in the areas of Dealing
with Construction Permits, Getting Credit and TragdAcross Borders in previous years, this
report recalculates the improvement rates achibye®PEC from 2009 to 2013

Using the updated dataset, the interim assessnuariirros that APEC has been making
continuous overall progress in the EoDB initiatéhece its inception. During the period 2009-
2013, APEC’s combined improvement across the fioBE priority areas was equal to 11.3
percent, but progress remained below the 201 3gtadodenchmark of 15 percent improvement.

APEC: Accumulated Overall Progress of Ease of DoinBusiness Initiative (Average Values)

. Dealing with . Trading :
Improvement Start_mg @ | construction Gett”?g Across Enforcing | Overall Benchmark
Business ) Credit Contracts | Progress
Permits Borders
2009 — 2010 6.3 3.3 1.8 14 0.0 2.6 2.5
2009 — 2011 17.1 6.9 3.3 2.7 0.4 6.1 5.0
2009 — 2012 22.8 15.7 4.0 2.5 0.1 9.0 10.0
2009 - 2013 27.8 19.8 6.6 2.6 0.2 11.3 15.0

Source: APEC Secretariat, Policy Support Unit dakbons using data from World Bank, Doing Busin2844 and updates
to Doing Business database.
Note: Figures in percentage values. Improvememtskaown with positive values.

The priority areas of Starting a Business and Dgalith Construction Permits showed the
strongest accumulated improvements, making prodregsnd the pro rata benchmark of 15
percent. In contrast, APEC’s progress was relagtimebdest in areas such as Getting Credit
and Trading Across Borders, and almost negligiblEnforcing Contracts.

APEC'’s collective progress remained uneven amang@mbers. When analyzing the median
values of APEC’s EoDB indicators, the combined ioye@ment of APEC’s median values in

all priority areas between 2009 and 2013 was etqudl9 percent, below the 11.3 percent
progress rate measured by average values and dénpero rata benchmark. Only the area of

1 The methodology to calculate improvement ratesHerGetting Credit priority area has also beenstdf in
order to better reflect progress. Please see Appérfdr further information on the matter.
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Starting a Business had an improvement in mediaresabove this benchmark, but most of
it took place between 2009 and 2011.

APEC: Accumulated Overall Progress of Ease of Doingusiness Initiative (Median Values)

: Dealing with . Trading :
Improvement Star'qng 2 | Construction Gett”?g Across Enforcing | Overal Benchmark
Business ) Credit Contracts | Progress
Permits Borders
2009 — 2010 6.8 -2.6 5.1 2.7 0.0 2.4 2.5
2009 — 2011 22.0 -5.7 3.4 5.0 0.0 4.9 5.0
2009 — 2012 23.0 4.6 4.5 5.0 -0.3 7.4 10.0
2009 - 2013 23.0 9.5 5.0 6.5 0.5 8.9 15.0

Source: APEC Secretariat, Policy Support Unit dakions using data from World Bank, Doing Busin2844 and updates
to Doing Business database.
Note: Figures in percentage values. Improvememshaown with positive values.

Dealing with Construction Permits was the area wh#hmost striking difference between its
average and median values - whilst average valpsoved 19.8 percent between 2009 and
2013, median values only rose 9.5 percent ovesdhee period. The raw data shows that most
of APEC'’s progress in this priority area was expdai by those economies that did not perform
well in 2009.

The comparison of APEC’s overall progress withitiped rata benchmarks across time shows
that despite the collective progress achieved S0AREC is not keeping pace to achieve the
25 percent improvement target by 2015. The gap dewhe overall progress rates and the
annual pro rata improvement targets has increasdldei last two years. APEC’s collective
improvement of 11.3 percent, measured by the agevalyes, in the 2009-2013 period, was
good, but progress needs to be stronger and matelywspread across all APEC member
economies.

This report shows that APEC’s progress vis-a-vig tf the rest of the world was remarkable.
However, the analysis by priority area found trextain regions were performing better than
APEC in specific EoDB indicators. For example, 0123, it took on average 21 days to start a
business in the APEC region, but it only took 19sdim Eastern Europe and Central Asia. In
this sense, it is possible to assert that themgoi® room for improvement.

APEC needs to intensify its efforts to get clogethe 2015 targets. For that to happen, it is
important that APEC continues with the implemewtatf capacity-building activities to assist
government officials in identifying best practicasd ways to promote reforms and make it
easier, faster and cheaper to do business in tiEECABgion.



Introduction 3

INTRODUCTION: APEC’s EASE OF DOING BUSINESS
HISTORY

The APEC’s Ease of Doing Business (EoDB) initiatdeges back to February 2009, when
Senior Officials meeting in Singapore agreed toipytlace an Action Plan to improve the
business environment in the APEC region throughileggry reforms that make it cheaper,
faster and easier to do busirfess

This initiative is based on the World Bank’s Doilgsiness project, which developed
indicators in 11 areas for 183 economies (inclu@h@PEC member economies) to provide
objective measures on business regulations and é&médrcement. These indicators offer
measurable benchmarks for reférm

APEC Ministers Responsible for Trade agreed in 20§09 to focus on five priority areas of
Doing Business, namely: 1) Starting a BusinessD&aling with Construction Permits; 3)
Getting Credit; 4) Trading Across Borders; and Bjdecing Contracts. Later, APEC Leaders
agreed in November 2009 to set an APEC-wide imprmre target of 25 percent by 2015 in
these five areas, with an interim 5 percent impnoset target by 2011.

The EoDB initiative also includes capacity-buildimgpgrams in order to assist APEC member
economies in their efforts to improve their busgmesvironment. APEC’s EoDB capacity-
building activities to date have proceeded in twages:

» Phase 1: Activities to share information and eigmees, such as seminars and workshops.

» Phase 2: Technical experts to conduct diagnadticlies, tailored to an individual
economy’s priority area for improvement, and depel@ustomized, practical
recommendations for creating a more favorable enwient for doing business in that
area.

Under the EoDB initiative, APEC has identified claam economies in each of the priority
areas to lead capacity-building activities. Champmoonomies by priority areas are:

e Starting a Business: New Zealand and the UnitateS

» Dealing with Construction Permits: Singapore

* Getting Credit: Japan

e Trading Across Borders: Hong Kong, China (onlyRthase 1) and Singapore
e Enforcing Contracts: Korea

TARGET FOR 2015

When the EoDB initiative was launched, its framewdrighlighted the importance of
measuring APEC-wide results while aiming to imprdve overall APEC average.

A document produced by the APEC SOM Chair's Offine2009 showed that APEC
economies had made substantial progress in manygRusiness areas from 2005 to 2009.

2 See APEC (2009), “Discussion Paper on Ease ofdBirsiness (EoDB)”, 2009/CSOM/023, Concluding
Senior Officials’ Meeting - Plenary Session, 9 Naneer 2009.
3 Seehttp://www.doingbusiness.org/about-us
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For example, during that period, starting a busirecame 28 percent cheaper and 26 percent
faster on average in APEC. Dealing with permitsabpee 20 percent cheaper and credit
information improved by 23 perceht.

More revealingly, this 2009 document found thalifAPEC economies performing below the
median level of APEC were to improve up to the raadevel, this would have resulted in
substantial improvements such as making it 50 percbkeaper and 45 percent faster on
average to start a business; 37 percent cheam#fdoce contracts; and 29 percent easier to
deal with permits

The results between 2005 and 2009 showed thattdebpigood progress by APEC, there was
room for improvement and therefore, potential &iorm. Based on those results and the strong
commitment to conduct regulatory reforms across @Pthe target equivalent to a 25 percent

improvement by 2015 was endorsed by APEC Leaders.

Achieving the target by 2015 will represent substhdrgains for businesses, as it could

potentially reduce on average the cost of imporéind exporting a container of goods by up
to USD 450; reduce on average the time taken tbatausiness by one week; and remove on
average five procedures to obtain a constructiomip®

In order to get closer to the 2015 target, it igpamant that APEC continues promoting
capacity-building activities to assist governmenttheir efforts to implement reforms to make
it easier, faster and cheaper to do business.rticplar, these activities could focus on those
priority areas which APEC as a whole lags far beéhire agreed target, as well as involving
the participation of APEC economies whose perforreaiould benefit from additional support
and capacity-building. Activities such as diagnosiudies, workshops, seminars, advisory
services and mechanisms to promote inter-institatiooordination within governments could
be some useful examples of capacity-building.

INTERIM ASSESSMENT MEASUREMENT APPROACH

The report seeks to establish if APEC collectiieds met the interim pro rata target of 15

percent improvement by 2013. APEC annual averageesavere calculated for each of the

EoDB priority areas’ sub-indicators. Averages feay 2013 were compared against those of
2009 to assess APEC’s accumulated progress indD® knitiative.

For a more accurate assessment, median valuesalger@resented, allowing a comparison
against average values. As explained in previosesasents, the inclusion of median values
is justified by the presence of extreme valuesli@s) in many of the EoDB indicatdtsAs
opposed to averages, median values are not affegtedtliers in the Doing Business database
and hence provide a closer indication of the trédmat APEC members are collectively
following in their EODB indicators.

4 APEC (2009), op. cit.

5 lbid.

8 APEC (2009a), “2009 APEC Ministerial Meeting: Xafitatement — Sustaining Growth, Connecting the
Region”, http://www.apec.org/en/Meeting-Papers/Ministeritdt8ments/Annual/2009/2009_amm.aspx

" For more information, see APEC (2012), “2012 APEs®nomic Policy Report”,
http://publications.apec.org/publication-detail.@pbpb_id=133PAPEC Policy Support Unit (2013), “APEC’s
Ease of Doing Business — Interim Assessment 2002°2http://publications.apec.org/publication-
detail.php?pub_id=1436
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The report also compares the performance of the AREgion vis-a-vis other regions or
economic blocks to show how well the APEC regiodasg relative to the rest of the world.

This year’s report includes two changes in compari® previous years’ assessments. First, a
new feature has been incorporated in the analysiaah priority area. The most recent values
in each EoDB indicator by the APEC region (fromry2@13) were compared with those that
APEC will need to reach in order to meet the 15ceetr pro-rata and the 25 percent
improvement rate targets by 2013 and 2015, resfagtiThese comparisons allow for a better
understanding on how much APEC is on track, and faswor close) APEC collectively is
from the 2015 target.

Second, the methodology to calculate improvemeasiia the Getting Credit priority area has
been adjusted to better reflect progress. Whitsitators in other priority areas are continuous
(e.g. price and time indicators can take infini@ues) and lower values reflect better
performance, Getting Credit indicators are disc(ete only take limited values within an
interval) and greater values reflect better pertoroe. For this reason, the calculation of the
improvement rates for these indicators was chatged using a simple percentage change
formula, to using a formula to calculate what patage within the range of the indicators’
posséble values represents the improvement achibeasgleen the baseline and the current
years.

8 The improvement rate for Getting Credit indicatisr®btained by dividing the difference between thiues
obtained in the current and baseline years by ifferehce between the maximum and minimum possialees.
For further information, please see Appendix 1.
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1. APEC'S OVERALL EODB INITIATIVE PERFORMANCE

APEC’s performance in the 2013 EoDB interim assesdénwas measured by comparing the
average and median performance of each of the Eof&ators across each of the five priority
areas in 2013 and comparing the results again@0@ base year, then measuring the outcome
against the 15% pro rata target. The results argrarized in this section.

