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MINUTES
OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY MEETING OF THE REGIONAL CENTRE FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF 
INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE UNDER THE AUSPICES OF UNESCO
Sofia, May 16, 2017
MINUTES
of the General Assembly Meeting of the 

REGIONAL CENTRE FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE 

IN SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE UNDER THE AUSPICES OF UNESCO, 

held at the Hilton Hotel, Sofia, on May 16, 2017
The following full members of the General Assembly took part in the meeting: 

1. Ms. Véronique Dauge, representative of the UNESCO Director-General; Head of Culture Unit, UNESCO Regional Bureau for Science and Culture in Europe (Venice, Italy);

2. Ms. Arta Dollani, Chairperson of the General Assembly, representative of Albania; Director General of the Directorate of Strategic Planning for Cultural Heritage and Diversity, Ministry of Culture of Albania;

3. Ms. Naira Kilichyan, representative of Armenia; senior specialist of the Department of Cultural Heritage and Folk Crafts of the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Armenia;
4. Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ventzislav Velev, representative of the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Bulgaria; Head of Regional Activities Department, Ministry of Culture;

5. Mr. Plamen Bonchev, representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Bulgaria; Director General of the Directorate of Global Affairs at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs;

6. Prof. Mila Santova, representative of Bulgarian Academy of Sciences; Institute of Ethnology and Folklore studies with Ethnographic Museum;

7. Mr. Aleksander Savov, Secretary General of the Bulgarian National Commission for UNESCO;

8. Prof. Stoyan Denchev, representative of the International Association of National Folklore Federations;
9. Mr. Daniel Kalchev, Acting Executive Director of the Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in South-Eastern Europe under the Auspices of UNESCO – non-voting member;
10. Ms. Marina Taktakishvili, representative of Georgia; Chief Specialist of the Cultural Heritage Inventory and Documentation Unit of the National Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation of Georgia;

11. Ms. Stavroula Fotopoulou, representative of Greece; Director of Modern Cultural Assets and Intangible Cultural Heritage Directorate, Hellenic Ministry of Culture, Education and Religious Affairs;

12. Ms. Thekla Papantoniou, representative of Cyprus; officer of the National Commission for UNESCO of Cyprus;

13. Mr. Andrei Prohin, representative of the Republic of Moldova; Vice-director of the National Museum of Ethnography and Natural history;

14. Ms. Iulia Wisosenschi, representative of Romania; scientific researcher at the C. Brailoiu Institute for Ethnography and Folklore;

15.  Ms. Bojana Rogeli Škafar, representative of Slovenia; Museum Counsellor, Slovene Ethnographic Museum; 
16. Ms. Danijela Filipović, representative of Serbia; Head of the Center for Intangible Cultural Heritage of Serbia at the Ethnographic Museum;

17. Prof. Dr. Mehmed Öcal Oğuz, representative of Turkey; President of the Turkish National Commission for UNESCO;

18. Ms. Vesna Pascuttini-Juraga, representative of Croatia; Senior Expert with the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage of the Croatian Ministry of Culture;

19. Ms. Milica Nikolic, representative of Montenegro, Secretary General of the National Commission of Montenegro for UNESCO;

20. Ms. Velika Stojkova Serafimovska, representative of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; Ethnomusicologist, Researcher at the Marko Cepenkov Institute for Folklore;

21. Mr. Oleksandr Butsenko, representative of Ukraine, Director of Ukrainian Center for Cultural Studies. 

Also in attendance in observer capacity were the following guests:
· Ms. Iskra Andreeva, future Secretary General of the Bulgarian National Commission for UNESCO;
· Ms. Valentina Demian, representative of Ukraine, Ukrainian Center for Cultural Studies; 

· Mr. Nikolai Stoyanov, president of “Balkanika” Foundation (at the opening only);

· Mr. Kaloyan Nikolov, president of European association of folklore festivals (at the opening only);

· Mr. Emil Pavlov, Chairman of the National Section of CIOFF in Bulgaria (at the opening only);

· Ass. prof. Nikolai Vukov, Institute for Ethnology and Folklore Studies with Ethnographic Museum at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences;
Dr. Miglena Ivanova, Institute for Ethnology and Folklore Studies with Ethnographic Museum at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences.
The staff of the Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in South-Eastern Europe under the Auspices of UNESCO also attended the meeting, altogether with Mr Toni Dimov, Legal Adviser to the Centre.
The meeting was held according to the following agenda:
Opening of the General Assembly;
1. Approval of the agenda; 

2. Induction of new members of the General Assembly;

3. Discussion and adoption of the key documents of Regional Centre Sofia: 



3.1
Annual report 2016;

3.2
Financial report 2016;

3.3
Long-term programme; 
3.4
Work plan for 2017 and draft Work Plan for 2018;

3.5
Budget for 2017 and draft Budget for 2018;

4. Presentation of the interim Executive Director and update on the recruitment process as per the decisions of the 2016 GA;

5. Presentation of the current Executive Board аnd election of new members;

6. Election of the Chairperson of the General Assembly;
7. Setting the date for the next scheduled meeting of the General Assembly; 

8. Miscellaneous.
OPENING OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

The meeting was opened by the Chair of the General Assembly, Ms Arta Dollani, who welcomed all participants to the sixth consecutive meeting of the General Assembly of the Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in South-Eastern Europe under the Auspices of UNESCO (RC). She emphasized that she was honoured to be the General Assembly Chair and announced a one-minute silence in memory of Mrs Mima Nikolova. Then, she invited the Executive Director Mr Daniel Kalchev to greet the participants.

This was followed by introductions all round.

ON AGENDA ITEM 1

Ms Arta Dollani, the Chair of the General Assembly, put the meeting’s agenda to a discussion and a vote.

All members of the General Assembly (19) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

The agenda is adopted as proposed.

Mr Aleksander Savov, Chairperson of the Executive Board, welcomed the participants in the Sixth General Assembly and started the presentation of the Executive Board report, expressing his satisfaction to see a powerful, highly representative body. He shared that this was an emotional moment for him, because in 2008-2009 he was part of the "adventure" in establishing this Centre, along with colleagues from the Ministry of Culture, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Prof. Santova from the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. He noted that the Centre had gone a long way and achieved a lot. He wished success to this session of the GA. Mr. Savov pointed out that for him to replace Mrs. Donska in the past two months was challenging. He presented his colleagues from the Executive Board with whom this session of the GA was jointly prepared. He shared that 2016 was a very tense year for the RC and that the Executive Board had faced three major challenges:

1. Preparation of the Evaluation, carried out with the assistance of the Secretariat in organizing the meetings and preparing the documents. Drafting the report was slightly delayed and it will be discussed in the autumn session of the UNESCO Executive Board. Mr Savov expressed his hope that the recommendations of the evaluating body would be favourable to the Centre's activities and that the Agreement would be renewed for another 6 years.

2. Designation of a new Executive Director of the Regional Centre - this procedure was implemented in accordance with the decision of the previous GA. The EB faced a situation where none of the three candidates met the set criteria. At the same time, an evaluation procedure for RC was being prepared and the RC had to have an Executive Director to manage it. Therefore, the EB decided to appoint an interim director - Mr. D. Kalchev. Fortunately upon appointment, together with the EB and the Secretariat, he was able to prepare and carry out the Evaluation procedure.

3.  Implementation of the 2016 Plan of activities adopted by the General Assembly  - Mr. Kalchev succeeded in completing the 2016 programme and the preparation of the documents for the present GA.

Mr. Savov pointed out that at the last two EB meetings issues were raised and discussed on the following topics:

- The need for rotation of NGOs in EB. He reminded that there is one vacancy and the EB has discussed the idea a rotation to take place after the acceptance of new NGOs. This can be taken as a decision by the GA;

-  The issue of selecting the new executive Director and what procedure to be followed. Most EB members have expressed the view that the GA needs to make a decision so that a new selection procedure is launched and completed by the end of 2017 and at the opening of the 2018 GA a candidate to be available for approval by the GA;

- It was also decided that GA to use French and English languages, as the GA documents have already been prepared.

Mr. Savov thanked for the attention and wished successful work.

ON AGENDA ITEM 2

Ms Arta Dollani introduced the next item on the agenda: acceptance of new members to the General Assembly. One application had been submitted by UKRAINE, which had a representative at the meeting;

The Chair of the General Assembly put Ukraine’s membership application to the vote.

All members of the General Assembly (19) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

Ukraine is admitted and welcomed as a full member of the General Assembly
The representative of Ukraine Mr Oleksandr Butsenko – Director of the Ukrainian Centre for Cultural Studies, took the floor and reminded that Ukraine received an invitation from the RC as early as 2014. In 2015 it was precisely that Centre which Ukraine designated as responsible for coordinating and monitoring the implementation of the 2003 Convention. In 2016, Ukraine had already expressed its interest, forwarded by the Minister of Culture. Besides, a month ago a representative of the Regional Centre attended a conference in Ukraine. He hoped that the participation of Ukraine in the Sofia Regional Centre will be fruitful and successful.

Ms Arta Dollani continued with the item related to the election of one of the three NGOs having applied for membership. She invited the representatives to leave the hall while the procedure for their selection is being discussed.

