
The Hague Convention of 1954 and its two Protocols (1954 and 1999)  

Revised format for national reports 

Written observations received from the Parties 

1. Further to the letter from the Assistant Director-General for Culture dated 

20 March 2015, regarding the "Revised format for national reports" and the "summary 

document of national reports", nine Parties to the Second Protocol of 1999 have 

submitted written observations (Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Germany, Japan, Lithuania, 

Palestine, Slovakia, and the Netherlands). 

2. The written observations are presented below in raw format and in alphabetic order. 

 



Austria – Original Version 
 

 

 

 

 

 



Austria – Original Version 
 

 

 



Austria – Original Version 
 

 

 

 



Austria – Original Version 
 

 

 



Austria – Original Version 
 

 



Belgium – Translation of the Secretariat 

 

In reference to letter CLT/HER/CHP/15/1623 and our telephone conversation, please find 

below Belgium's observations, all of which relate to point IV: 

 

Move point (v) to point (i) as the Tentative List is usually a preliminary step, even if it is 

neither mandatory nor essential; 

Give details of the current point (II), by providing a criteria-based justification structure 

underneath the sentence requesting further information: 10 a), 10 b) and 10 c). 

Remove the current point (IV): in the absence of an emblem for the Second Protocol, 

this field is premature. It may be considered at a later date if the Meeting of the Parties 

approves the emblem proposed by the Committee. 

 

Please also note that the Belgium experts agree with part B of document CLT-

14/9.COM/CONF.203/12. 

 

 



Cyprus – Original Version 
 

 

 

 

 

  



Germany – Original Version 

 

Following a letter from the Assistant Director-General for Culture dated 20 March 2015, 

please find below two comments by Germany on the revised format for reporting on the 

implementation of the Second Protocol (1999) to the Hague Convention (1954) for the 

Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict. 

1. Germany would prefer to maintain the current version of Section IV.2 as amended 

on 26.03.1999. The report should inform about the actual implementation of the Hague 

Convention (1954) for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed 

Conflict and its two Protocols (1954 / 1999). It should not contain mere intentions 

concerning the “enhanced protection” of cultural property. Therefore, the additional 

value of the proposed “Tentative List” (point IV.2 (v)) does not become clear.  

2. Why does the revised format (new point IV:2(iv)) repeat the question from the old 

format (old point IV:2(i)) on the use of a distinctive emblem for cultural property under 

enhanced protection? Since the revised format could only be used after a respective 

decision of the Meeting of States Parties to the Second Protocol in December 2015, 

the format would possibly need to be revised once again. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact the German Delegation if you need any further information. 

 



Japan – Original Version 

 

Subject: Japanese Comments regarding the submission of national reports on the 

implementation of the Second Protocol to the Hague Convention of 1954 for the Protection 

of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict (responce to the letter Ref: 

CLT/HER/CHP/14/1623)  

 

 Japan would like to draw your attention to the following points for the improvement of the 

revised form for reporting. 

1)    In its decision 9.COM 12 taken at its 9th Meeting, the Committee requested the 

Secretariat to prepare an electronic form for the Submission of national reports, but the 

new form includes a designated space for the signature which might not be necessary. 

2)    There are several typing errors in the document, for example in “II. Resolution II of the 

1954 Conference” (page 3), (i) is repeated twice in the list or in IV.3 (page 5) it is 

mentioned “Articles 15 “et” 21” in French. The form should therefore be reviewed. 

3)    When there are references to past documents, for example to national reports, in the 

letter to States Parties, it would be better to put a link or the full number of the 

document. 

4)    Given that not all States Parties are also parties to the Second Protocol, it would be 

advisable to have the revised form of reporting approved at/by the Meeting of the High 

Contracting Parties at the end of this year. 

 



Lithuania – Original Version 
 

 

We analyzed your request Ref .: CLT/HER/CHP/14/1623 (20 March 2015) about National 

reports (CLT-14/9COM/CONF.203/12 - 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002308/230819E.pdf); and Consideration of national 

reports on the implementation of the Second Protocol 2012-2013 (CLT-

13/8.COM/CONF.203/9 - http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002301/230118E.pdf). We do 

not have comments, suggestions or improvements on these documents.  

   

However we have a proposal for one item from the 2013-2016 Report on the 

implementation of the 1954 Hague Convention and its two (1954 and 1999) Protocols 

(part IV (2) Enhanced protection). As the National reports are submitted every four years, in 

our opinion there is not a very clear part IV(2) subparagraph (i) the question of intention to 

request enhanced protection for cultural property. The fact National Reports are submitted 

for the previous year, and above-mentioned issue is raised for the future, so we would 

suggest to include in this issue a particular period and arrange this question as follows: 

 

„2.  Enhanced protection (Chapter 3)  

   

   

The Second Protocol establishes an enhanced protection regime for cultural property, provided 

that the property is cultural heritage of the greatest importance for humanity, is properly 

protected by administrative and legal measures, and  is not and will not be used for a military 

purpose or to shield military sites.  

   

(i) Do you intend to request the granting of enhanced protection for a cultural property 
during the next four years?  

   

   

YES:                                                                 NO:      

   

Name of the cultural property:“ 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002308/230819E.pdf
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002301/230118E.pdf


Palestine – Translation of the Secretariat 

 

 

We would like to thank the Secretariat for the quality and clarity of the revision of the national 

report on the implementation of the Hague Convention of 1954. However, we would like to 

make a few comments. Indeed, the yes or no answers (Yes/No) do not reflect the different 

situations that may exist within the framework of the implementation of the Convention of 

1954. Perhaps a section allowing for general observations to be included a fortiori for certain 

questions to which the answers requires further qualification could be added to resolve this 

problem. 

 



Slovakia – Orgininal Version 

 



Slovakia – Orgininal Version 

 



The Netherlands – Original Version 

 

 

Referring to the letter of ADG Culture, dated 20 March 2015, we are happy to send you some 

remarks regarding the revised reporting form. 

We do support the proposed form, with the different questions relating to the Hague 

Convention implementation. 

We would suggest though to include more multiple choice questions. It would enable the 

Secretariat to establish more easily and better (quantitative) analyses. E.g. which articles are 

implemented well, and with which articles do several (High Contracting (HC) Parties appear 

to have some difficulties, challenges or even problems. 

Please refer to examples of the reporting forms of the 2005 Convention and also the WHC, 

where some experience has been developed. 

A further multiple choice format could also help the exchange between Parties. Instead of 

scrolling through (long) texts, you might more easily see in which states comparable issues 

are at stake, or which states have found desired solutions. In this way the report develops 

more into an instrument of exchange of knowledge and best practices, and not only an 

obligation of the (HC) Party to the UNESCO Secretariat or the Second Protocol Committee. 

Questions could be added on: 

- awareness raising (for the public at large, or towards specific stakeholders) 

- cooperation with national Blue Shield committees 

- synergies with other conventions and how these are obtained in the national 

implementation 

As regards enhanced protection (page5): The option to answer ‘if no’ could be added under ii 

and/or the following questions. 

This reaction has been established with the help of the Netherlands National UNESCO 

Commission. 