The table below summarizes APEC’s average perfocmé&or each of the EoDB indicators
relative to the 2013 pro-rata benchmark of 15% ompment above the 2009 base year:

Table 1. Performance in EoDB Indicators — APEC Aveage Values between 2009 and 2013

Benchmark: Improvement equal to Improvement, but No change Declining
15 percent or above benchmark below benchmark conditions
improvement
Starting a - Procedures (number)
Business - Time (days)
- Cost (% of income pef
capita)
- Paid-in Min. Capital
(% of income per
capita)
Dealing with | - Procedures (number)
Construction | . Time (days)
Permits . Cost (% of income pef
capita)
Getting Strength of Legal
Credit Rights Index
Depth of Credit
Information Index
Public Registry
Coverage (% of
adults)
Private Bureau
Coverage (% of
adults)
Trading Documents to Export - Cost to Export
Across (number) (USD per
Borders Time to Export (days) container)
Documents to Import - Cost to Import
(number) (USD per
Time to Import (days) container)
Enforcing Procedures (number) - Cost (% of
Contracts Time (days) claim)

APEC'’s average performance showed mixed prograssathe five priority areas. Although
continuous improvement could be seen in all indisatovering Starting a Business; Dealing
with Construction Permits; and Getting Credit; samh¢hem did not meet the 2013 pro-rata
benchmark. In the case of Trading Across BordedsEarforcing Contracts, progress was far
away from the pro-rata benchmark, as some of timicators experienced declining
conditions instead.
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Some highlights of APEC’s EoDB initiative perfornt@imeasured by average values are:

All indicators in the two priority areas of Stagina Business and Dealing with

Construction Permits showed an improvement aboy@@i.3 pro-rata benchmark.
Specifically for Starting a Business, the improvemeate for the indicator on paid-in

minimum capital requirements had the highest impnoent rate (40.8 percent) while for
Dealing with Construction Permits, the indicatoramst to obtain a permit had the highest

improvement rate (23.7 percent).

However, progress has not been steady and smaotsaadl indicators as APEC members

seek to meet the 25 percent improvement targe0h.2

0 Seventeen EoDB indicators registered improvementvdesn 2009 and 2013 (85
percent of all EODB indicators), but only seven BoBdicators showed improvement
equal to or above the 2013 pro-rata target (35gmeraf all indicators).

o Three indicators showed declining conditions (1&eet of the EoDB indicators).

An analysis of APEC’s performance in terms of madialues shows a different angle since
no change was observed for a significant numb&REC’s EoDB indicators between 2009

and 2013.

Table 2. Performance in EoDB Indicators — APEC Medin Values between 2009 and 2013

Benchmark: | Improvement equal to | Improvement, but No change Declining
15 percent or above benchmark | below benchmark conditions
improvement
Starting a - Procedures (numbern) - Cost (% of - Paid-in Min. Capital (%
Business - Time (days) income per of income per capita)

capita)
Dealing with | - Time (days) - Procedures - Cost (% of
Construction (number) income per
Permits capita)
Getting - Private Bureau - Strength of Legal Rights
Credit Coverage (% of Index

adults) - Depth of Credit
Information Index
- Public Registry
Coverage (% of adults)
Trading - Time to Export - Cost to Export - Documents to Export
Across (days) (USD per (number)
Borders - Time to Import container) - Documents to Import
(days) - Cost to Import (number)

(USD per

container)
Enforcing - Time (days) - Procedures (number) | - Cost (% of
Contracts claim)

APEC'’s progress in median terms was primarily ladgited to gains in indicators concerning
the areas of Starting a Business; Dealing with @aosBon Permits; Getting Credit; and
Trading Across Borders. However, all priority areaported indicators with no change or

declining performance in their median values.

Some highlights of APEC’s EoDB initiative perforntenmeasured by median values are:

Eleven EoDB indicators (55 percent of all EoDB oators) registered improvements
between 2009 and 2013, but only six of them reggsténprovements equal to or above

the 2013 pro-rata target.
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Half of all Starting a Business indicators showetpriovements above the pro-rata
benchmark of 15 percent. One-third of the TradirggoAs Borders and Dealing with
Construction Permits indicators showed improvemabisve the pro-rata benchmark,
while one-quarter of the Getting Credit indicatdid so.

There are areas where APEC needs to intensifytefiorin Dealing with Construction
Permits and Enforcing Contracts, improvements imesdndicators were offset by
declining conditions in others. For example, while median time required to obtain a
new construction permit decreased, the medianafastquiring that permit increased.

All in all, although APEC has made progress towidnel 2015 target of 25 percent overall
improvement, the path has been neither steadymooth. As the tables above show, progress
has been uneven across priority areas and themesgomnding indicators. Substantial
improvements in Starting a Business explained wio&PEC’s progress in the EoDB initiative
while portions of Dealing with Construction PermitSetting Credit and Trading Across
Borders also experienced promising progress. Emigi€Contracts remains as the priority area
where APEC needs to do more work.

A. Starting a Business

APEC'’s performance in this priority area continte®e impressive. All indicators improved
above the 15 percent benchmark in their averageesatesulting in a combined improvement
rate of 27.3 percent, even though this was sligbtker than that for the rest of the world (28.0
percent). Eastern Europe & Central Asia remainethasegion making the most progress
(43.1 percent), while South Asia (30.3 percent)Bast Asia & Pacific (29.7 percent) occupied
the second and third place respectively. APEC’'sraw@ment rate was mainly driven by the
lower paid-in minimum capital requirements to statbusiness which has reduced by more
than 40 percent since 2009.

Figure 1. Improvement Rate of Average Starting a Bsiness Values

O- —
_5 I e
_10- - - =
15— e ——— ——— — — w150
_20- = -
25 4 a——
-30
-35
-40
-45
_50 c
APEC ROW East Asia Eastern European Latin Middle OECD South Asia  Sub
& Pacific Europe & Union America & East & Saharan
Central Caribbean North Africa
Asia Africa

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
Note: Improvements are shown with negative vafues.

The details on the list of economies considereaémh economic or geographic group can be found in
Appendix 2.
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APEC’s combined improvement rate of 23 percent idian values was also above the
benchmark of 15 percent and driven mainly by tigeificant reduction in the median number
of days required to start a business. Despite #iasg APEC’s improvement was 15.4
percentage points lower than the rest of world ayer The Eastern Europe & Central Asia
region again showed the largest improvement (58r8gmt), followed by Sub-Saharan Africa
(43.8 percent) and Middle East & North Africa (3@&rcent).

Figure 2. Improvement Rate of Median Starting a Busess Values
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B. Dealing with Construction Permits

APEC’s combined improvement rate in dealing witimstouction permits was 19.8 percent,
above the 15 percent benchmark and higher thagldihal average (18.6 percent), but lower
than the best regional performance seen in Eagerape & Central Asia (30.7 percent).
Improvement in the priority area was contributed dlly three indicators; meaning fewer
procedures, shorter time and lower cost to obtaiorstruction permit.
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Figure 3. Improvement Rate of Average Dealing witlfConstruction Permits Values
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In median terms, APEC’s combined performance ra@opercent fell short of the 15 percent
benchmark although it was a significant improvenretgtive to that for the period 2009-2012
(4.6 percent). The improved performance was maRrplained by the reduction in the number
of days to obtain a construction permit. By regiéastern Europe & Central Asia was the best
performer (29.6 percent), followed by Sub-Saharfica (16.9 percent) and Latin America &
Caribbean (15.1 percent).

Figure 4. Improvement Rate of Median Dealing with @nstruction Permits Values
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The difference in improvement rate by average aediam terms remains significant and could
be attributed to two reasons: 1) the large reduodtiothe number of procedures to obtain a
construction permit was contributed by APEC ecoresmihich have been in the bottom of the
list for having many procedures in place sincelthgeline year (2009); and 2) while there has
been a decrease in cost to obtain a constructionifppen average, cost actually increased in
median terms. Six economies, which were amongdpel8 APEC economies with lowest
costs in 2009, experienced higher costs by 2013.

C. Getting Credit

APEC’s combined improvement rate under the reuisethodology was 6.6 percent in average
terms, way below the 15 percent benchmark but hititan that for the rest of the world (6.2
percent). All indicators reveal that APEC can daena this priority area, through improving
the strength of its legal rights, depth of credibrmation and/or expanding the share of its
adult population whose credit information is avialidain public registries as well as private
bureaus. By region, East Asia & Pacific made thetmalative progress in average terms (10.0
percent), followed by Eastern Europe & Central A8i& percent) and Sub-Saharan Africa
(6.9 percent).

Figure 5. Improvement Rate of Average Getting CrediValues
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APEC’s combined improvement rate measured by medidunes was equal to 5.0 percent,
which was lower than that for the rest of the w@dB percent). This can partly be explained
by APEC’s better median scores in this priorityaarelative to the rest of the world in the
baseline year (2009), which makes it harder forARE&C region to register additional gains in
performance in percent terms. In fact, the datavshibhat APEC’s improvement was solely
explained by the increase in share of APEC’s apofiulation whose credit information is

available in private bureaus. There was no changbe median values for the other three
indicators (i.e. strength of legal rights indexptteof credit information index and share of
adult population covered by public registries). Tagional best performer was East Asia &
Pacific (20.4 percent), followed by European Uni@®2 percent) and Eastern Europe &
Central Asia (7.6 percent).
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Figure 6. Improvement Rate of Median Getting CreditValues

25 ¢

20 —+

10 +

APEC ROW  EastAsia Eastern European Latin Middle OECD South Sub

& Pacific Europe & Union America East& Asia Saharan
Central & North Africa
Asia Caribbean Africa

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
Note: Improvements are shown with positive values.

D. Trading Across Borders

In recent years, progress in this priority area Ibesn relatively modest around the world.
APEC’s average values for the Trading Across Bardedicators showed a combined

improvement rate of 2.6 percent for the period 22093, which was lower than the 2.7 percent
improvement rate seen between 2009 and 2011. ARigEfermance, though far below the 15
percent pro rata target, ranked as the third bedopmance of all regions, behind only the
European Union and the OECD economies. As opptustte APEC region, the rest of the

world saw an average decrease of 1.6% in theirativeerformance since 2009, with South

Asia and Eastern Europe and Central Asia showiadgitgest decline.

Figure 7. Improvement Rate of Average Trading Acros Borders Values
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APEC'’s performance in Trading Across Borders, mesiy median values, was the best
among all regions included in this report, withiarprovement of 6.5 percent between 2009
and 2013. In particular, significant improvementyevnoticeable in the median time to export
and import, both of which improved in 15.4 percenting the period 2009-13. On the
contrary, the rest of the world managed a medigrarement of only 0.6 percent in the same
period.

Figure 8. Improvement Rate of Median Trading Across Borders \alues
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E. Enforcing Contracts

Gains remain elusive for APEC and the rest of tloeldvin the Enforcing Contracts area as
difficulties in implementing reforms in courts pistsacross all regions. APEC’s average
combined performance improved in only 0.2 percentlie period 2009-2013, far below the
15% pro rata target.
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Figure 9. Improvement Rate of Average Enforcing Cotracts Values
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APEC’s combined performance in Enforcing Contrastsasured by median values, lagged
far behind the target as well, improving by judi percent between 2009 and 2013. Over the
same period, the rest of the world saw their megemfiormance declining by 1.3%. APEC’s
performance, though far from the 15% pro rata impnoent target, placed it as the third best
performer among all regions, behind East Asia amal Pacific, which had a combined
improvement of 0.8 percent, and South Asia, whidhsd in 0.7 percent.