Mr. Tony Dimov reminded that according to the current Statute and the UNESCO Agreement on the Establishment of the Regional Centre, two seats for international NGOs and intergovernmental organizations are foreseen in the General Assembly composition. Until now, only one of these 2 places has been occupied by the organization represented by Prof. Stoyan Denchev. During the preparation of today's General Assembly three new membership applications were received:

1. European association of folklore festivals; 

2. National Section of CIOFF in Bulgaria;
3. “Balkanika” Foundation;

There is no established procedure for the acceptance of NGOs in the Regional Centre and respectively in the General Assembly. That is why today the GA should decide how to further handle these applications.

There followed a discussion where Mrs Dollani suggested, through a written mark in the list. The NGO, having scored the most marks, shall be selected. 

Ms Véronique Dauge and Mr Savov agreed that the leading criteria should be: first to specifically work in the field of ICH (Intangible Cultural Heritage) and secondly to be an international NGO with a truly international scope. Moreover, no one could be able to decide on the application worth without a brief presentation.

Ms Mila Santova totally agreed with what Mr Savov had said and gave as an example the EB meeting where he commented on the undeveloped normative framework regulating the NGO membership in the Regional Centre. She hoped that for the next General Assembly, the Regional Centre would have further devised a more detailed regulatory framework and set of rules for NGOs’ participation. In her view, it would be useful to receive a summary of their contribution in the processes of the 2003 Convention implementation, to be presented by the applicants themselves.

Mr Ventsislav Velev agreed that a brief presentation is needed, but an NGO application could be put on discussion and accepted only based on the available written introductions submitted by the organisations.

Mr Dimov answered Ms Dauge’s question whether the Centre had any summaries of NGO submissions and added that three questions were addressed to all NGOs:

1. What defines your organization as an international non-governmental organization? 

2. What is the relationship between your organization and the intangible cultural heritage and the UNESCO Convention on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of 2003? 

3. What was your organization's contribution to the objectives of the Regional Centre for Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage in Southeast Europe under the auspices of UNESCO?

The various responses that have been received cannot be compared and final decisions cannot be taken as to whether NGOs meet the requirements. He further clarified that the NGO, a member so far (International Association of National Folklore Federations), had submitted documents for confirmed membership and a representative. The present GA meeting, if agreed, could choose a representative of a second NGO to become a member of the GA. And if we continue Mr. Velev’s considerations, one of the three NGO candidates - CIOFF had a long-standing intent for membership but had not become a member so far for a number of reasons. Another one (the “Balkanika” Foundation) also applied years ago without having been approved.

Ms Dollani invited to vote on the basis of the written answers to the questions asked.

Ms Stavroula Fotopoulou, representative of Greece, shared the opinion that it was not fair to decide in the absence of information and lack of established procedure and that she did not feel confident enough to make a choice among the three sets of documents she had received shortly before the Assembly.

Mrs Dauge agreed with Mrs Fotopoulou's arguments concerning voting and said that for the time being the EB should consider the applications and come to some conclusion. The procedure (to come into force later, not today) should be worked upon – encompassing the set of rules for selection, representation in the GA, its review every 4 years and what procedure to be followed for the change; will it confine itself to these two NGOs with a mandate for two years and will they change afterwards? In two years’ time there may apply other NGOs, will there be rotation and other similar issues?
Mr Savov suggested listening to the two short presentations on behalf of each candidate NGO and that the discussion of this item on the agenda be postponed for later that day after reviewing the reports.

Ms Dollani invited the representatives to make presentations.

Mr Nikolov from EAFF and Mr Pavlov from CIOFF delivered their presentations. Mr Stoyanov from Balkanika did not return to the room.
Mr Savov proposed to put the approval of CIOFF to vote with the argument that it had the most convincing concept, presentation and long-standing intent for membership.

Ms Santova pointed out that she would make numerous remarks but would only give one consideration related to the direct financing of activities by the Centre and the text written by Mr. Pavlov in item 2, which unambiguously showed that he hoped the membership in the General Assembly to be related to the opportunity CIOFF proposals to be included in the Centre’s annual programmes. She drew the attention to Chapter 5, addressing the conflict of interest issues. And it is unequivocally stated, in a series of paragraphs, that financing of those involved in the management of the Centre is defined as a conflict of interest. She reckoned that problem would be very serious, as there were already some precedents in this respect and they had better not continue.

Mr Velev said it was a quite controversial issue and if that was the logic to be interpreted and followed, it could occur that none of the institutions involved is eligible to present and propose activities to be integrated in the Centre’s program. On the other hand, if an organization joins the RC as a full member it shall comply with the enforced documents and clauses.

Ms Dauge recalled the long discussion at the 2016 GA meeting, after which it was agreed that there was a difference between Member States and non-governmental organizations. By definition, NGOs benefit from the Centre’s activities and their participation, but they are not allowed to receive any funding as approved by the GA. That was the reason CIOFF was not allowed to become a member last year.
Mr. Pavlov made it clear that last year, within the framework of the General Assembly, the CIOFF was in a procedure of project implementation with the Regional Centre for, which was why CIOFF accepted not to join the GA. But this year there is no such procedure and in its future activity the CIOFF will follow the provisions of the Statutes of the Regional Centre.
Mr Dimov summarized that if the obstacle facing CIOFF last year was the only ground for this organization not to be accepted as a member of the GA, that obstacle no longer exists this year.

Ms Thekla Papantoniou proposed that everyone should unite around the question of what is the role of NGOs in the RC they do not receive funding. Whether they have some consultative role in programming and writing the Centre’s activities. It should be clearly determined what procedure shall be followed before deciding how to vote for one or another NGO.

Ms Santova made a number of considerations. For example, the fact that the Convention does not deal with professional artists while the CIOFF deals with professional groups; about the protective perspective of the 2003 Convention. According to her, the NGO selection should be addressed more responsibly but regretfully there is no specific procedure in place at the moment. She supports and finds useful the idea of rotation that will allow more organizations to participate in the work of the Centre.

Ms Stavroula Fotopoulou expressed her arguments again - that first the GA would welcome and would like to work with all NGOs in the area because they would give a fresh insight into the state of the ICH in the region. Second, there is no clear procedure, and thirdly she had very few impressions of the three applications. Unfortunately, she believed she could not make an informed decision and it would be wrong to vote now.

Prof. Dr. Öcal Oğuz added he would also like more information.

Ms Velika Stojkova Serafimovska supported the comments made and especially the remark of Ms Thekla Papantoniou from Cyprus on the role of the NGO at the GA.

Ms Dollani gave the floor to Mr Dimov to clarify last year’s conceptual issue in order to proceed to a vote.

Mr Dimov specified that NGOs are not observers, they are full members of the General Assembly and have the right to vote as the other members. They also have one seat provided to their representative natural person in the Executive Board. The concept and the idea of membership of international NGOs and intergovernmental organizations in the General Assembly of the Regional Centre has been laid down in the international agreement between Bulgaria and UNESCO for the establishment of the Regional Centre. This is precisely why the rules, voted at the previous GA meeting, are provided - to avoid conflict of interest. Mr Dimov's proposal is that consideration be given to a procedure with certain criteria and next year to select NGOs in line with it.

Mr Velev said that this discussion was overdue due to the fact that there is already one NGO representative in the Centre. At the time of its acceptance this discussion did not take place.
In the second part of the discussion, Ms Dollani specified that for the next meeting of the GA, the EB is supposed to work out the selection criteria, to review the applications and draft a brief reference for each of the candidates in order to facilitate the work of the GA.

Mr Savov suggested that the EB prepare criteria and send them to all members of the GA for approval. If all agree on these 3-4 criteria, in the absence of any objection or response (to be considered as a tacit consent), these criteria are to be uploaded on the Regional Centre website a month and a half in advance. That would enable all stakeholders to self-assess whether they meet the criteria and submit their applications. This will save time, the GA will be prepared and will not be in a position to discuss candidates and criteria at the meeting itself.

Ms Dauge raised a 2016 GA discussion question prescribing that the GA's composition should be renewed every 4 years. Shall the members, having fulfilled their 4-year term, leave? The second question put was: Does the fact of having selected two non-governmental organizations close the doors for other NGOs for the future?

Ms Staneva replied that all members had received a letter of accreditation and we got a reply from all of them that they reaffirmed their membership for the next 4 years.

Ms Santova again suggested that an ideogram on the NGO presence and rotation sequence be proposed for the next GA in order to allow more non-governmental organizations to gradually become involved in the work of the Centre and its bodies. She finds it reasonable for the GA to assign the Centre to prepare and circulate such documentation to the GA members. 

Ms Fotopoulou proposed next year, if GA agreed, to discuss the status of observers for the NGOs willing to participate in the GA meetings because she believes that these organizations can present an interesting picture of the situation on the spot.

Ms Dauge came back to the same problem that we cannot have NGOs as members or as observers when they expect to receive funding as there is a conflict of interest in such a situation.

Mr Dimov pointed out that we can have non-governmental organizations as associate members and observers, but the issue arises for those NGOs that will be full members of the GA, as it means they have the right to vote. If there is a second NGO with a second representative who is accepted as a member of the GA then 2 vacancies are filled for the next 4 years unless we introduce some other procedure that can be discussed i.e. that we have a 4-year mandate for full membership in the GA. It is unclear whether we currently have a rotation procedure and whether it will not be in conflict with the Agreement and the Statutes.

Ms Santova recalled the idea she had proposed to the EB according to which, every 4 years NGOs members of GA would rotate, while each of the two NGOs is being a member of the EB for 2 years. This idea has not been legally provided for yet. After this 4-year period, these NGOs could move to an observer status for one mandate and take part in the Regional Centre activity again based on some rules and logic. If the possibility of renewing a mandate exists and it exists, this means that an NGO once accepted will be a permanent member while the Centre exists and another NGO cannot be a regular member of the Centre. The right mode should be sought where the rotation ensures NGOs access to regular membership of the Centre and participation in its bodies, not contradicting the Agreement and the Statute of the Centre. The acceptance of the above idea entails certain changes in the Statute.

Mr Dimov added that a further agreement on the Centre is pending and we do not know its exact content. First, the evaluation must be successful and then there must be a decision for renewal of the activity. Perhaps it would be a good option for the Secretariat to consider such a procedure, and once we have the new six-year period Agreement, we can propose a procedure in the sense proposed by Prof. Mila Santova next year. 

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

The EB to prepare and circulate to the members of the GA a proposed procedure for election of international non-governmental organizations as full members of the General Assembly 

ON AGENDA ITEM 3

As the first point of item three on the agenda, the Chairman of the General Assembly invited Mr. Kalchev to present the 2016 report of the Regional Centre for discussion and approval by the members of the General Assembly.

Following the submission of the report referred to in Annex 1, as no questions were raised, the meeting continued with the presentation of the financial statement for 2016.

As the second point of item three Ms Stanimira Davidova, the financial expert of the Regional Centre, was invited to bring to the attention of all the members of the General Assembly the financial statement for 2016. She explained that annually with the Decree on the implementation of the budget of the Republic of Bulgaria for 2016, a special annex specifies the subsidies received by non-governmental organizations. The subsidy for the Regional Centre, allotted for the budget year, is in the amount of BGN 412,000. A balance of prior reporting periods of BGN 450,993 is available. According to the instructions of the Ministry of Finance, these funds remain for the use and financing of the activities in the following years. After determining the amount of the subsidy, it is allocated and the required documentation is submitted to the MoF. Ms Davidova added that the reporting to the MoF is made quarterly and is slightly different from the reporting to be submitted to the GA, because the costs are divided into administrative expenses and activity costs under different types of paragraphs. She explained that all the expenses incurred during the previous year were at the discretion of the GA. As there are activities not carried out no expenses incurred accordingly. Upon EB’s decision the "Traveling University Seminar "Knowledge Exchange on the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Southeastern Europe” was organised. Also, the amount paid for the assessment and renewal of the agreement with UNESCO is also high. In principle, the reported expenses mainly cover the daily expenses, overnight stays and flights. The total administrative expenses for staff remuneration are BGN 106,000 and for office maintenance BGN 38,000. All other funds up to BGN 465,000 are for activities.

The Chair of the General Assembly gave the floor for a discussion on the two documents submitted by the RC.

Ms Dauge drew attention to the detailed financial statement and indicated that it was presentedactivity by activity, which was last year’s requirement. It is very important the item costs for each activity to be seen hence the table at the end of the activity report is very useful. She expressed her concern also mentioned last year i.e. the amount of unforeseen expenses for unforeseen activities i.e. activities that were not presented to and approved by the GA. Last year, it was proposed to set a threshold of no more than 30% for unforeseen activities. This year, the cost of unforeseen activities is over 40%. She stressed that it was very important to make an effort to limit the amount spent on unforeseen activities. This does not mean that the Centre should not be allowed to undertake activities in the course of the current year, and have some flexibility, but that these contingencies should be confined to certain limits as there are many planned activities that have not been carried out on account of over 40% contingencies.

Ms Davidova explained that for 2016 the amount for unforeseen expenses exceeds 40% due to payments of old liabilities from previous years.

Ms Dauge added that her concern is about proposal, implementation and cost of activities that are not included in the action plan and not approved by the GA but carried out by the Centre. Last year, when discussing this issue, it was decided to set unplanned activities in less than 30% of the budget and this year they are over 40%.

Ms Santova explained that the issue of unforeseen expenditure on old liabilities was discussed in the EB and a decision was made for a financial audit, but such a document has still not been disseminated. She asked whether such a financial audit had been made and if there was a statement on this issue.

Mr Kalchev specified that the audit deadline was until 30th April, but due to the Easter holidays and the late assignment, the report is not ready but by the end of the week it may be sent to the EB for consideration. He also clarified that the expenses for the old liabilities were made for contracts that had already been signed. If the expenses had not been paid, the Centre would have been sued to pay together with the interest and penalties. 

Mr Savov concluded that, in the future, the RC will make efforts not to exceed the agreed 30% of unplanned activities.

That closed the discussion on both documents and the participants proceeded to a vote.

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

Approves the Annual Activity Report and Financial Statement for 2016

The session continued with the third sub-point of item three on the agenda and the Chair of the General Assembly gave the floor to Ms Mirena Staneva for a presentation of the long-term programme. She mentioned that the documents submitted included a concept of the long-term program with which the Secretariat aims to more specifically systematize the long-term objectives of the Centre. The Secretariat proposes this concept to be considered and supplemented by the GA and eventually adopted by the GA after the renewal of the Agreement.

The meeting continued with the fourth subpoint of item three on the agenda as the Chairman of the General Assembly gave the floor to Mirena Staneva for a presentation of the activity plan for 2017 and 2018.

Ms Dauge specified that according to the mandate of this GA and the Statutes, only the plan for 2017 should be discussed. The submitted documents are accompanied by an activity plan for 2018, but this does not comply with the Statutes of the RC. She proposed that only the action plan for 2017 to be considered. Ms. Dauge added that this should be a decision of the GA, but it is worth separating the two plans. She does not mind giving a broader horizon of planning if the GA agrees. She suggests the 2017 Activity plan and the Budget to be discussed and approved. Then the 2018 Activity plan to be discussed for information only without approval.


Ms. Staneva presented the 2017 Activity plan included in Annex 2.

The Chair of the GA gave the floor to Ms Davidova upon the fifth sub-point of item three on the agenda. She made it clear that the activities presented were valued in accordance with the budgetary principles, taking into account the individual costs that would have incurred within each event. They also take into account the reports from previous years and the events realized so far. Beside the envisaged subsidy for 2017, again in the amount of BGN 412,000, the budget also includes part of the unabsorbed balance from previous years. Under the administrative expenditure section, the spending principle has been retained to date. The amount of remuneration has been retained, despite the increase in the number of staff, as it has not been absorbed so far (with BGN 160,000 planned, BGN 106,000 had been spent). The principle of less than 30 percent contingencies for unforeseen activities is also complied with, only BGN 30,000 is set. Equal amounts are set for the same types of activities.

After the presentation of the two documents, a discussion started.

Ms Vesna Pascuttini-Juraga made a proposal to the members of the GA that the unimplemented from 2016 point 4.4 support for an initiative by the SEE Member States related to the ICH, for which a budget of EUR 10,000 was foreseen, to be transferred to 2017 as it is not planned this year.

Ms Staneva specified that a letter was sent to each Member State with a call to submit initiative proposals for to be supported and included in the 2017 plan. A few ideas were received that were not specific enough and had to be clarified and therefore they were not included in the plan for 2017. The GA can decide that such an amount may be allocated for the support of events proposed at the present session or after the GA.

Ms Milica Nikolic made a suggestion that it is more correct when joint initiatives are implemented, the Centre to be acknowledged a co-organiser of events. Her second proposal is related to Activity 3.2 Gathering information and analysis of the policies in the field of ICH in the Member States. It would be more useful to engage institutions as the Ministries of Culture and Agencies responsible for policy development in the country concerned.

Mr Andrei Prohin pointed out that he could not make a final confirmation of the completion of the training seminar in Moldova in 2017 as it is necessary to be agreed with the Ministry of Culture.
Ms Dollani suggested that seminars could take place in a country that is ready to run them such as Albania.
Ms Naira Kilichyan also added that it would be better to postpone the workshop in Armenia for 2018. She also suggested cooperation with the RC in conducting of the international festival to be held in Armenia.
Ms Velika Stojkova Serafimovska put an emphasis on the problem common to all Member States and discussed every year. Yearly, the budget and the programme for the current year are voted on, provided that the ministries of culture in this region already have an approved budget in December the precedent year. The proposed activities of the Centre are very good and interesting, but Member States cannot part in their implementation, as it is necessary to coordinate these activities with the responsible institutions in their countries. This is a planning problem. At this point, they could actually be included in the 2018 programme.

Ms Dauge confirmed that there is such a problem, but the change of planning should first be reflected in the Statutes and the internal rules, as well as all the documents adopted at the previous meeting.

Ms Staneva added that for this reason, the Secretariat has drafted an action plan and budget for 2018 to avoid these challenges in coordinating the Centre’s programmes and the responsible institutions.

Ms Fotopoulou proposed on the next General Assembly agenda to be included the relevant amendments to the Statutes and the Rules of Procedure, allowing the GA to discuss the budget for the following year. This will necessitate changes to both the Centre’s operations and the General Assembly work. These changes will need to be reflected in the Agreement and the manner of funds allocation to the Centre by the Bulgarian Government.