Figure 10. Improvement Rate of Median Enforcing Cotracts Values
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F. Combined Progress in All Priority Areas

If progress of all priority areas measured by therage values is equally combined to obtain
an average rate of improvement, APEC’s combinedongment rate for the period 2009-

2013 was equal to 11.3 percent, which is belowlth@ercent pro-rata target. This indicates
that although APEC has made improvements relatiibe base year (i.e. 2009), it needs to
redouble its efforts in order to meet the targeR& percent improvement by 2015.

Improvement rates across priority areas differ wutiglly from as low as 0.2 percent for

Enforcing Contracts to as high as 27.3 percen$tarting a Business. In view of this, moving

ahead, APEC needs to intensify reforms in aredasthee been performing way below the pro-
rata improvement benchmark such as Getting Crédagling Across Borders and Enforcing

Contracts.

Table 3. APEC — Overall Progress at Ease of DoinguBiness Initiative (2009 — 2013) Average
Values
Benchmark = 15 percent

. Starting Dealing W'th Getting Trading Enforcing Overall
Region a Construction . Across
. ) Credit Contracts | Progress
Business Permits Borders

APEC 27.3 19.8 6.6 2.6 0.2 11.3
ROW 28.0 18.6 6.2 -1.6 -0.2 10.2
East Asia & 29.7 9.6 10.0 0.7 0.6 10.1
Pacific
Eastern Europe &
Central Asia 43.1 30.7 9.7 -5.8 2.1 15.1
European Union 25.8 -3.8 54 3.6 -0.5 6.1
Latin America &
Caribbean 7.7 7.9 3.3 2.2 0.0 3.3
Middle East &
North Africa 20.9 55 57 0.8 0.2 6.6
OECD 221 5.4 3.2 3.0 -0.5 4.5
South Asia 30.3 13.1 4.9 -13.1 0.4 7.1
Sub Saharan
Africa 26.7 21.2 6.9 0.3 0.2 11.1

Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations
Note: All components have been calculated by usimple averages. Improvements are shown with pesiti
values.

In median terms, APEC’s combined improvement ratdle period 2009-2013 was equal to
8.9 percent, which is below the 15 percent pro-tatget and also below the combined
improvement rate measured by average values. Mdisates that progress in many of the
indicators was driven by economies that did notquer well in the baseline year (i.e. 2009).
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Table 4. APEC — Overall Progress at Ease of DoinguBiness Initiative (2009 — 2013) Median
Values
Benchmark = 15 percent

Reai Starting Dealing W'th Getting Trading Enforcing Overall
egion a Construction . Across
; ) Credit Contracts | Progress

Business Permits Borders
APEC 23.0 9.5 5.0 6.5 0.5 8.9
ROW 38.4 10.8 6.8 0.6 -1.3 11.1
East Asia &
Pacific 14.0 10.7 20.4 1.7 0.8 9.5
Eastern Europe &
Central Asia 52.3 29.6 7.6 2.4 -3.7 17.6
European Union 28.1 3.3 9.2 5.6 0.4 9.3
Latin America &
Caribbean 15.7 15.1 11 0.5 -0.5 6.4
Middle East &
North Africa 30.0 4.7 5.1 -2.5 0.4 7.6
OECD 26.2 2.5 4.4 1.1 -1.2 6.6
South Asia 24.8 2.8 3.5 -9.0 0.7 4.6
Sub Saharan
Africa 43.8 16.9 7.5 2.4 0.4 14.2

Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations
Note: All components have been calculated by usimple averages. Improvements are shown with pesiti
values.

G. APEC is Making Progress, But Needs to Intensify E&rts

Although APEC has made great strides in the Eoltiative between 2009 and 2013, member
economies need to accelerate their efforts botiviohehlly and collectively so that it can get
closer to the targeted 25 percent improvement b 2This includes the implementation of
measures in all priority areas, including in thasat APEC is doing well, to make doing
business easier, faster and cheaper. APEC needstuce that it can offer improved conditions
to do business. This is especially relevant, sather regions are also improving their business
environments and competition is intense to atiractstments.

There is room for improvement in APEC’s performanoeact, APEC still lags behind some
regions in a number of indicators of Doing Busindssr example, regarding Starting a
Business, in 2013, it took on average 21 dayspéqutures and a cost that was about 7.0 percent
of the income per capita to start a business in @REomparatively, it took only 11 days, 5
procedures and a cost that was about 3.7 percéimé aicome per capita to start a business in
OECD. The same could be observed in median terrhgeWl¥ took 10 days, 6 procedures and

a cost that was about 6.7 percent of the incomeaggata to start a business in APEC, it took
11 days, 5 procedures and a cost that was abopeg2nt of the income per capita to start a
business in European Union.

Pertaining to Dealing with Construction Permits,EXPneeded on average 15 procedures to
obtain a construction permit but it took 13 proaedito get one in Latin America & Caribbean.
In median terms, the cost to obtain a construgbemit was approximately 56.3 percent of
the income per capita in APEC but was only 45.8¢m@irof the income per capita in East Asia
& Pacific.
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For Getting Credit, the average public credit regisoverage in APEC was 18.6 percent of
the adult population, but in European Union, theetage was 19.5 percent of the adult
population. Although the private bureau coveragedabetter at 56.8 percent of the adult
population on average, the same coverage in OECD68&8 percent. In median terms, the
private bureau coverage in APEC reached 60.3 pertaanfrom the level achieved by the
OECD (92.2 percent).

On Trading Across Borders, an average of 5 docwnesis required to export a cargo
container with an average wait time of 13 days@rsting USD 920. The OECD, by contrast,
required only an average of 4 documents and 10, deyise exporting a container from the
East Asia & Pacific region cost on average only UE&H3. Importing a container from APEC
required on average 6 documents, 13 days, and B3DApain, the OECD came ahead in
terms of time and documentation, requiring 4 doaushand 10 days on average. East Asia &
Pacific economies charged on average only USD &@3ported container.

Enforcing Contracts is an area where APEC anddkeaf the world need to do extra work.
Improvements in APEC were very modest in termshefriumber of procedures and time to
enforce a contract, and the cost slightly incredmstdieen 2009 and 2013. APEC required an
average of 35 procedures and 33.4 percent of tiendh fees. The OECD, in contrast,
required an average of 31 procedures to file anclaith costs representing 20.7 percent. The
median APEC economy needed 36 procedures and 2énpaf the claim as administrative
fees, while OECD economies demanded only 32 praesdnd 20.4 percent of the total claim.

As indicated earlier, APEC’s combined improvemextérof 11.3 percent on average and 8.9
percent in median terms shows that APEC has improver the 2009-2013 period. However,

there is more work to be done. First, APEC’s corablirmprovement rate was below the 15
percent pro-rata target both in average and in ametgirms. The gap towards achieving the 25
percent improvement rate by 2015 is becoming mba#lenging to address, noting that only

two more years remain to conduct reforms and deéffective changes.

Second, the lower improvement rate in median termaans that the improvements in doing
business have been uneven across APEC economigviements in several of the doing
business indicators were mostly explained by theB&C economies that were relatively
behind during the baseline year (2009).

Third, improvements were also uneven across pyiargas, varying from as low as 0.2 percent
for Enforcing Contracts to as high as 27.3 pert@n$tarting a Business It is important that

all areas achieve substantial progress. For indalgdland companies, doing business entails
following procedures in several areas and the dvarangth of doing business in a particular
economy has a direct relation to its performancéhenweakest areas to carry out business
activities. Obstacles in Enforcing Contracts majed hinder improvements that have been
achieved in other areas, such as Starting a Busord3ealing with Construction Permits.

10 The values refer to improvements in average teHosvever, progress in APEC measured by median salue
has also been uneven across priority areas.
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2. APEC’'S IMPROVEMENTS BY PRIORITY AREAS

A. Starting a Business

Starting a Business continues to be the priorigadhat APEC made the most progress under
the EoDB initiative.

The average number of procedures required to atawsiness in the APEC region decreased
from eight to about six between 2009 and 2013. Sloimg similar could be observed in the
median number of procedures within APEC over thmesgeriod. While improvement rates
have been remarkable in APEC for both average asdiam values, it still lags behind Eastern
Europe & Central Asia, the European Union and OR&Cibe terms of the average and median
number of procedures, which stood at approximédiedy

Figure 11. Average and Median Number of Procedurefor Starting a Business
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Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations

APEC also managed to reduce the average time eghtorstart a business by 24.3 percent
from 28 to 21 days between 2009 and 2013. In spitbe sharp reduction in average time,

starting a business in APEC took on average at lease than a week than in Eastern Europe
& Central Asia, the European Union and OECD. APB&(d better in reducing the median

time from 23 to 10 days. Only Eastern Europe & @di{sia and OECD experienced a shorter
median time to start a business (nearly 9 days).

While APEC has made commendable progress andioareihong APEC members decreased
by 17.9 percent, it should be acknowledged thardity within APEC remains wide. The time
required to start a business ranged from justéndHy to as long as 101 days in 2013.
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Figure 12. Average and Median Number of Days for $&tting a Business
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Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations

APEC'’s cost of starting a business as measureeénteptage of income per capita has been
relatively lower compared to other regions betw2@®9 and 2013. This did not prevent APEC

from further reducing their average and mediansbgt24.0 and 10.7 percent in average and
median terms, respectively. APEC’s average cost®percent in 2013 was among the lowest,
only trailing behind OECD (3.7 percent), Europeamdn (4 percent) and Eastern Europe &

Central Asia (6.5 percent). APEC'’s cost in medemmss (6.7 percent) also trailed behind only

those three regions in 2013.

Figure 13. Average and Median Cost (% of income cafa) for Starting a Business
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In terms of the paid-in minimum capital requiremétdeposit in a bank or with a notary to
start a business, APEC managed to reduce it stgnifly by more than 40 percent from 9.8 to
5.8 percent between 2009 and 2013. Despite thiankeahle improvement, other regions had
been able to reduce it further. As an illustratithe, paid-in minimum capital requirement in
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Eastern Europe & Central Asia went down by 87.C@et; going from 18 to 2 percent, over
the same period.

By examining the median values of APEC’s paid-imimium capital requirement, the APEC
region appears to be in line with global trendsthNfhe exception of the European Union,
OECD and Sub-Saharan Africa, APEC and other regexperienced a median paid-in
minimum capital requirement equal to zero in 204Bich indicates that more than half of
APEC members did not require any paid-in minimupited for starting a business.

Figure 14. Average and Median Paid-in Minimum Capitl for Starting a Business
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At 27.3 percent, APEC’s combined improvement rateStarting a Business in average terms
was well above the 15 percent pro rata target by32@ll four indicators registered
improvement rates of between 20.2 and 40.8 peréelaok at the current situation indicates
that APEC has already met its 2015 target in orieeStarting a Business indicators (i.e. paid-
in minimum capital requirement) and is very clogeneeting its target of 25 percent
improvement by 2015 in the other three indicators

Table 5. Comparison of APEC'’s Starting a Businessd?mits Average Indicators with Targets _
Cost (% Paid-in Min.
Procedure Time of income Capital (% of

AR s (number) (days) per income per
capita [
Current Situation (2013) 6.4 21.2
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 6.8 238 78 8.4
2013 ' ' ' '
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201 6.0 21.0 6.9 7.4

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

Both APEC and the rest of the world improved sufitsadly in all of their Starting a Business
performance indicators. While APEC met the 15 pargeo-rata improvement rate for all
indicators in 2013, the rest of the world met tgét for three out of four indicators.
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Box 1. Making it Easier to Start a Business

Even though APEC has made considerable stridegdawaking it easier to start a business in redent
years, member economies are continuing to explagswo simplify starting a business. Selected
recent examples highlight these improvements iheChiong Kong, China; and the Philippines.