Ms Santova made a few comments on the activities in the plan. Referring Activity 1.3 Elaboration of research and case studies, on the ICH safeguarding in the region she reminded that in Bulgaria the Expert Council on Intangible Cultural Heritage is a functioning structure, which has actually developed the country's register and national policies, and it would be good if these and similar structures in the region were attracted to participate in the realization of this activity. Her second consideration is related to the fact that activity 2.1 provides that the relationship between interconnected databases should be based on the business logic, which is worrying provided it becomes leading in the field of intangible cultural heritage. The issue should be clarified with more details. She said she was surprised at the large amount of funds for allotted to media networking. Moreover, no research was needed - it was enough to contact representatives from different countries in the region to identify such media partners with appropriate programmes that could participate. On the other hand, she believes that the budget of BGN 5,900 per activity 2.2 Edition on ICH, which she finds a very useful activity, is quite low to prepare a serious edition. She expressed some of her reservations on Activity 2.5 Pilot Project for the encouragement of participation of local communities in the safeguarding of ICH associated with the active partnership of Global Libraries - a program that is extremely valuable but with other goals and may not contribute significantly to enhancing local communities. Another concern relates to the above-mentioned mechanism for identifying elements, as there is already some practice in each country and this very process of identification should be put for further consideration.
Ms Dauge asked whether this plan and all the activities included are proposed by the EB and whether it is agreed with the EB.

Ms Santova replied that it was coordinated, but now it is presented in a much more detailed form. She added that her last question relates to Activity 3.2 Gathering information and analysis of the policies in the field of ICH in the Member States, which is a very important practical activity and should be encouraged. But the question is the big amount of funds for devising a methodology for research and system analysis. Such a methodology for country policies would rather breach the opportunities for safeguarding that each State develops. She proposes the first part related to the collection of policy information to be kept as useful in terms of getting aware with good practices.

Ms Staneva thanked everyone for the recommendations made, which are very useful and will be reflected in our activity. Regarding Prof. Santova's questions, she said that activity 1.3 will be jointly implemented with the UNESCO Regional Bureau, as this need for the development of case studies and good practices and their inclusion as a complementary element to the UNESCO capacity-building programme was discussed with experts from UNESCO. As soon as there is more detailed information on this activity, it will be disseminated among Member States. Regarding activity 2.1 comments, the use of the term “business logic” refers to the way data is systemized in the system and does not apply to the measures for ICH safeguarding. In connection with activity 2.2, the GA should decide if there is a will to increase the amount foreseen. About Activity 2.5 The Global Libraries Foundation has been selected as a partner as they have a strong network of 960 points in public libraries and over 85 percent of them are in small settlements. The Centre wants to use this network to promote ICH. The purpose of this activity is rather to familiarize local communities in small settlements with the concepts of the Convention and how they can identify and preserve the ICH, than to fill in the National Register of Bulgaria. The high figure in activity 3.2 is due to the fact that an international meeting of representatives of universities and research institutes is foreseen. It is not a cost to develop the methodology of data collection. The Centre has no possibility and capacity to collect data and information and has therefore chosen as a relevant target group the universities and research institutes to encourage them to conduct these policy studies and analyses and to provide this information to a network that we will establish. We can also use this data to fill in the platform.

Ms Fotopoulou congratulated the Centre for the comprehensive and thorough Work Plan for 2017 and the proposed ideas for 2018. She supports Ms Dauge for the need of amendments in the Statute concerning the planning process of the Work Plan. Greece has an interest in the Training of Trainers seminar and would like to receive more information in order to assess whether they can participate in the training of new trainers. They would also like to receive information on the activity for Elaboration of research and case studies, on the ICH safeguarding in the region. Her latest proposal is related to all the visualization activities and visual presentation of ICH - a round table and several other activities with ethnographic film festivals in the region. The Greek Ministry of Culture is very actively involved in organizing of the Athens Ethnographic Film Festival and firmly believes that the audio-visual documenting of the ICH is the right way to go forward. It is recommendable that these activities are linked together as there are several ethnographic film festivals in the region, and all are equally important and should be related to each other in a common programme for the visualization of the ICH in the region. She also supports Ms Dauge's proposal to seek a balance between planned and unplanned activities for the coming year.
Mr Dimov again raised the issue of the planning and presentation of the annual work plan and the annual report, pointing out that in the Statute itself and in the Agreement, which is still in force, the GA approves the annual work plan and budget of the Centre. So far, it has always been the practice to plan for the current year. For the first time this year, in order to change the logic of planning, without contradicting either the Agreement or the Statute, a work plan and budget for 2018 were also presented. This is not in contradiction to the Statute and could change the logic of planning if the GA deems it reasonable. Annual planning does not mean annual planning for the current year, so for the first time there is a work plan and a budget for 2018. If the practice is not changed this year, next year we will again face the same issue. So it could now be put for discussion. 

Ms Dauge proposed to change the date of the General Assembly. If the GA is held in December, it may consider the plan for the upcoming year and also approve a provisional report, a statement of the previous year's or the current year's activities. That would be a solution.

Mr Savov has suggested adopting a practical solution. Preparing a work plan for 2018 will facilitate the work of the Centre in order to carry out activities until the GA in March or April. There would be no problem foreseeing some activities for early next year. And there are usually some other funds saved from the current financial year that can be used to secure the months from the beginning of the next financial year. So the GA can consider the plan for the next year for information. I.e. the plan for the activities for 2017 is to be approved while noting the activities plan for 2018 for information. This would allow the RC to have some horizon ahead and avoid unplanned activities.

Ms Dauge added that she agreed to take the 2018 plan for information to let the Centre continue to work. However, in order to solve the problem of coordination with the Member states, the possibility for the GA to adopt the budget one year in advance should be made formal. This is a legal issue.
Mr Dimov shared that it might be a good option to change the date of the GA and schedule it for the end of the current year. The second option is to vote on a real budget for the current year and one forecast budget for the next year. This is a decision to be taken by the GA. And in this case, there will be no discrepancy with the Agreement or the Statute of the Centre. This is annual planning, but that does not mean it should start on the first of January the current year or the year ahead.

Ms Dauge added that it is important to have the opinion of the Ministry of Finance on the issue.

Mr Savov said that, although it is worthy to schedule a GA meeting for the end of December, it would be difficult, due to the many holidays and the end of the financial year. The Centre will need to prepare the report in November and not all activities will be completed by then. So practically this idea will be difficult to realize.

Ms Nikolic pointed that in December budget planning is over, sometimes budgets have been prepared even in August, which does not change anything. If a GA is organized at the beginning of the year, for example in January or February, we will cover most of the activities for the current year.

Ms Santova expressed the opinion that she also perceived planning for 2018 as a framework vision that gives some structure of activities and would be further specified, that is a good solution contributing to improved planning. So we will not be wrong if the GA accepts the 2018 vision as a framework that could be approved at the next General Assembly in detail, and perhaps some of the things will change in the specific work plan but this will allow the preparation of the participants in the Regional Centre in their countries.

Ms Danijela Filipović questioned whether the work plan or the proposals made by the Member States would now be voted on.

Ms Dollani specified that the voting is for activities, but also discussed is a possible change of the date of the GA.

Ms Fotopoulou added that she proposed that the topic of ICH visualization and the inclusion of the various festivals in this activity be implemented in practice from 2018, as it will be very difficult the activity plan for this year to be changed.

Ms Dauge proposed the two possibilities - to round out the plan for 2017 on the basis of the comments made, and in this case it would be suitable to introduce the amendments in advance in order to include them. They can also be taken for information and some amendments to the protocol or the program for the following year to be included. However, if there are specific changes to the 2017 Activity Plan, they should be included in the document.

Mr Savov has proposed, as no formal proposals for amendments have been made, to approve the plan for 2017 and to include in the minutes that the Executive Board and the Executive Director will take note of all the suggestions and ideas that have been raised at the General Assembly meeting and these will be reflected in the activities by the end of 2017.

Ms Vesna Pascuttini-Juraga questioned whether this also included her proposal to transfer the activity from 2016.
Mr Savov added that all comments are equally valid and will be considered.

Mr Dimov said that it is a rule of practice applied every year as there are many ideas and suggestions on the work plan. Even last year and the year before it was decided to agree the plan in principle and all suggestions and ideas to be reflected in the minutes and then gradually into the plan, which fully reflects what is proposed here. Otherwise, we risk that the discussion lasts very long.

Ms Dauge noted that it is good to make a more detailed description of the planned activities the next time so that we do not add so many things later on.

Ms Dollani thanked everyone for the comments made and suggested that the 2017 work plan be approved. Once the comments of all Member States are received they will be circulated to them so that these can later be included in the plan.
The program then continued with a presentation of the Activity Plan and the Budget for 2018, according to Annex 3.
Mr Savov pointed out that this is a concise but rich plan of work for 2018 and stressed that there is one activity he considers very important, namely the seminar for the preparation of multinational applications. It is highly important because multinational applications are becoming more and more used when countries prepare entries for listing. Several countries have to engage in a common exercise that must be well-coordinated and allow the successful approval of the nomination, meaning that expertise is crucial in their preparation. The GA decided to take the 2018 plan for information, but he suggested that this activity be approved early in 2018 because it is the time when Member States prepare their nominations. If we talk about a multinational nomination in the region, it would be a good idea for the experts to become better acquainted with the requirements for such a nomination.

Ms Dauge reminded that in accordance with the rules and regulations, the GA can only approve the programme and the budget for the current year and that now the plan and the budget for 2018 are noted for information only, it means that it will be formally approved next year. This is to make the Centre operational in January-February and for ensuring the overlapping of programmes. This will also allow all Member States to get familiar in detail and in-depth with this program and to make proposals. It will be formally approved at the next GA. We authorize the Centre or EB to be able to operate from January, February or March. Whether they will work with residual funds from 2017 or use the 2018 budget - it is an internal solution.

That closed the discussion on both documents and the participants proceeded to a vote.

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

Approves the 2017 Work plan and Budget, 

complemented by the proposals made and sent for approval by the members of the General Assembly;

Takes note of the 2018 Work plan and Budget for information.

ON AGENDA ITEM 4

On item 4 of the agenda, Mrs Dollani gave the floor to Mr Savov.

Mr Savov explained that, as already mentioned, after the selection procedure had failed, the EB decided to appoint an interim Executive Director – Mr Daniel Kalchev. His curriculum vitae, his education and experience are sufficient grounds for his ability to perform these functions. He has a Master degree in Economics and has worked for many years in various cultural institutions. He was the Executive Director of the National Culture Fund for nine years. He was a member of the Board of Directors of the Bulgarian National Television. He has also worked as an expert in the Vocational Education Council. He has held responsible positions throughout his career. He masters good management skills and also crisis management experience that we witnessed in the second half of last year when we had to continue to perform the activities of the RC, to prepare the ground and develop the rules and order for the evaluation of the Centre by UNESCO, as well as to prepare the activity reports and the financial statements for the General Assembly Meeting. As  mentioned earlier, during one of the last EB meetings, we discussed how to proceed with the appointment of a new Executive Director of the Regional Centre, and we agreed in principle that we would ask the Executive Board before the next GA to select a new Director of the Regional Centre that would be approved by the GA next year. Last year, the GA allocated very little time for the selection procedure, you remember 31st May, and now I speak in my own name, I think that the Executive Director's selection must be done in such a way as to enable the interim Executive Director to continue carrying out his activities and obligations set for this year and at the same time to have a period long enough for the selection procedure to take place in a timely manner and for the EB to be ready to propose an application to the next GA. I believe that in this situation, my proposal would be for the GA to decide that the selection procedure should end no later than the end of this year so that there is enough time for the selected candidate to be approved by the EB and then the choice of selection to be reconfirmed by the GA next year.

Ms. Santova confirmed what Mr Savov had said, as the issue of the election of the Executive Director is repeatedly discussed in the EB, and perhaps all those present do not know that the selection of the Executive Director failed twice within the mandate of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Unfortunately, no Executive Director has been identified until now to comply with a procedure set up by article 2 of Chapter One on Transparency of the Centre’s Rules of Operations. I will admit that in this discussion, I have promoted the position of the Academy I represent, the wording for revalidating the mandate of the interim Executive Director to be “until a competition is run’. Since we, the Bulgarian Academy of Science, think that such a wording would allow greater flexibility in announcing a well-grounded contest for preparing the candidates well in advance as expected for such an important institution. The Executive Board did not support the proposal of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences that the mandate would last until a competition and insisted on a one-year term. She pointed that the proposal Mr Savov had just formulated, a decision setting a deadline for the actual election of an Executive Director and providing the opportunity to assume the functions of the other person to be elected, is a good solution and I agree with it on behalf of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences.

Mr. Savov confirmed his position. His proposal is the selection procedure to complete by the end of this year, so that the new Executive Director to be selected and approved at the General Assembly meeting the next year. He does not think it would be a good option for the newly appointed Director to take office immediately. As the procedure ends at the end of November, he believes that it will be better for the newly-appointed Executive Director, after being selected by the EB, to work with the acting executive director to have some sort of transition period and to take office after the approval of the GA next year.

Ms Dauge expressed her concern that it was not possible to implement the rule that had been adopted the previous year. The question arises immediately if the candidate is elected till the end of 2017, how one will be able to prepare the program for 2018. This is also related to the discussion that had taken place because, under the Agreement and according to the internal rules, the GA adopts a programme and budget for one year, not for two years. If this is the case, if the newly selected candidate is to start preparing the programme immediately after the GA approval, it will be problematic. It is likely that this interim period can be slightly reduced and the new director could start from January 1st. The GA should actually be held even earlier, so we can start the year with a clear programme and budget agreed by everyone. Obviously, it takes time to prepare all the reports, which cannot be done in just a few weeks. But she really thinks that if the GA is in February, it will be the best option.

Mr Savov supported Ms Dauge's opinion. Due to the reporting period, the new Director shall be ready to assume his duties if elected before 1th January. He agrees that it is recommendable to for him to come into office as Executive Director on January 1, 2018. There will still be a transitional period where he will work with the interim Director for the preparation of the GA. He added that the next GA should be held no later than mid-March, so that everyone is aware of what is happening and at the same time having enough time for the preparation of the GA itself. In that case, the assessment report was being expected, then the GA was held in April and not all participants had the opportunity to attend.

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

By the end of the year the EB is to complete the procedure for the selection of the Executive Director who shall be approved at the next GA meeting

ON AGENDA ITEM 5

The following item on the agenda - Introducing the current membership of the Executive Board and election of new members, Mrs Dollani gave the floor to Mr Savov.

Mr Savov reminded that the GA 2016 decided to increase the number of EB members from five to seven, including two more countries to be represented. He had spoken to the three founding institutions representatives, the non-governmental organization and the National Commission for UNESCO whose representative is he himself. The GA is to decide who will be the next Chair of the EB, because he will no longer perform this position tomorrow. He addressed the Chairman, on whom it depends how a new Chair and a new EB should be elected.

Ms Dollani gave the floor to Mr. Dimov to introduce the possibilities to solve this issue to the GA.

Mr Dimov added that besides a new representative of the National Commission in EB, we have a new representative of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Prof. Mila Santova. What was adopted last year as a decision of the General Assembly in respect with the Statutes is that the EB is composed of the seven individuals, representatives of the institutions and organizations Mr Savov had just mentioned. At the GA in 2016, it was decided that the EB should be chaired in turn by the representatives of each of the three founding institutions of the Centre: the Ministry of Culture, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, which are determined by the EB on a two-year rotational mandate for each institution. Although the Statute was adopted last year, at the GA 2016, the Centre being in a start-up position, with the renewal of the Agreement under which the Regional Centre operated and existed pending, a decision was taken that this provision on rotational representation between the three founding institutions and the presidency of the EB should enter into force this year (2017). At today's GA, the question arises as to how this provision will be interpreted and applied hereafter, given that:

- The term of the EB is two years and we are right in the middle of the newly constituted EB, i.e. there is another year in which this membership of the EB will continue to operate until the next GA, although there are changes in the persons representing the individual institutions.

 – The Centre is at a very important point in its existence and development, namely the multiannual assessment and the renewal of the Agreement. This is still a procedure to be completed by the end of this year.

Ms Dollani gave the floor to the members of the GA for suggestions.

Mr Denchev agreed with the arguments put forward by Mr. Savov and Mr. Dimov, and he believes that this concludes to a decision to keep the leadership of the EB within the next GA (to remain the MFA, the National Commission to be the Chair) and only then the rotation to take effect.

Ms Santova reminded that the Ministry of Culture was in a five-year mandate with a chairman before the establishment of the Centre as a preparatory work and afterwards. MFA has been for four years since the presidency by the National Commission is within the mandate of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. There are no normative documents providing on that. It was only in internal dialogues that the idea to enlarge the composition of the EB emerged. Now it is the order of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences’ turn to preside over EB, and that is said not only because she represents the BAS but also because there must be integrity in this type of interaction. The decisions taken must be respected. The institutions that have made a significant contribution to the implementation of the Convention both in the country and in the region must be appreciated. If we trust the written rules the debate over the EB presidency is not a legitimate subject of discussion at the GA. The EB itself shall solve this problem internally, in accordance with the morals and logic of what had happened so far. It is good GA to have an attitude based on ethics and logic. Changing the rules every year is not a good sign of the Centre’s existence.

Mr Velev accepts the proposal for a rotation, but he also accepts the proposal which last year consolidated all opinions i.e. that, as far as signing a new agreement is concerned, the moment is no different as no one is familiar with it and no one can say what it will be. He makes a point that the National Commission, as a body of authority, should continue to preside, given the situation where certain diplomatic talks will take place. Without questioning the morals and the law, he considers the present moment as the time where the activity of the Centre should be ranked first and the other considerations next. From the next year, when there is a new agreement (of course with the hope that it may happen) with a text that is amendable, the rotation principle, aspired by all, can take effect so that each one can preside over the different bodies of the RC.

Ms Dauge has expressed the view that the rules and procedures for the selection of the EB are not related and not prescribed in the Agreement. She confirms what Prof. Santova said that last year it was agreed the rotation to start in 2017, that is today.

Mr Dimov pointed out that Prof. Santova's explicit will is the sequence of the presidency to be recorded and that from the next year BAS shall preside over the EB. He clarified that this opinion was expressed at the 2016 GA by representative of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences at that time Prof. Margarit Ganev. Unfortunately, there is no such explicit recording but finally the ultimate decision of the General Assembly is as follows: The Rotating Principle of the Presidium of the EB to enter into force from 2017. 