Chile has made starting a business easier by mgeatnew online system for business registration,
allowing several aspects of the business registragirocess to be completed online in less than [one
day at zero cost. More than 20,000 companies wegporated in less than one day in 2013.

Hong Kong, China abolished a capital duty that pr@viously levied on local companies under the
Companies Ordinance in June 2012. This improvemede starting a business less costly and
enhanced the economy’s competitiveness as an atii@nal business centre.

In the Philippines, the National Competitivenessi@ul (NCC), a public-private group tasked by the
President’s Office with improving the economy’s g@ment in the Doing Business rankings,
developed a “Game Plan for Competitiveness” whiatsao implement regulatory improvementg —
such as streamlining of steps - at different lewélgovernment. The Taguig City government, for
instance, opened its business one stop shop (BOS®@r to facilitate the business permits and
licensing process.

Sources:
World Bank, “Business Reforms for Starting a Bussie Available at
http://doingbusiness.org/reforms/overview/topiatita-a-business
Patricia Rey Mallen, “Chile is Latin America’s B&3buntry to do Business, 34 in the World; Venezuel
is Worst, 181 in the World”. Published by Interoaiil Business Times, 19 November 2013. Available|at
http://www.ibtimes.com/chile-latin-americas-bestotry-do-business-34-world-venezuela-worst-181-
world-1475410
Gabriel Jimenez, Chile: Boosting EntrepreneursHifmeorporations in One Day” presentation at the
APEC Economic Committee, Ningbo, China, 24 Feb 2014
News Archives of the Government of Hong Kong, Chii@apital Duty to be Abolished from June”. 13
May 2012. Available alttp://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/201205/13/P20%200546.htm
Department of Foreign Affairs of the Republic o& tRhilippines, “Philippines Lauded in Doing Busigies
2014 Report, Urged to Press on with Reforms”. 18dyiaber 2013. Available at
https://www.dfa.gov.ph/index.php/2013-06-27-21-Fghl-embassies-and-consulates/1260-philippinegs-
lauded-in-doing-business-2014-report-urged-to-poeswvith-reforms
National Competitiveness Council Philippines, “Ripines Soars 30 Notches in the IFC 2014 Doing
Business Report”. 31 October 2013. Availabléatib://www.competitive.org.ph/stories/715
The Philippine Star, “Taguig Opens Center for FaBtgsiness Requirements’ Renewal”. 6 January 20[L4.
Available athttp://www.philstar.com/nation/2014/01/06/1275728liig-opens-center-faster-business-
requirements-renewal
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Figure 15. Change in Average Values for Starting 8usiness Indicators Between 2009 and 2013
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Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations
Note: Improvements are shown with negative values.

APEC’s median values have already achieved theipét§ent improvement rate targets in
three out of four indicators. APEC’s remarkableguess in Starting a Business from both
average and median perspectives means that thisawasult of efforts by many APEC
economies, and not just those economies that dithrewell during the baseline year (2009).

Table 6. Comparison of APEC’s Starting a Business Edian Indicators with Target

1)
Cost Q6 o idkin Min.

Procedures Time . Capital (% of

Median :
(number) income per

capita)

Current Situation (2013) 6.0 10.0 6.7 0.0
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 6.8 19.6 6.4 0.0
2013

Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 6.0 17.3 5.6 0.0
2015

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

APEC's largest improvement in its median values vedated to the shorter time to start a
business. In the case of the rest of the worldnsglian paid-in minimum capital requirement
experienced the largest relative progress. APEGtergd no change in this median indicator
because more than half of its members have noblettad any paid-in minimum capital
requirement since before the start of the EoDBaitite back in 2009.
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Figure 16. Change in Median Values for Starting a Bsiness Indicators Between 2009 and 2013
(%)
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Note: Improvements are shown with negative values.
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B. Dealing with Construction Permits

APEC's average performance across all three inglisah this priority area improved above
the 15 percent benchmark. However, APEC’s perfoo@@ammedian terms was less rosy, since
only one of the indicators, time to obtain a camsion permit, improved its median value
above the 15 percent pro-rata benchmark; and anatigécator, the cost to obtain a
construction permit, became worse off, as the nmedast in APEC increased in 5.2 percent
between 2009 and 2013.

Regarding the number of procedures required toimlataconstruction permit in APEC, its
average fell from 18 in 2009 to 15 in 2013. APE@enenced the deepest improvement in this
indicator in percent terms. Despite this improvetm&REC still lagged behind other regions.
For example, the average number of proceduresttnoé construction permit in OECD and
Latin America & Caribbean was around 13.

APEC’s median number of procedures in median tevasson par with the European Union,
with 13 procedures, but was slightly higher thatinhAmerica & Caribbean, OECD and South
Asia.

Figure 17. Average and Median Number of Proceduret® Obtain Construction Permits
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Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations

From the perspective of the number of days to ab&aconstruction permit, APEC made

substantial progress both in average and mediamsfgeducing the amount of time between
2009 and 2013 by approximately 4.5 and 6 weekssely, and exceeding the 15 percent
pro-rata improvement target. In fact, APEC becaheerégion with the shortest average time
to obtain a construction permit (137 days); andgkeond shortest median time (114 days),
only marginally behind East Asia & Pacific (111 day

Despite this progress, APEC’s performance remameyen among its members. As a matter
of fact, the number of days to obtain a construcgiermit among APEC members ranged from
26 days to 297 days in 2013.
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Figure 18. Average and Median Number of Days to Olin Construction Permits
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APEC'’s cost for obtaining a construction permitenms of percentage of income per capita
has been among the lowest relative to other regimnaverage terms, APEC managed to
reduce it from 102.5 to 78.3 percent of the incaecapita between 2009 and 2013, becoming
the region with the lowest average cost.

However, it must be acknowledged that APEC’s cedtuiction has not been uniform across
member economies. In fact, APEC’s median cost asad from 53.5 to 56.3 percent between
2009 and 2013, as rising costs in obtaining con8tm permits were registered in six APEC
economies with different development levels over same period of time. APEC’s median
cost was close to that of the European Union (péréent) and higher than that of East Asia
& Pacific (45.3 percent) as well as OECD (50.5 patt

Figure 19. Average and Median Cost (% of income cagal) to Obtain Construction Permits
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Box 2. Simplifying the Process to Obtain Construction Perrits

APEC member economies are making noteworthy pregreshe area of dealing with constructipn
permits by making it simpler, faster and cheapduidd.

China has simplified the process to obtain a canstn permit by streamlining and centralizing
preconstruction approvals since Doing Business 20A# example, Shanghai is implementing a fast-
track approval process for building permits.

According to Malaysia’'s Task Force to FacilitatesBiess (PEMUDAH), a thorough review of both
regulatory and non-regulatory procedures and psasebas led to the streamlining of procedures [and
the introduction of One-Stop Centres (OSC) in Msiay This gateway to obtain approvals for
construction of small scale, non-residential prigdw@s reduced the number of procedures from 37 to
15 and shortened the time required from 140 todi36.

Sources:

- World Bank, “Business Reforms in China”. Availalale
http://www.doingbusiness.org/reforms/overview/eaonéchina
Ministry of International Trade and Industry, Masdgy, “World Bank Ease of Doing Business Report 201
29 October 2013. Available at
http://www.miti.gov.my/cms/content.jsp?id=com.tmmgarticle.Article _1ce8c200-c0a81573-98dbc960-
87d9b748
Ee Ann Nee, “Malaysia®®Most Business-Friendly Country: World Bank”. Pshied by The Sun Daily, 30
October 2013. Available &ttp://www.thesundaily.my/news/868886
World Bank, "Good Practices for Construction Regjalaand Enforcement Reform: Guidelines for
Reformers”. January 2013. Available at
https://www.wbginvestmentclimate.org/publications#iier.cfim?csModule=security/getfile&pageid=33965

=

Measured by average values, APEC’s combined impnewe rate in this priority area was

equal to 19.8 percent, above the 15 percent peoteaget by 2013. A look at the current
situation indicates that APEC is well-placed to tmés overall target of 25 percent

improvement by 2015. Indeed, APEC is only less thgmocedures and 11 days away from
the 2015 target to obtain a construction perminifarly, the average cost in APEC is only 1.4
percent points higher than the 2015 target.

Table 7. Comparison of APEC’s Dealing with Construton Permits Average Indicators with
Targets

Average Procedures Time Cost (% of i_ncome
number days per capita
Current Situation (2013) 15.2 137.4 78.3
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 15.5 7143. 87.2
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 2015 13.7 126.8 76.9

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC SecrataFiolicy Support Unit calculations

All three Dealing with Construction Permits averagdicators contributed to the positive
performance with improvement rates ranging betw#ér® and 23.7 percent. It is also
worthwhile to point out that APEC’s average impnments for procedures (16.9 vs. 4.1
percent) and time (18.7 vs. 11.1 percent) to okdadonstruction permit were far better than
those of the rest of the world. As for cost, altifolAPEC’s average improvement rate was
relatively lower than that of the rest of the wof&8.7 vs. 40.6 percent), its absolute average
performance (78.3 percent of the income per capite greater than that of the rest of the
world (374.3 percent of the income per capita).
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Figure 20. Change in Average Values for Dealing witConstruction Permits Indicators Between
2009 and 2013 (%)
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The indicators show that APEC has already managedduce the median number of days
required to obtain a construction permit beyond thepercent pro-rata benchmark by 2013
and the 25 percent improvement target by 2015. MewwPEC needs to put in more efforts

to reduce the median number of procedures, whichmare than one procedure away from
the 15 percent pro-rata benchmark. Similarly, ARE@'edian cost as a percentage of the
income per capita was more than 10 percent padnmux sf the 2013 pro-rata benchmark.

Table 8. Comparison of APEC’s Dealing with Construion Permits Median Indicators with
Targets

. Procedures Time Cost (% of income '
Median .
(number) (days) per capita)

Current Situation (2013) 13.0 114.0 56.3
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 11.9 1318 45 5
2013 ' ' '
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 10.5 116.3 40.1
2015 ' ' ‘

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

While it is encouraging that APEC managed to redumeessfully the median time to obtain
a construction permit in 26.5 percent, outperfogmine rest of the world (11.1 percent), it
remains a concern that APEC’s median cost to olataionstruction permit has moved in the
opposite direction, by increasing in 5.2 percend affsetting the gains by the other two
indicators in this priority area.
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Figure 21. Change in Median Values for Dealing witlConstruction Permits Indicators Between
2009 and 2013 (%)
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C. Getting Credit!!

While APEC’s average performance across all fouttiGe Credit indicators improved
between 2009 and 2013, the level of improvementdixgerse and well below the 15 percent
pro-rata benchmark. APEC’s median performance didexperience any change, with the
exception of share of population whose credit imfation is available in private bureaus, which
increased above the 2013 pro-rata benchmark.