Ms Fotopoulou reminds again the issue of dissemination of documents and publicity.
Mr Denchev explains his position and proposes that, as it was decided the election of a new director to be finalized by the end of 2017, and the election of EB to be finalized then.

Ms Dauge added that the election of a director is a public procedure while the decision on the members of the EB is a decision of the GA meeting and can be taken within 5 minutes.

Mr Bonchev summarized the two options for the decision the rotation of the EB presidency to be in force from today starting on the date of the General Assembly. The first option is to confirm this decision implying that, as of today, not the National Commission for UNESCO, but one of the three institutions, explicitly mentioned in the decision, should take over the presidency of the EB. The second option is: to decide to postpone the application of this principle to a later date, implying that the National Commission for UNESCO will retain the chair until it is decided. He suggests that one of these two options be put to the vote.

Mr Dimov explained that the question now is whether the provision will be applied now (already in force and in force until it is amended) or will be applied when the GA decides, given the current situation of the Centre. 

Mr Bonchev clarified that if the decision is: “adopting the principle of rotation, which came into force on 1st January”, that makes the current presidency illegitimate as not being one of the three institutions. He repeats the two options: to postpone the implementation of this decision or to immediately elect a new chair of the EB.

Mr Dimov responded that the legal ground on which the members of the GA can decide how to implement the principle of rotation of the EB Presidency arises this year. He repeats the arguments: The EB with its current composition is in the midst of its mandate, it has been a year since it was formed. Now, if the rotation starts, it means that in one year of the mandate one presidency has acted, in the second half of the mandate another presidency takes place.  That implies “bending” the proportions or violating the decision-making modalities in the EB. That is, the first statement is merely legal, i.e. retaining the composition of EB for a further year, until the mandate of the present EB expires, shall the now acting presidency be kept. The legal argument is: within a two-year term, the chairman, together with members, performs the functions of the EB. Secondly, a non-legal ground or a non-legal group of arguments is that the RC is in the same actual situation as it was last year when it was decided to postpone the rotation for this year namely - the UNESCO assessment has not yet been completed and we have no signed agreement extension for the next 6 years of the organization.

Ms Santova reminded Ms Dauge's statement that the election of the EB and the Agreement had nothing in common. She expressed the view that nothing prevents the Ministry of foreign affairs from performing its functions as its own responsibility in each country and the signing the procedure in our case, is one of these functions. He wondered why the arguments Mr Dimov has just rendered were not exposed last year. She showed concern that the change of opinion entails instability and this instability is becoming increasingly apparent.

Ms Dauge concluded that the GA can now decide, knowing that the Centre is in the same situation, we have no evaluation yet and in some ways many of the decisions are tied to this assessment as a fait accompli.

Mr Velev supported Ms Dauge and expressed a position on behalf of the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Bulgaria that the best solution is the EB to continue in this format. He asked about the mandate of the NC and the MFA, however, these are two separate mandates and thus the presence of two separate institutions within the GA. He proposed the EB in its present format to be put to the vote, the arguments being the ones already exposed - pending an evaluation, the election of a new Executive Director, so that in the next year to start functioning in clarity. 

Ms Santova reminded the representative of the Ministry of Culture that the rotation affects the founding institutions while the National Commission for UNESCO is not one of the founding institutions and uses the mandate of the Ministry of foreign affairs.

Ms Dollani formulates the two options for voting:

1. To validate the current EB till the end of the Assessment until the next GA and the rotation to take effect from 2018.

2. Election of a new chairperson of the EB.

Ms Nikolic thinks that this is an internal problem for Bulgaria and they are not well-informed to vote.

Mr Dimov explained for the last time that a new Statute of the Regional Centre was adopted last year, according to which a principle of rotation is introduced for the presidency of EB. EB is a new body and its chairing is not a minor issue. This is the ‘small’ General Assembly that functions between the sessions of the General Assembly. When this new principle of electing the EB presidency was voted on, the RC was in a position of awaiting an assessment, renewing the Agreement for another 6 years enabling its work in the future. It was therefore decided to postpone the entry into force of this provision of the Statute in the sense that the principle of rotation will enter into force in 2017. And with the addition that it will continue to function and it will enter into force as soon as the evaluation is completed and a signed agreement is a fact so as to ensure that the next 6 years the Centre will continue to work. It is now 2017 and the Statute is in force. The idea is, as the second condition is still not met (there is no evaluation and there is no renewed agreement) shall the same composition of the EB be retained and the principle of rotation to start the moment this condition is fulfilled or to admit that because the principle of rotation is already in force and to vote for a new candidate to be the chair of the EB. These are the two options for voting. I am not sure now whether we vote for the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences to take over the presidency and what will be its mandate, one year? The evaluation is not yet over. We look forward to the report and by October we expect the decision of the EB of UNESCO to renew our agreement and to continue working. These are the two options - whether to accept that the second condition has not yet been met or to proceed with the implementation of this provision adopted in the Statute last year.

Ms Santova added, per se the principle of rotation existed since the establishment of the Centre. It was violated after the 2015 GA and forcefully replaced for one year. Then the President of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences addressed a letter arguing the unlawfulness of this action.

Mr Dimov answering a question about the meaning of rotation, how the next institution is elected and its connection with the Assessment, Mr. Dimov stated that the assessment evaluates the overall activities of the Regional Centre and thus the renewal of the contract for a further 6-year period depends on it. It is bound to the presidency over EB, as far as there is much work to be done for the purposes of this evaluation procedure, such as interaction and communication, correspondence between Bulgaria and the UNESCO Headquarters in Paris. The Bulgarian government is one side of this interaction the other is the headquarters of UNESCO. Therefore, it was decided not to make any changes to the board composition until the evaluation was completed (GA-2016). He agreed with Professor Santova that at the very beginning, when the Centre was founded in 2009, then in 2010 recognized by UNESCO under its auspices, the three institutions co-founders decided to apply this principle of rotating presidency. But this is about the Managing Board which has nothing to do with the EB as it stands. Then our governing body was the Managing Board, and now it is called the Executive Board, that is, it is not the same, and the comparison between them is not very correct.

Ms Dauge reminded the new members that it is very important before the meetings to have all the documents in advance. Last year the following documentation was adopted: the official Statute of the Centre and the rules for the functioning of the GA, the EB and of the Regional Centre itself. These documents are available on the Centre’s website and are the core of the functioning of the GA and it is recommendable to consult them in advance so that each member is aware.

Prof. Dr. Öcal Oğuz asked when members of the GA will get the results of the Evaluation and whether UNESCO will further delay it, and if it will, what they are expected to do from now on, next year to the next stage for the next GA.
Ms Dauge replied that the report was almost ready and should be handed over to the Bulgarian authorities very soon and will be handed over to the EB of UNESCO at its next session. Therefore, a priori, there will be no problem for the next year.

The chairman of the General Assembly, having ensured that everyone is aware of and has no hesitation in voting, has put it to the vote: to reconfirm the current Executive Board with its Chairman, who will continue to work till the next GA.

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast a vote. 16 (sixteen) cast an AYE vote; there were 2 (two) NAYS and 2 (two) ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

Reconfirms the current Executive Board with its Chairman to continue to function till the next GA in 2018

ON AGENDA ITEM 6

Mr Dimov explained that according to the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly at the end of each General Assembly the session should agree on a person responsible for the preparation and chairing of the next General Assembly. It is an instant of decision-making, not in an alphabetical order. The last two years Albania was the chair of the GA in the person of Mrs Harasani, now you can vote for another candidate or for the present one, there is no requirement for the alphabetical principle. The function of the chairperson is not to chair the body of the GA itself, but the annual meeting of the GA and be responsible for its preparation.

Ms Vesna Pascuttini-Juraga proposed the Greek representative Ms Stavroula Fotopoulou to chair the GA. The proposal was supported by Ms Nikolic and Ms Stojkova Serafimovska.

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

Elects Ms Stavroula Fotopoulou as the Chairperson of the General Assembly

Ms Stavroula Fotopoulou thanked for the honour and hopes she will contribute the next GA to be held properly and save the time of the debated issues.

ON AGENDA ITEM 7

In connection with the appointment of a date for the next GA meeting, Mr. Savov proposes the first half of March - the second or third week of March.

Ms Dauge pointed out that it is crucial the members of the GA to receive the documents well in advance to be able to contribute to their content. For this, they need time as being very busy. Last but not least, it is important to receive the minutes of this meeting of the General Assembly.

Ms Velika Stojkova Serafimovska urged the Centre to send the invitations as early as possible because this year they were received quite late.

Ms Dollani supported Ms Dauge's proposal the invitations and documents to be circulated one-month prior the GA. 

All members of the General Assembly (20) cast an AYE vote; there were no NAYS or ABSTENTIONS, whereby the General Assembly

DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:

The date of the next GA meeting to be within the second or the third week of March 2018

ON AGENDA ITEM 8

Within this item initiatives of the Cenrte were presented - participation in the Voices of culture - structured dialogue. 

Mr Savov suggested that the Centre should disseminate more specific and detailed information on the form and manner of action, and then each of the Member States to decide how it can contribute to this process so that it is useful for all. Each Member State can have contribution if it finds benefits by participating in it.

Ms Nikolic noted that apparently there is a lack of information and communication. Some of the documents have not been provided before, some countries get information, others do not, there is a problem, perhaps a technical problem, and suggests that the Centre solve this problem, including the servers.