The average score on APEC’s strength of legal sigldlex improved slightly, climbing 3
percent from 6.8 points in 2009 to 7 points in 20I3is index measures the degree to which
collateral and bankruptcy laws protect the rightsborrowers and lenders. While the
improvement was small, it should be highlighted thREC’s score was the best among other
regions and on par with the European Union and OECD

APEC’s median score of the strength of legal righteex remained unchanged at 7 points
between 2009 and 2013, on par with OECD as wdlaas$ Asia & Pacific and only behind the
score obtained by Eastern Europe & Central Asi& @bints). However, the degree of
protection by existing regulations to the rightdofrowers and lenders across APEC members
varied significantly, as reflected in this indessores by APEC members. It ranged between
3 points to the maximum possible score of 10 points

Figure 22. Average and Median Strength of Legal Rigs Index for Getting Credit in APEC
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Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations

11 The methodology for the calculation of the impnment rates in this priority area was modified §réar. Since
Getting Credit indicators can only take limited wed within a range, instead of using the conveatiformula
to obtain percentage changes, improvement ratésdqreriod 2009-13 were calculated by dividingdtiterence
of the values obtained in 2013 and 2009 by thesdifice between the maximum and minimum possibleesgal
that the indicators can take. Please see apperfdixfdrther details.
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APEC'’s average score for the depth of credit infatron index improved 10.3 percent from
4.5 in 2009 to 5.1 in 2013. This index measuresdieth of the rules affecting the scope,
accessibility and quality of credit information daale. Although APEC’s improvement rate
was smaller than those of other regions, APEC’sagyeescore for this index was the best when
compared to other regions mentioned in this report.

Similar to the strength of legal rights index, AP&@edian score for the depth of credit
information index remained unchanged from 2009032 Its score of 5.0 was the best relative
to other regions in this report and on par withtBasEurope & Central Asia, the European
Union, Latin America & Caribbean and OECD.

Figure 23. Average and Median Depth of Credit Infomation Index for Getting Credit
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The indicator on the public credit registry coverageasures the percentage of adult population
listed in a public credit registry with informatia@m repayment history, unpaid debts or credit
outstanding for the past five years. APEC’s averagdic credit registry coverage improved
from 12.3 percent to 18.6 percent between 2009283, occupying among all the regions
included in this report the second spot after taepgean Union (19.5 percent).

APEC’s median public credit registry coverage ramadiat zero between 2009 and 2013,
implying that more than half of member economiekrht use public credit registry systems.
The same was observed for East Asia & Pacific,nLatmerica & Caribbean and OECD.
Eastern Europe & Central Asia was the region withhighest coverage through those means
(12.5 percent).
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Box 3. Improving Credit Information Systems

APEC member economies have undertaken reformgplanty in the area of credit information and cage to
make it easier to get credit.

For instance, Australia improved its credit infotina system through the Privacy Amendment (Enhang
Privacy Protection) Act 2012 which was passed orN29ember 2012. These reforms made possible n
comprehensive credit reporting because it allowséporting of information about an individual’si@nt credit
commitments and their repayment history over thavipus two years. It is also complemented by endr
privacy protections for individual’s credit-relatedormation.

Brunei Darussalam established the Credit Bureauwait under the Regulatory Department of Autdditinetari
Brunei Darussalam (AMBD). The unit collects, cadlmtand consolidates credit information in the farfha
Credit Report for all licensed banks, finance comgs and Islamic Trust Funds (TAIB) and should salbow
borrowers to view their own Credit Reports.

Singapore strengthened its credit information sydig requiring that financial institutions discldseconsumersg
the possible costs of rolling over credit card dabtl other revolving credit facilities. In additiofnancial
institutions are required to review a borrowertatalebt and credit limits before extending therdithohal loans
to allow for better assessment of an individuatsrbwing capacity.

Viet Nam improved its credit information systemdmstting up a legal framework for the establishnoéptrivate
credit bureaus which allows for the gathering o$ifiee and negative credit information on indivitkiand
businesses from eligible lenders. These reformaldralow lenders to make faster and more acculatesions
and, consequently, consumers and businesses dtauddjuicker and easier access to credit.

Sources:
World Bank, “Business Reforms for Getting Credifvailable at
http://doingbusiness.org/reforms/overview/topictiget-credit
Office of the Australian Information Commission@gystralian Government, “Credit Reporting”. Availaldat
http://www.0oaic.gov.au/privacy/privacy-act/cred#porting
Al-Haadi Abu Bakar, “Easier to do Business in Briun€B”. Published by The Brunei Times, 30 Octob8d 2.
Available athttp://www.bt.com.bn/print/401869
Autoriti Monetari Brunei Darussalam, “Credit BuréaAvailable at
http://www.ambd.gov.bn/index.php/reqgulatory/creditreau
Monetary Authority of Singapore, “Credit Card anddécured Credit Rules Strengthened to Help Indal&Avoid
Getting Into Debt Problems”. 11 September 2013.ilabée athttp://www.mas.gov.sg/news-and-publications/presg
releases/2013/credit-card-and-unsecured-credit:agpx
World Bank, “Vietnam Ranks $%or Ease of Doing Business in New Report”. 29 ®eto2013. Available at
http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/200/29/vietnam-ranks-99th-for-ease-of-doing-bussr@snew-
report
PCB Vietnam Credit Information Joint Stock Compaf3CB and CRIF Officially Obtain a License to Dewplthe
First Private Credit Bureau in Vietnam”. 18 Mardbil3. Available ahttp://pcb.vn/en/news/banking-and-finance-
news/130-pcb-and-crif-officially-obtain-a-license-develop-the-first-private-credit-bureau-in-vietmatml
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Figure 24. Average and Median Public Credit Registy Coverage (% of adult population) for

Getting Credit
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The indicator concerning the private bureau coweraggasures the percentage of adult
population listed in a private credit bureau witformation on repayment history, unpaid debts
or credit outstanding from the past five years. SREaverage private bureau coverage
improved from 48.8 percent in 2009 to 56.8 perae@013. Its coverage was among the best
relative to other regions, second only to OECD §g&rcent).

APEC’s median private bureau coverage improvedfigntly from 40.3 to 60.3 percent from
2009 to 2013, being the region with the second lmesterage through those means.
Nevertheless, APEC’s median was still far from OECEverage (92.2 percent).

Figure 25. Average and Median Private Bureau Coverge (% of adult population) for Getting

Credit
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APEC’s combined average improvement rate for Ggtiiredit was 6.6 percent and way below
the 15 percent benchmark that it had set for it3éiére is a need to reinforce efforts in order
to get closer to the targeted 25 percent improverbgn2015. APEC’s average score for
strength of legal rights index was 1.3 points belloe/2013 pro-rata target and 2.3 points below
the 2015 target. Similarly, APEC’s average scordlfe depth of credit information index was
0.3 and 0.9 points below the 2013 pro-rata targdttae 2015 target, respectively. In terms of
the public registry and private bureau coverageE@Rvill need to increase them by 18.7 and
17 percentage points, respectively in order to rtreeR015 target.

Table 9. Comparison of APEC’s Getting Credit Avera@ Indicators with Targets

Strength of  Depth of credit Pu_bllc PN
: . . registry bureau
Average legal rights information coverage (%  coverage (%
index (0-10)  index (0-6) ge (7o ge o
Current Situation (2013) 7.0 5.1 ' 18.6 56.8
Pro-Rata Target (15%
Improvement) by 2013 8.3 5.4 273 63.8
Overall Target (25% 93 6.0 373 738

Improvement) by 2015
Source: World Bank - Doing Business; APEC SecrataRolicy Support Unit calculations

Despite the fact that APEC’s average performancgetting Credit was better than that of the
rest of the world, all four average indicators IlPRC performed below the pro-rata
improvement target, ranging between 1.9 and 10r8epé from 2009 to 2013. APEC's
improvement rates were higher than those of theofeke world in all indicators except one.

Figure 26. Change in Average Values for Getting Cudits Indicators Between 2009 and 2013
(%)
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Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
Note: Improvements are shown with positive values
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By looking at APEC’s median indicators, APEC neemlso more work to meet the targeted
25 percent improvement by 2015, since it has tcegse its median score for the strength of
legal rights index by 2.5 points and the depthreélit information index by 1 point. In addition,
APEC’s median public registry and private bureavectage of adult population in credit
information systems need to increase by 25 andé&eptage points, respectively.

Table 10. Comparison of APEC’s Getting Credit Media Indicators with Targets

Strength of  Depth of credit Pu_bllc PN
: : : registry bureau

legal rights information coverage (%  coverage (%

el () meER (e of adults) of adults)
Current Situation (2013) 7.0 5.0 0.0 60.3
Pro-Rata Target (15%
Improvement) by 2013 8.5 59 15.0 55.3
Overall Target (25% 95 6.0 250 65.3

Improvement) by 2015
Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

In median terms, APEC’s combined performance irtiGgCredit indicators was equal to 5
percent. This was explained by the fact that APE@&tlian values of the strength of legal
rights index, depth of credit information index amablic registry coverage did not change
between 2009 and 2013. Only the median of the f@rivareau coverage changed in 20 percent,
which indicates a possible preference for APEC enuas to use more private bureaus rather
than public institutions to manage credit risk-tethinformation.

Figure 27. Change in Median Values for Getting Creitis Indicators Between 2009 and 2013 (%)
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Note: Improvements are shown with positive values
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D. Trading Across Borders

APEC took uneven steps toward progress in the mgaélcross Borders priority area. Two of
the three indicators — number of documents and tinm@proved between 2009 and 2013.
However, trading costs continued to increase, radtseen over the last several years and the
main impediment to more substantive improvememhéioverall category.

The most significant progress in Trading Acrossdgos was explained by the time to export
and import. In both cases, it was on average ardOnglercent (or around 1.5 days) faster to
trade to and from the APEC region in 2013 in congoerto 2009. These improvements placed
APEC among the best performing regions globallyhwi3 days to export and import.
Companies located in South Asia or Sub-Sahararca@tould take on average more than two
or three weeks than those located in APEC to exguattimport. Only the European Union (12
days to export and 10 days to import) and OECDdays to export and 10 days to import)
traded on average faster than APEC.

Similarly, APEC’s median time to export and impas equal to 11 days, only behind the
European Union (10 days) and OECD (9 days).

Figure 28. Average and Media Time to Import for Trading Across Borders in APEC
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Figure 29. Average and Median Time to Export for Trading Across Borders in APEC

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC SecrataFiolicy Support Unit calculations

APEC and the rest of the world showed limited inyerments on the average number of
documents required to export and import. For APHE(©, average number of documents
remained around 5 to export and 6 to import; tngilbehind only the European Union and
OECD. The OECD was the best performing regiont asly required on average 4 documents
to export or import.

The situation is very similar when analyzing thedima number of documents to trade across
borders. For APEC, it stood at 5 documents for ®thort and import, only behind the
European Union and OECD with a median of 4 document

Figure 30. Average and Median Number of Documents to Export foTrading Across Borders
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Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
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Figure 31 Average and Median Number of Documents to Import fo Trading Across Borders

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC SecrataFiolicy Support Unit calculations

Box 4. Reducing Times to Export and Import

Many APEC member economies continue to experiergiegr costs for exports and imports. However,
improvements have been made in reducing the numbgrocedures and amount of time required|to
export/import in some member economies.

Russia made trading across borders easier by ingpligmg an electronic system for submitting expod &
import documents and by reducing the number of iphl/$nspections. It was mentioned that electrohic
declaration is the default way based on Article @Dthe Federal Law 311, 27 November 2011.

Similarly, Mexico implemented an electronic singlsxdow system to make it easier to conduct tradessc
borders, cutting both the time to export and imfamn 12 to 11 days.

Sources:
World Bank, “Business Reforms in Russian Federatidmailable at
http://www.doingbusiness.org/reforms/overview/eaoyérussia
The BRICS Post, “World Bank: Russia improves bussndimate”. 29 October 2013. Available at
http://thebricspost.com/world-bank-russia-improbesiness-climate/#.UwX0Og4UUbzA
Customs Be Moscow, “Customs Declaration”. Availastdattp://www.customsbemoscow.org/home/05-
subjects/declaratio
World Bank, “Mexico Among the Top Improvers in Bosss Regulation since 2005”. 28 October 2013. Al
at http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/200/28/mexico-among-the-top-improvers-in-business-
regulation-since-2005
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Trading costs, measured by average values, coutithesr gradual increase in 2013, rising
across most global regions and holding back pregrethe Trading Across Borders category.
Between 2009 and 2013, average export costs climi@gercent in APEC to USD 920 per
container, while average import fees rose 3.5 permeUSD 984. Despite the cost increase,
APEC members still ranked amongst the best perfaymiobal regions, behind only East Asia
& the Pacific with average costs of USD 863 to ekpnd USD 893 to import.

The upward trend of the cost of trading across é@rdround the globe may be explained for
the following reasons: 1) increasing security agi@éty requirements forcing ports to invest in

modern equipment; 2) rising fuel prices that mayehaised the cost of inland transport from
production centres to ports; and 3) vessels notatipg at full capacity, as the slowdown in

trade after the Global Financial Crisis, forcedpging companies to charge more per
containet?.

On the opposite, APEC’s median cost to export amgbrt declined from USD 745 to USD
705 per container, and from USD 795 to USD 77(peesvely. APEC, together with East
Asia & the Pacific and the European Union, weredhbly regions with falling median costs.
In the case of APEC, the fact that median costsadavthe opposite direction to average costs
was explained by the fact that most of the seveR@Rconomies that experienced declining
costs were among those with the cheapest cost$e wiost of the 11 APEC economies
experiencing increasing costs were among thosethatlnigher costs.

Figure 32. Average and Median Cost to Export for Tading Across Borders

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC SecrataFiolicy Support Unit calculations

2 please see APEC Policy Support Unit and US-ATA/RI14), “Possible Factors Explaining Lack of
Progress and Synergies between Ease of Doing Bassamal Other APEC Initiatives.” Available at
http://mddb.apec.org/Documents/2014/EC/EC1/14 _eR4.poif
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Figure 33. Average and Median Cost to Import for Tading Across Borders in APEC

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations

APEC’s average performance ranked among the togethest performances across all
indicators, which demonstrates its commitment adérfacilitation. However, to reach the 25
percent improvement target by 2015, a difficulthplies ahead, especially since none of
APEC’s Trading Across Borders’ average indicatoesched the 15 percent pro rata
improvement target in 2013. In particular, addiibemphasis will be needed to find ways to
reduce costs and paperwork in APEC.

Table 11. Comparison of APEC’s Trading Across Bordes Average Indicators with Targets

Documents to Time to Cost to export
Mean (Exports) export (US$ per
export (number) .
(days) container)
Current Situation (2013) 4.7 13.1 920.0
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 4.0 12.4 746.2
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201! 3.6 11.0 658.4
Documents to Time to Cost to import
Mean (Imports) import import (US$ per
(number) (days) container)
Current Situation (2013) 5.6 13.3 984.3
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 4.9 12.6 808.2
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201! 4.3 11.1 713.1

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations

Besides APEC, the combined performance of the figpdcross Borders’ average indicators
was positive, albeit very tenuous, in East Asid& Pacific, the European Union, Middle East
& North Africa, OECD and Sub-Saharan Africa. In quamison with the rest of the world,
APEC experienced better improvement rates regattim@verage number of documents and
time to trade. Even in the context of increasingtedo trade, APEC’s average cost grew at a
slower pace than that for the rest of the world.
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Figure 34. Change in Average Values for Trading Aarss Borders Indicators Between 2009 and
2013 (%)

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations

Median values show a more encouraging picture BE& progress, as the median time to
export and import both fell by more than 15 perdesrh the 2009 level, meeting the 2013 pro-
rata benchmark. Still, APEC needs to reduce theanddne in more than a day to reach the
25 percent improvement target by 2015. In the oaffee median number of documents, APEC
fell short of the pro-rata benchmark and will neéeckliminate more than one document to
reach the 2015 improvement target. Similarly, theent median cost to export and import a
container were far from that target by USD 146 |i&D 173, respectively.

Table 12. Comparison of APEC’s Trading Across Bordes Median Indicators with Targets

Documents to Time to Cost to export
Median (Exports) export (US$ per
export (number) .
(days) container)
Current Situation (2013) 5.0 11.0 705.0
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 4.3 111 633.3
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201! 3.8 9.8 558.8
Documents to Time to Cost to import
Median (Imports) import import (US$ per
(number) (days) container)
Current Situation (2013) 5.0 11.0 770.0
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 4.3 11.1 675.8
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201! 3.8 9.8 596.3

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

In the case of APEC, median values made better@segn percentage terms in comparison
to the rest of the world. While APEC improved itedian values in four out of six indicators
(and reached the 2013 pro-rata benchmark in tvileewh), the rest of the world only improved
its median values in two Trading Across Bordersaatbrs, but its improvement rates were far
away from the 2013 pro-rata benchmark.
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Figure 35. Change in Median Values for Trading Acres Borders Indicators Between 2009 and
2013 (%)

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
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E. Enforcing Contracts

The Enforcing Contracts priority area registereslgmallest overall progress of the five Ease
of Doing Business priorities in APEC and acrossrést of the world. Any improvements were
marginal with most APEC economies keeping theiicatbrs unchanged between 2009 and
2013.

Reforming judiciaries is a difficult process as maevels of government approval may be
necessary. Other challenges include enacting lawisragulations that have already been
passed but not properly enforced, often due to laickesources, poor information, and
procedural problems in the legal syst&imYet an efficient legal system is vital to busises
as it provides certainty on the procedures neealémllow in order to seek ways to resolve any
disputes in a shorter and less costly way.

The administrative burden of properly filing a catt enforcement claim can pose an
unnecessary, costly hardship on businesses. AP&€dstelatively well compared with other
regions and remained in third position in the nundfeprocedures required at slightly more
than 35 on average and a median score of 36, ugetlainom the 2009 baseline. OECD
members had the lowest average number of procecegased with just over 31, followed by
the European Union members with slightly fewer tl8&nhon average. These numbers were
small in comparison to those for Middle East & NMoafrica and South Asia, with each
averaging more than 43 procedures.

Figure 36. Average and Median Number of Procedurefor Enforcing Contracts

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations

APEC was the best performer among all regionsrimgeof minimizing the time required to
settle a legal dispute, with an average of 422y8 @ad a median of 406 days. Despite being
the best performing region in this aspect, it stitlk on average more than 14 months to enforce
a contract. APEC economies could make significamgby ensuring efficient, consistent and
quick dispute settlement procedures. APEC members on average nearly 50 percent faster
than the rest of the world (643 days) and over @@gnt faster than high-income OECD
members (530 days).

13 See ADB (2005), “Challenges in Implementing Acces3ustice Reforms”
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Figure 37. Average and Median Time for Enforcing Catracts

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations

In terms of the cost to enforce a contract, measbgethe percentage of a claim taken by
administrative fees such as paying for attornegsrtccosts and enforcement activities, the
APEC region landed in the middle of all regionsthvan average score of 33.4 percent of the
value of the claim in 2013, slightly higher tharatthn 2009. The rest of the world scored
similarly with 35.5 percent of the value of theiolain 2013. Among other regions, the
European Union and OECD members did particularlil, wequiring 21.2 percent and 23.8
percent, respectively. On the other end, Sub Sah&irica and East Asia & Pacific had the
worst average outcome with costs representing pdréent and 48.6 percent of the overall
claim, respectively.

In APEC, the median cost of enforcing a contraétg2rcent of the claim) was lower than its
average cost (33.4 percent of the claim) due toptiesence of outliers, with two APEC
economies having costs above 100 percent of theeadlthe claim. For APEC and the other
regions, none of them experienced major changg®inmedian cost of enforcing a contract.

Figure 38. Average and Median Cost for Enforcing Cotracts

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
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Measured by its average values, APEC’s combinedaugment rate in enforcing contracts
was marginal, equivalent to 0.2 percent, betwe&®2Md 2013. In this regard, APEC is very
far from the overall target of 25 percent improvemiey 2015. To reach this target, APEC
needs to reduce the average number of days tocerdiazontract in 103 days, cut 9 procedures
and diminish costs in 8.6 percentage points.

Table 13. Comparison of APEC’s Enforcing ContractsAverage Indicators with Targets

0,
Mean (Enforcing Contracts) Time (days) cest (e ol PrEEedlEs

claim) (number)
Current Situation (2013) 422.8 33.4 35.1
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 362.5 128. 30.0
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201! 319.9 24.8 26.5

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations

No region reached the 15 percent pro-rata targ20i8. Although APEC’s performance was
better than that of the rest of the world, all cegi stayed far away from the pro-rata target.

Figure 39. Change in Average Values for Enforcing @ntracts Indicators Between 2009 and
2013 (%)

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

Similarly, no Enforcing Contract median indicatootgcloser to the 15 percent pro rata
benchmark. All APEC members will need to put imsiderably more work to reach future
Enforcing Contract targets.
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Table 14. Comparison of APEC’s Enforcing ContractdMedian Indicators with Targets

Cost (% of Procedures

Median (Enforcing Contracts) Time (days) claim) (number)
Current Situation (2013) 406.0 26.0 36.0
Pro-Rata Target (15% Improvement) by 2013 352.8 921. 30.6
Overall Target (25% Improvement) by 201! 311.3 194 27.0

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafiolicy Support Unit calculations

Figure 40. Change in Median Values for Enforcing Cotracts Indicators Between 2009 and 2013
(%)

Source: World Bank — Doing Business; APEC Secratafolicy Support Unit calculations
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Box 5. Enforcing Contracts via Courts

Improvements in the speed and efficiency of conteatorcement remain limited around the world
but some APEC member economies have made improernnethis area.

In January 2011, Mexico made a reform to its ConeméZode adding a chapter for Mercantile Oral
Trials. Starting January 2013, 20 civil courts imto City began incorporating the oral processctvh
reduced the number of days and procedures forviegoh commercial dispute. In April 2013, two
specialized mercantile courts in Monterrey stadperation.

Also, the implementation of mediation processeblaxico has been an effective strategy enhancing
access to justice. 28 states have already estedllkernative Dispute Resolution Centers (ADRY an
26 of them have incorporated ADR legislation.

New Zealand’'s Ministry of Justice prepared a Regmalmpact Statement (RIS) on Improving Case
Management for Civil Cases in the High Court in Biober 2012. It provides an analysis of options to
reduce delays and encourage better use of judiEsalurces when managing civil cases in the High
Court. This could potentially ensure a speedier sd costly adjudication of cases pertaining to
contract enforcement.