Mr Savov added that it is advisable for the countries to provide updated information for contact points - addresses, etc. 

Ms Papantoniou made another proposal in relation to the European Commission's initiative for the European Year of Cultural Heritage, several activities could be included in the work plan for 2018 and approved at the next session of the GA. Maybe, one or two of the activities to be dedicated to this anniversary with joint activities to promote the safeguarding of the ICH with greater transparency and visibility.

Ms Dollani also added that it was desirable to have the documents in advance in order to study them and make an informed decision.

Ms Stojkova Serafimovska asked if they should email the Centre to make their ideas and suggestions as there are a lot of interesting suggestions, ideas and projects from representatives of the countries. The second question is related to the issues (the Voices of culture initiative), which we have to answer, how we have to answer as they are a bit complicated. It is necessary to think it over and discuss the reply. And another point that there are some activities in the annual report which they are not informed about. The question to the Centre is if we should receive this information and then refer it to the institutions in our countries or should it be the other way round? There are interesting projects that are not known. It is good to clarify these things so that I can prepare the report on my participation and present it to the Ministry of Culture.

Ms Dollani states that the best way to solve this problem is to send the minutes from the GA as soon as we get back, so every member of the GA has the reports, information about all the activities, when, what budget, etc.

Ms Fotopoulou went back to those activities that were raised by Ms Velika Stojkova Serafimovska i.e it is good that there are such activities and the Centre is implementing them but these are not planned initiatives, they are not known by the Member States and next year we gather and say - bravo - great, but we do not know about it in advance, it is an issue of planning. When the EB or the management of the Centre decide to carry out such initiatives let them notify the members of the GA to be familiar  in advance so that they can take part if they are able to contribute something to the specific activity.

Mr Savov added that it was a question of a principle to be adopted. Even if there are unplanned activities, everyone should be notified about them. Even if the country is not directly involved, it can contribute with suggestions which will enrich the activity. This is the principle: even in the case of unplanned activities, each member of the Centre should be informed in advance. This should be covered in the minutes.

Ms Santova also commented on the unplanned activities and pointed to one problem that is extremely important, and this is the involvement of experts in the various activities of the Centre, as well as the team of the Centre. The GA should have a say on this issue at the next meeting, as it is intended to raise the salary and replenish the team. I think the people to be hired must still be experts on the ICH. At present, there are no ICH experts in the Center, except for Mirena, who recently got a PhD in Cultural heritage in general. It would be good the GA to have a statement on this issue, because in most cases we have good logistics but we do not have expertise.

Ms Dauge reminded that last year the GA requested job descriptions for the staff of the Centre and increase of the Centre’s staff.
Mr Savov pointed out that after completing the agenda, the GA could not decide on this particular issue, but thanked Prof. Santova for raising the question, I think the EB should discuss it and to ensure the best opportunity to expand the Centre’s composition. His personal opinion is that the Secretariat of the Centre is not expected to consist entirely of experts on the ICH. These are employees who provide administrative support for the operations of the Centre and should not tend changing the balance between expert and administrative staff.

Prof. Dr. Öcal Oğuz thanked the Centre for giving him the opportunity to speak in French. Next, we must not forget that we are here for the 2003 Convention, this means safeguarding ICH in our region. He greets the Centre for Work Plan for 2018, specifically the activity for preparing multinational applications, and this is important because we need to continue working on our national registers and this is the first step towards protecting ICH. We must focus on this legacy in each country. Secondly, we want to protect the ICH for individuals, groups and communities if we want to continue in the spirit of UNESCO, that is, to maintain the peace around the world, we need cultural diversity and this is the basis of the intangible cultural heritage. That is why he supports the preparation of multinational projects in the region. That is why we have created opportunities for preserving the CH in different countries, rather the inheritance of the so-called unsustainable communities - for example, St. Georgi - created 3 years ago, we also have projects in Istanbul, and these are very important projects (Caucasian, Tatar), these are the cases of heritage we have worked for. If a country in the region wants to include an element, then we have to stand up, so we can prepare all the elements that are specific for a given nationality, that is why I support multinational projects because it means diversity, a dialogue and peace in the world.

Ms Iulia Wisosenschi asked why the seminar in Bucarest was cancelled.

Ms Staneva explained that the seminar was included in the activities in a Creative Europe project proposal that had several types of activities. The project was projected to be 4 years and provided for a seminar in each Member State, with Romania and Croatia first being invited. Project funding provided 80% of the costs. All countries were supposed to receive such funding. However, in the meantime, since the project was rejected between the different drafts of the action plan and upon the recommendation of UNESCO, we cancelled the two seminars for Romania and Croatia because the conditions for conducting are already changing, the host state has to bear more costs as there is no external financing from European funds, and so the countries that have expressed their willingness to participate after that are included.

Ms Dollani added that any further remarks could be clarified via e-mail to the Centre.

After the end of the discussion, Ms Dollani made a summary of the meeting and noted that all discussions would be reflected in the Minutes that would be sent in due course.

She closed the meeting thanking everyone for the active participation and contribution.

Annex 1
SUMMARY OF THE REPORT 2016

In the course of the outgoing year 2016, the Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage in South-Eastern Europe under the auspices of UNESCO Auspices (RC) continued to initiate activities enabling the inclusion of the countries in South-Eastern Europe and strengthening the regional cooperation. Like every year before that, the formulation and implementation of the annual work plan of RC has been focused on the attainment of the leading goal: to assist and support the Member States and the relevant institutions in charge in successfully implementing at national level the UNESCO Convention 2003 for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. In planning its activities for 2016, RC had placed in its work programme an emphasis on the implementation of the UNESCO strategy for increasing the capacities for safeguarding of the living heritage at national level. In response to an invitation sent out by RC, five countries stated their willingness to host training workshops: Romania, Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, and Albania (Activity 1.1 through 1.5). Such training workshops are organised in partnership with the relevant institutions in the Member States and in close communication with UNESCO. In the beginning of 2016, a workshop was conducted in Skopje (FYROM) on the subject of ‘The implementation of the Convention on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage at national level’; that workshop had initially been planned for 2015. June 2016 saw the successful delivery of the first in a series on workshops included in the annual programme of RC. It was conducted in Bucharest (Romania) in partnership with the Romanian Ministry of Culture (Activity 1.1). In September 2016 Zagreb (Croatia) played host to a panel discussion on ‘The implementation of the 2003 UNESCO Convention on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage’ (Activity 1.4). 

In March 2017, a workshop was held on the subject of ‘Preparation of nominations’ in the city of Podgorica (Montenegro) (Activity 1.5). For administrative reasons, Albania has postponed for 2017 the delivery of Phase II of the training seminars in capacity building (Activity 1.3). Similar, administrative reasons have necessitated that the delivery of a training workshop in Serbia, initially planned for 2016, be rescheduled for 2017 (Activity 1.2). The interest shown by Member States in the delivery of training workshops reflects both the recognised necessity of raising capacity at national level in the area of the intangible cultural heritage, and an increased confidence in the opportunities that RC can offer its Member States. The implementation of such activities promotes cooperation between RC and the relevant institutions in charge of the implementation of the 2003 Convention at national level, turning RC into a strategic partner of UNESCO in the implementation of the global strategy for capacity-building in the area of ICH.

Within the framework of pursuit of the strategic goal of raising the capacity of the countries in the region of South-Eastern Europe for safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage and implementing the 2003 Convention, two more international workshops were organised. The Round Table on ‘Between the Visible and the Invisible: The Intangible Cultural Heritage and the Museum’ (Activity 1.7) was held in early December 2016 with the participation of experts from Bulgaria, Slovenia, Croatia, Romania and Georgia. The event managed to highlight all major issues facing museums in the process of safeguarding and ensuring proper visibility of ICH, as well as demonstrate a number of good practices from countries in the region. Towards the end of the year, the initiative Traveling University Workshop on ‘Knowledge exchange for ICH in South-Eastern Europe’ was implemented in the cities of Edirne (Turkey) and Nis (Serbia) (Activity 1.6). The meetings, the talks, the presentation of scientific reports and the ensuring discussions on matters of the intangible cultural heritage in South-Eastern Europe were described as an excellent opportunity for communication among participants and an example of cultural dialogue and cohesion between peoples.

The key strategic goal of RC, involving the promotion of partnerships and active communication with the SEE countries, has been pursued in the course of the reporting year. Since 2013, the Regional Centre has supported the annual meeting of the network of experts in the intangible cultural heritage in South-Eastern Europe, whose topic for 2016 was ‘The intangible cultural heritage and the world heritage: interaction and coordination between the 2003 and 1972 UNESCO Conventions’. RC joined actively in the organisation of that meeting, in partnership with the UNESCO Regional Bureau for Science and Culture in Europe, the Croatian National Commission for UNESCO and the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia (Activity 2.1). Representatives of RC took an active part in the Fourth Annual Meeting of Category 2 Centres for the Intangible Cultural Heritage (Activity 2.3), the 11th session of the Intergovernmental Committee of the Convention for the Protection of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity (Activity 2.4), and the First Meeting on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage between experts from China and the countries of South-Eastern Europe, held in Krakow, Poland (Activity 4.3). As part of the initiatives for consolidation of the expert network in the region, RC supported the realisation of the International Scientific Conference on ‘110 Years National Ethnographic Museum: Past, Present and Future’, held in Sofia, Bulgaria on October 25th and 26th, 2016 (Activity 2.2), gathering in the same place ethnographers from all over the country and representatives of the ethnographic museums in Zagreb (Croatia) and Belgrade (Serbia), the Museum of Macedonia in Skopje (The former Yugoslav Republic Macedonia), and the Village Museum in Bucharest (Romania), who shared their achievements in the safeguarding of the cultural heritage. 