Peru has also managed to improve the time to emforontract by 2 days.
Sources:

Camara de Diputados, H. Congreso de la Union, Mexicédigo de Comercio”. Available at:
http://www.diputados.gob.mx/LeyesBiblio/pdf/3 13@64df

Official Gazette of the Federal District, Mexicd\¢uerdo por el que se Establece la Junta Espeaiaeib

9 BIS de la Junta Local de Conciliacién y Arbitrd Distrito Federal”. Available at:
http://www.poderjudicialdf.gob.mx/work/models/PJIResource/1820/26/images/GODF 26 OCT_ACDO
S_29 40y40_41.pdPages 8-9.

Poder Judicial del Estado Federal, Mexico, “Ced&dusticia Alternativa”. Available at:
http://www.poderjudicialdf.gob.mx/es/PJDF/Centro_diasticia_Alternativa_Organos

World Bank, “Business Reforms in New Zealand”. Aahle at
http://www.doingbusiness.org/reforms/overview/eaogtmewzealand

Ministry of Justice, New Zealand, “Regulatory Imp&tatement: Improving Case Management for Civil
Cases in the High Court”. 14 November 2012. Avadati
http://www.]justice.govt.nz/policy/requlatoryimpatgte ments/regulatory-impact-statement-improvinggeeas
management-for-civil-cases-in-the-high-court

World Bank, “Ease of Doing Business in Peru”. Aghik at
http://www.doingbusiness.org/data/exploreeconoms#tenforcing-contracts
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3. MOVING FORWARD — WHAT COMES AFTER 20157

As 2015 approaches and inches closer to the expirat the current mandate of the APEC’s
EoDB initiative to reach a target of 25 percentiayement in a number of priority areas, it is
important for APEC economies to discuss what taftier 2015 and how the EoDB initiative
should evolve to meet their needs. Since its ingepthe EoDB initiative has been a helpful
tool to spark debate and discussion on how regylatform can help improve the overall
business environment. Based on APEC’s EoDB-relatm#tshops and discussions within the
APEC Economic Committee, there seems to be bropgosuto continue with the EoDB
initiative post 2015. The following section wilighlight areas to consider as this discussion
proceeds.

ELEMENTS FOR DISCUSSION

Existing priority areas mark the first issue fonsmleration. Since the EoDB initiative began,
APEC has shown a collective strong performancedreas: Starting a Business and Dealing
with Construction Permits. In other areas, progiebghind the existing pro-rata improvement
targets and achieving the 2015 target of 25 perceptovement may prove challenging. In
order to move forward, APEC should consider possilernatives such as focusing on the
same five priority areas; working on new prioritgas only; adding new priority areas while
removing others; or narrowing the scope by onlyaeimy some priority areas. For the last
two options, the removal of some priority areas mayolve those where significant
improvement has already been achieved.

Second, APEC economies should discuss the timed#ar the EoDB initiative post 2015. A
short period will generate urgency among econowng$ie need to be active and to implement
activities as soon as possible to meet the obgstf the initiative. The downside of a short
duration is that the benefits of some reforms/messmay only be visible in the medium and
long term. On the other hand, a long period maycnedte a sufficient sense of urgency, but it
may assist economies as they would be able to iexerthe impact of the reforms/measures
undertaken before the initiative comes to an end.

Third, possible targets should be discussed. Tharddge of setting an improvement target is
that it allows APEC to evaluate progress made ahdsDB priority area and to compare it
vis-a-vis a clear objective (for example, a nunaritarget). Governments could also be
motivated to support policies that will get therassr to the targets. The decision to set a target
should also take into account if it is possiblen®asure progress in order to determine whether
APEC meets its target or not, and whether the tasga balanced one. Overambitious or
unimpressive targets represent a risk as theyftact aredibility.

Fourth, the discussion should examine the rol@apécity-building in the EoDB initiative post
2015. Capacity-building is a cornerstone in APE@ #ms has been one of the main features
of the EoDB initiative since its inception. In geale APEC economies are very keen to
continue with capacity-building in order to helgth implement policies that create a positive
change. Notwithstanding, it is important that ecares engage in a candid discussion on the
usefulness and effectiveness of capacity-buildictividies. The EoDB initiative post 2015
should take into account the factors that have kmetessful and also make necessary
adjustments to minimize or eliminate those factias$ did not contribute to achieving the goals
at any of the EoDB-related capacity-building adigs.
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STRENGTHENING CAPACITY-BUILDING ACTIVITIES

An effective capacity-building framework which aitwsprepare economies for implementing
changes conducive to facilitate business activéiesild consist of different kinds of activities.
Economy-level diagnostic studies in priority areg important in identifying the core
problems and providing policy recommendations. Havethese activities should also go
hand in hand with activities to increase awareaéssit the benefits of the reforms. Seminars,
workshops and other communication tools to learoutibbest practices are important and
would increase the support of the current/propestatms among stakeholders.

Capacity-building activities should also train goweent officials on effective ways in
implementing reforms. Aspects concerning how totget“buy-in” of the proposed reforms
from leaders; the importance of sequencing whenlamenting measures; the need for
effective inter-institutional coordination withimé government; and the implementation of
consultation mechanisms with domestic stakeholsleosild be covered in those activities.

Despite the progress achieved thus far with theBEEwiiative, there is considerable room for
improvement within APEC. In fact, the APEC Econoniolicy Report 2012 identified

subjects in each priority area where capacity Imgictollaboration could bring significant
benefits to the APEC region. For exanifile

Starting a Business: one-stop shops at the munhidgeel; review of company
establishment laws; “second chance” express batdyrigws.

Dealing with Construction Permits: review of constron codes; e-systems to approve
construction plans.

Getting Credit: best practices on credit reporgstems; setting/improving the efficiency
of credit information bureaus; systems for collateegistration.

Trading Across Borders: best practices for singledaws; risk management programs.
Enforcing Contracts: reform of contract laws; depshent of arbitration centers;
procedural reforms.

14 See APEC (2012), “2012 APEC Economic Policy Rep@tonomic Committee, APEC#212-EC-01.2.
APEC Policy Support Unit and US-ATAARI (2014), “8trgthening Capacity Building and Next Steps: APEC
EoDB", http://mddb.apec.org/Documents/2014/EC/EC1/14 €88.palf
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APPENDIX 1: METHODOLOGY
AVERAGE VALUES

The EoDB initiative requires not only credible taigy but also an assessment of the progress
made by the APEC region with a methodology thaisy to understand.

As the target establishes an APEC-wide target op@%ent improvement by 2015 and 5
percent improvement by 2011, the methodology shmédsure the evolution of APEC as a
whole in the five EODB priority areas. In this senthe assessment should compare across time
the average values of APEC in the EoDB indicatmalable from the World Bank Doing
Business database.

The indicators divided by priority areas are thikofeing ones:

1. Starting a Business
a. Procedures (number)
b. Time (days)
c. Cost (percentage of income per capita)
d. Paid-in Minimum Capital (percentage of income pepita)
2. Dealing with Construction Permits
a. Procedures (number)
b. Time (days)
c. Cost (percentage of income per capita)
3. Getting Credit
a. Strength of Legal Right Index (from O to 10, belk@jthe strongest)
b. Depth of Credit Information Index (from O to 6, bgi6 the deepest)
c. Public Registry Coverage (percentage of adults)
d. Private Bureau Coverage (percentage of adults)
4. Trading Across Borders
a. Documents to Export (number)
b. Time to Export (days)
c. Costto Export (USD per container)
d. Documents to Import (number)
e. Time to Import (days)
f. Cost to Import (USD per container)
5. Enforcing Contracts
a. Procedures (number)
b. Time (days)
c. Cost (percentage of claim)

To calculate the APEC average values per yeardh eathe aforementioned indicators, this
study utilizes a simple average across APEC memb@nomies. Simple averages provide a
transparent and straightforward method to calculaee values. In addition, they are easy to
understand and achievements by all APEC membersreated equally. For example, the
calculation of the APEC average number of proceslur¢he Starting a Business priority area
is as follows:
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APEC avg. proceduregis= (# of procedures in Australiais + # of procedures in Brunei Darussalgm + ....
+ # of procedures in Viet Nagsg / # of APEC economies

The APEC-wide annual rate of improvement (or deglim the period 2009-2013 can be
calculated by comparing the average value in 2018 the value obtained in 2089
Following the example of the number of procedunehé Starting a Business priority area, the
APEC-wide rate of improvement in this indicatoegual to:

(APEC avg. procedures:s

APEC-wide rate of improvement avg. proceduw®s2013= [ -1]x 100

(APEC avg. proceduresg)

MEDIAN VALUES

An analysis of the distribution of the data setgsregion and indicator shows that outliers
(extreme values) were present in many of the datassin this report. A simple way to detect
outliers is to find how many data points in eaclkhefseries used in this assessment are outside
a data range. For example, a distribution is cameuinormal if around 68 percent of the data
points belonging to a particular indicator are tedawithin one standard deviation from the
average. A percentage of data points in that réve¢mv 68 percent would give an indication

of the possible presence of outliers. The samedvoappen when less than 95 percent of data
points belonging to a particular indicator are tedaout of the range defined by two standard
deviations from the average.

The number of series in this study with data poous of the aforementioned ranges is as
follows:

Number of series wherel Percentage | Number of series where| Percentage
68 percent of data| of series 95 percent of data| of series
points within one 1 points within 2 standard
standard deviation from deviations from the
the average average
Base Yea 50 25.0% 78 39.0%
2009
Year 2013 50 25.0% 82 41.0%

Note: The total number of series in this studydach year is 200.

The indication of the possible presence of outlierR009 and 2013 may provide a distorted
picture of APEC and any other region’s collectivfprmance in particular indicators if only

the average values are taken into account in thésia. Extreme values in some specific
economies in any of those years may have pulledrugown APEC’s averages and their
improvement rates.

The inclusion of median values in this assessmantprovide a more complete picture of
APEC’s performance. Averages could be complemewitd median values for each of the
indicators included in the EoDB priority areas.

The median is the middle value in any data sesigsarating the upper half of the values with
the lower half of the values. In other words, ie ttase of APEC, the median for any EoDB
indicator is equivalent to the value registeredi®/economy located in the"1 position. For

Except in the case of the Getting Credit indicators
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example, the following table shows the cost of inipg a container in each of the 21 APEC
members:

APEC: Cost to Import a Container (Year 2013)

Position USD per container

1st 440
2nd 485
3 565
4 600
5 615
6" 660
7 660
gh 695
g 720
10h 760
11 770)
12 825
13" 930
14n 970
15" 1,010
16" 1,170
17 1,250
18" 1,315
19" 1,680
20" 1,740
21% 2,810
Average 984
Median 770

Source: World Bank — Doing Business

In this example, the average is much higher thambdian, as the costs experienced by the
APEC economy in the 2position pushed up the average value. Only se\RB@Amembers
had their average costs of importing a containghdr than APEC’s average cost equivalent
to USD 984. On the opposite, APEC’s median cost nesaffected by the highest extreme
value in the 2% position (USD 2,810), as 10 APEC members had thetrage cost higher
than APEC’s median cost and other 10 APEC membeadstheir average cost lower than
APEC’s median cost.

To summarize, the calculation of the APEC mediast ob dealing with construction permits
is as follows:

APEC median cost to import a contaipge= 11" lowest cost by an APEC member to import a contdin2013

APEC median cost to import a containge= 11" lowest cost by an APEC member to import a contaim2009
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The comparison of APEC median values in differezdrg provides another way to measure
improvement (or decline) in APEC’s priority areasgidg the period 2009-201% Following
the example of the APEC median cost to import AREC-wide rate of improvement is:

(APEC median cost to impo#s13)
APEC-wide rate of improvement median cost to imp@ttzoiz= [ -1] x 100
(APEC median cost to impgydo)

CALCULATION OF THE IMPROVEMENT RATE OF GETTING CRED IT
INDICATORS

In this report, the improvement rates for the GettCredit indicators have been calculated in
a different way in comparison to past reports. kinindicators in other priority areas, which

are continuous in nature and can take unlimitedesgln theory, Getting Credit indicators are
discrete, only taking limited values within an iM&. Moreover, a better performance in

Getting Credit indicators is reflected by highetues while the remaining EoDB indicators

show improvement by lowering scores.

Calculating improvement rates for Getting Creddigators by using a simple percent rate of
change may not reflect progress in the most acewvay. For example, the strength of legal
rights index can take values from 0 to 10. If thidex was equal to 4 in the base year 2009 and
then its value increased to 5 by 2013, the simplegnt rate of change was going to be equal
to 25 percent:

Would the change in the indicator in one unit repreg a 25 percent improvement? If so, only

a minor change in one unit would already meet @fb2arget improvement rate of 25 percent.

In reality, the spirit of the EoDB initiative is tmnduct further reforms to achieve real changes
in regulatory matters that will facilitate compasiand individuals to conduct businesses.

Improving one (1) unit in the strength of legalhtg index between 2009 and 2013 would only
represent a 10 percent increase within the rangessible valuées.

S

Except in the case of Getting Credit indicators
" The strength of legal rights index can take elgwessible values, ranging from 0 to 10. If an ecopavith an
initial score of O reaches later on a score ofitl@jll have reached the maximum possible improvetnehich
could be equivalent to 100 percent. Each time domemy improves in one unit, the improvement isiemant
to 100% / (10-0) = 10%. If a particular economy asurrent value of 3, this means that it has diyea
implemented 30 percent of the possible improvemandsstill has 70 percent of margin to improve.
In the case of the depth of credit information d#is indicator can take seven possible valuesfthe scale
of 0 to 6. Using the same rationale, an improventgnany economy moving from a value of 0 to 6, wioul
represent a maximum possible improvement of 100gmgr A one unit improvement in this indicator waie
equal to 100% / (6-0) = 16.6%.
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In this sense, the calculation of the improvemates for the Getting Credit indicators uses the
following formula:

Instead, if this index increases in 2.5 units (Bam 3 to 5.5 or from 7 to 8.5), the improvement
would represent a 25 percent increase within thgeaf possible values:

. ./

The Getting Credit priority area also includes aadors measuring the percentage of the adult
population with their credit information availabltepublic or private credit bureaus. In those
cases, the indicators could take any value rarfgimg O to 100 percent of the adult population.
Similarly, using a simple percent rate of changellaot give a very accurate indication of
the progress in these indicators. For example, aagphat the percentage of the adult
population with their credit information availalaepublic credit bureaus in an APEC economy
was equivalent to 12 percent in the base yeartandreased to 15 percent by 2013. Using
the simple percent rate of change, that APEC ecgneould already meet the 25 percent
improvement target by just improving by 3 perceoings:

Again, the intention in the EoDB initiative is to@urage APEC economies to reform in order
to have substantial changes in the business ement including in areas such as Getting
Credit. A 3 percent improvement in the percentagadult population with information in
credit bureaus is a very modest achievement. ldstéds much more significant if the
improvement is in 25 percent poifitsUsing the new formula and the previous example, i
means this APEC economy would need to increaseaberage of the adult population from
12 percent to 37 percent in order to meet the 28ep¢ improvement target.

owe ( = 37%

In this case, the indicator can take any valueirgnfyom O to 100 percent. In this sense, an ecgnaith no
credit information bureaus will obtain a value dara. If this economy subsequently implements aitred
information bureau and incorporates the creditrimi@tion history of its entire adult population,shndicator
would take a value 100 percent and would meanitheats achieved the maximum possible achievemeh00f
percent.
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OBTAINING THE APEC-WIDE RATE OF IMPROVEMENT BY PRIO RITY AREA
AND APEC-WIDE OVERALL IMPROVEMENT

Since all the priority areas are comprised of iathes with different nature and units of
measurement (for instance: numbers, days, peraeonfagcome per capita), the estimation of
the APEC-wide rate of improvement in any prioritga can be obtained by calculating the
simple average of the rates of improvement (oridegin each of the indicators belonging to
the particular priority area. This can be calcudaby using the rates of improvement (or
decline) for either APEC averages or APEC medidnesma

For example, to obtain the APEC-wide rate of imgment in the Starting a Business priority
area in the period 2009-2013, this can be donesimgithe rates of improvement (or decline)
of the averages in each of the four indicatorsgilrg to this priority area:

APEC-wide rate of improvement Starting a Businesse-2013 = (APEC-wide rate of improvement avg.
proceduremog-2013 + APEC-wide rate of
improvement avg. timeog-2013+ APEC-wide rate of
improvement avg. cogioe-2013+ APEC-wide rate of
improvement avg. paid-in minimum captedg-2013 /

# of indicators

By using a simple average, the measurement givessdime importance to each of the
indicators within the specific priority area.

Similarly, the APEC-wide rate of improvement in tBearting a Business priority area can be
obtained by using the rates of improvement (orideklof APEC median values in each of the
four indicators that are part of this priority area

APEC-wide rate of improvement Starting a Business-2013= (APEC-wide rate of improvement median
proceduresmog-2013 + APEC-wide rate of
improvement median timeog-2013+ APEC-wide rate

of improvement median cosbg-2013+ APEC-wide
rate of improvement median paid-in minimum

capitabooge-2013 / # of indicators

The methodology allows the identification of théopity areas and indicators in which APEC
has met or surpassed its aspirational targetsssista APEC in recognizing areas where more
work is needed. The calculation of the APEC-wide cf improvement in any priority area by
using separately average and median values alstdpsoan indication whether the progress
in the priority areas’ indicators is explained bgraall sub-section of APEC members or is
more widespread amongst a larger group of economies

This methodology also provides a measure of thealiv@PEC-wide rate of improvement for
the whole EoDB initiative. In this regard, this rsaee can be attained by combining the APEC-
wide rates of improvement in the five priority asea



Appendix 1: Methodology56

APEC-wide rate of improvement EoDR09-2013= (APEC-wide rate of improvement Starting a Busines®-
2013 + APEC-wide rate of improvement Dealing with
Construction Permit®og-2013 + APEC-wide rate of
improvement Getting Credidog-2013+ APEC-wide rate of
improvement Trading Across Bordegse-2013+ APEC-wide

rate of improvement Enforcing Contragise-2013 / # of
priority areas

The APEC-wide rate of improvement in the EoDB atitie can be calculated by using either

the rates of improvement concerning APEC averagethase concerning APEC median
values.

The intention of the EoDB initiative is to reach AREC-wide improvement of 25 percent by
2015. Measuring the overall improvement by usingsimple average of the rates of
improvement (or decline) of the five priority areasluces the subjectivity of the assessment
by considering all priority areas as equally impaft®.

If weighted averages are introduced, the overallite could be skewed toward the priority areagsesi with
the greater weight. Assigning weights could introeladditional complications, such as the critaribg used. It
is also possible that individual APEC economiegedibn the importance to assign to each of theripyiareas
based on its particular realities.
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APPENDIX 2: LIST OF ECONOMIES BY GROUPINGS

APEC (21 economies)

Australia; Brunei Darussalam; Canada; Chile; Chidang Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan;
Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua Newn@aj Peru; Philippines; Russian
Federation; Singapore; Chinese Taipei; ThailandtddrStates; Viet Nam.

East Asia & Pacific (24 economies)

Brunei Darussalam; Cambodia; China; Fiji; Hong Ko@gina; Indonesia; Kiribati; Lao PDR;
Malaysia; Marshall Islands; Micronesia, Fed. SMagngolia; Palau; Papua New Guinea;
Philippines; Samoa; Singapore; Solomon Islandsn€de Taipei; Thailand; Timor-Leste;
Tonga; Vanuatu; Viet Nam.

Eastern Europe & Central Asia (24 economies)

Albania; Armenia; Azerbaijan; Belarus; Bosnia anert¢govina; Bulgaria; Croatia; Cyprus;
Georgia; Kazakhstan; Kosovo; Kyrgyz Republic; LatviLithuania, Macedonia, FYR;
Moldova; Montenegro; Romania; Russian Federati@rhid; Tajikistan; Turkey; Ukraine;
Uzbekistan.

European Union (26 economies)

Austria; Belgium; Bulgaria; Cyprus; Czech Republienmark; Estonia; Finland; France;
Germany; Greece; Hungary; Ireland; Italy; Latviathuania; Luxembourg; Netherlands;
Poland; Portugal; Romania; Slovak Republic; SloagB8pain; Sweden; United Kingdom.

Latin America & Caribbean (32 economies)

Antigua and Barbuda; Argentina; Bahamas, The; BelEolivia; Brazil; Chile; Colombia;
Costa Rica; Dominica; Dominican Republic; Ecuadék;Salvador; Grenada; Guatemala;
Guyana; Haiti; Honduras; Jamaica; Mexico; Nicaradgtenama; Paraguay; Peru; Puerto Rico
(U.S.); St. Kitts and Nevis; St. Lucia; St. Vincemtd the Grenadines; Suriname; Trinidad and
Tobago; Uruguay; Venezuela, RB.

Middle East & North Africa (18 economies)

Algeria; Bahrain; Djibouti; Egypt, Arab Rep.; Irafslamic Rep.; Iran; Jordan; Kuwait;
Lebanon; Morocco; Oman; Qatar; Saudi Arabia; SyAsab Republic; Tunisia; United Arab
Emirates; West Bank and Gaza; Yemen, Rep.

OECD High Income Members (30 economies)

Australia; Austria; Belgium; Canada; Czech Repylbenmark; Estonia; Finland; France;
Germany; Greece; Iceland; Ireland; Israel; Italgpah; Korea; Luxembourg; Netherlands;
New Zealand; Norway; Poland; Portugal; Slovak RdipubSlovenia; Spain; Sweden;
Switzerland; United Kingdom; United States.

South Asia (8 economies)

Afghanistan; Bangladesh; Bhutan; India; Maldivesphll; Pakistan; Sri Lanka.



Appendix 2 — List of Economies by Groupings3

Sub Saharan Africa (46 economies)

Angola; Benin; Botswana; Burkina Faso; Burundi; @oon; Cape Verde; Central African
Republic; Chad; Comoros; Congo, Dem. Rep.; Congp, FCote d’lvoire; Equatorial Guinea,;
Eritrea; Ethiopia; Gabon; Gambia, The; Ghana; Gainéuinea-Bissau; Kenya; Lesotho;
Liberia; Madagascar; Malawi; Mali; Mauritania, M#ius; Mozambique; Namibia; Niger;

Nigeria; Rwanda; Sdo Tomé and Principe; Senegakiedes; Sierra Leone; South Africa;
Sudan; Swaziland; Tanzania; Togo; Uganda; Zambrab@bwe.