In 2016, RC supported and participated in organising the International Conference of UNESCO Balkan clubs and organizations on ‘Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Balkans – Governmental and Non-governmental Sectors United in Safeguarding Europe’s ‘living roots’,’ held in Sofia, Bulgaria (Activity 2.5), enabling representatives of various institutions (government ministries, national commissions for UNESCO, NGOs etc.) to share their experience and good practices in the safeguarding and promotion of ICH and in encouraging cooperation among different stakeholder institutions responsible for the development of policies in the area of ICH. The Regional Centre also contributed to the organisation of an expert meeting in Nicosia (Cyprus) that was supported by RC within the framework of events marking the 70th anniversary of UNESCO.

Another key goal in fulfilment of the RC mission is the promotion of the intangible cultural heritage in South-Eastern Europe. In pursuit of that goal, RC has supported activities aimed at the promotion of visibility such as the International Children’s Easter Festival in Bosilegrad (Serbia) (Activity 3.2), and the International Folklore Festival in Veliko Tarnovo (Bulgaria) (Activity 3.3). The year 2016 saw the release of a Jubilee Publication regarding the Implementation of the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. Planned for 2017 is the production of documentaries on elements of the intangible cultural heritage in South-Eastern Europe (Activity 3.1).

The outgoing year 2016 has been extremely important for RC, in that it saw the start of the process of performance evaluation of RC by an external evaluator, which is supposed to assess the contribution of RC towards the attainment of the strategic goals of UNESCO while serving as the basis for renewal of the Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Bulgaria and UNESCO. The RC Secretariat has been actively involved in preparing the requisite documentation and organising the visit of the evaluator to Bulgaria and her communication with all stakeholder institutions. RC will apply the recommendations made in the evaluation report in order to focus its strategy and streamline its work.

For the first time RC prepared and submitted a project proposal seeking a grant from the EU programme Creative Europe. The grant provided by that programme is for a term of four years and would enable the winning organisations to consolidate their networks while raising the capacity of their member structures.

The activities implemented in 2016 prompt the following major conclusions:

· The Regional Centre continues to play an important role in supporting activities in the area of the intangible cultural heritage. Through actively organising and delivering workshops in the Member States of the Centre’s network, in the course of the reporting year the Centre completed a model of organisation and delivery of training workshops using facilitators from the UNESCO network.

· As a result of focused annual budget planning, the Centre has managed to deliver a significant number of workshops thus manifesting itself as a reliable partner of UNESCO in the implementation of its strategies for safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage. 

· Because of logistical problems, three of the workshops planned in the training programme for 2016 could not be delivered. Corrective actions are necessary in that respect in the coming years involving more active communication between RC and its partners.

· The Regional Centre continues to improve the processes of planning, management and implementation of activities, as evidenced by bringing down to a minimum activities not included in the annual work plan. 

· It should be noted that the Member States still do not join actively enough in the realisation of the activities of the Regional Centre. Part of the reasons for that are misalignments between the annual programme of RC and the programmes of the relevant institutions in the Member States. The Regional Centre intends to optimise that by introducing a longer-term planning approach.

Annex 2 

RESUME ACTION PLAN 2017 
The 2017 Action Plan includes a variety of activities and initiatives, some of which have become traditional for the Regional Centre and others are being offered for the first time.

The first goal of the RC is DELIVERY OF TRAINING WORKSHOPS WITH THE AIM TO PROMOTE AND IMPLEMENT THE 2003 CONVENTION IN THE TERRITORY OF THE ENTIRE REGION. In the framework of this activity the RC proposes training workshops in the Member States of South-Eastern Europe. The 2017 workshops will be hosted in countries that have declared their willingness to act as partners in their organization – Slovenia, Moldova and Armenia.  Also included in this activity is the seminar held in March in Montenegro on "Preparing nominations", which was postponed from 2016. Also in 2017, the Regional Center will support the organization of training of trainers, targeted at experts from European countries, who shall be selected in agreement with UNESCO, with special emphasis on South-East Europe. The event will be organized in September in Sofia together with the UNESCO Section and the UNESCO Regional Office for Science and Culture in Europe (Venice, Italy).
Within the first goal the RS envisaged a new initiative, this is an activity 1. Elaboration of research and case studies, on the ICH safeguarding in the region. The activity is targeted on the elaboration of case studies on the ICH safeguarding in the region, to further support UNESCO’s capacity building programme.  The methodology of elaboration will be further clarified in communication with UNESCO.

The second goal of the Centre is the PROMOTION OF THE ELEMENTS OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN THE REGION. In 201 the RC envisage activity 2.1 Elaboration of an ICH online platform. The purpose of the platform is to promote cooperation and to consolidate the network of ROC partners and stakeholders by providing easily accessible and detailed information on intangible cultural heritage in the Southeast European region. The platform will contain interconnected databases that will be tied to business logic and will operate under certain communication rules. The aim of the platform is to enhance cooperation and density of the network of partners of RC and beneficiaries. Easy-to- access and detailed information about ICH in SEE will be provided. The platform will contain interconnected database, bound on business logic and will operate under certain rules of communication. A new initiative, which the Centre will launch this year, is an annual edition on ICH, which will contain research, analyses, cases and other materials on topics covering safeguarding and promotion of ICH in the region. The yearbook will be in the form of a printed and / or electronic edition. In this regard, an editorial board will be formed by representatives from the region.

New initiative for the Centre is the activity 2.3 Development of media partners network. It is targeted at developing a network of media from all Member States. This network to be encouraged to produce and disseminate products (shows, films, publications, etc.), covering ICH on an annual basis. These products will be broadcast and released within the boundaries of the Member States and abroad. For the completion of this activity in all the RC Member States a survey on the relevance of media partners will be done. The Regional Centre Member States will be involved in a meeting seminar for clarification of the form/ format and ways of product distribution. Participants of the meeting will be representatives of the correspondent media as well as representatives of institutions, responsible for ICH in the countries. This will enable synergy in their activity.  

Activity 2.4 will support already traditional partnership with the International Ethnographic Film Festival, which takes place in Sofia. The Centre will support films and participants from the SEE region. In Activity 2.5, the Centre envisages the implementation of a Pilot Project for the encouragement of participation of local communities in the safeguarding of ICH. For the implementation of this activity, the Centre will rely on partnership with the Global Libraries Foundation. The project will include the following steps: Trainings and workshops with the participation of representatives from small communities, as guardians of the culture and traditions in the small settlements; Organization of a workshops and competitions, in partnership with the national medias, in order to stimulate the participation of local communities and groups in the identification and inventorying of new elements. The elements already identified will be reviewed by a jury of experts and professionals who, on the basis of criteria set, will select elements suitable for inclusion in the National Register. If the practice is successful, the Center will endeavor to multiply this project in other countries as well.

The activity 2.6 is Organization of a photo exhibition on intangible cultural heritage in the region. The exhibition is mobile and is possible to tour all Member States at their request. Again it will be exhibited in Sofia in September. Under Goal 2, Action 2.7, the Centre will initiate communication with the European Foundation and the Member States to create the thematic collection "Intangible Cultural Heritage" on the Europeana platform. The activity aims at encouraging the Regional Centre Member States to digitalize and promote ICH through the new technologies.

The third goal for 2017 is PROMOTION AND DISSEMINATION OF GOOD PRACTICES FOR SAFEGUARDING OF ICH IN THE REGION. Within this objective we envisage the realization of two International Seminars on a specific theme in the field of intangible cultural heritage. Activity 3.1.1 The International Seminar on "New Technologies and Intangible Cultural Heritage" is being planned as a supporting event of the International festival of the Ethnologic films in Belgrade in October 2017. The aim is to attract attention to the topic selected – utilization of new technologies in the activities for safeguarding, promoting and access to ICH. The forum will meet together experts from two fields – ICH and ICT from SEE countries.

Activity 3.1.2 The Round Table "Visualization of intangible cultural heritage’" is a continuation of the round table held in December in Sofia. It will be organized together with the Slovenian Ethnographic Museum and will be held in Ljubljana, Slovenia. The round table will enable discussions such as: the role of films in safeguarding ICH at national and local level; the role of films in the process of nomination of elements for inscription in the Lists and Register of UNESCO. Methodology for visualizing of elements of ICH, etc.; Focus of discussions will also be Intellectual property in visualization of intangible cultural heritage.

A new initiative of the Centre is Activity 3.2 Gathering information and analysis of the policies in the field of ICH in the Member States. The objective of the activity is to research, analyse and assess legislation, policies, institutional framework and human resources in the field if ICH in all the 15 countries members of the network; to compile information and identify all the stakeholders in the field of ICH. This will further be used as an initial data base for the platform for ICH in the SEE and for the start of other important activities of the Centre. For the implementation of this activity RC will rely on partnership with universities and scientific institutes in the region of SEE, encouraging their involvement in an operational network for exchange of knowledge and experience. In 2017 RC is planning to organize a meeting of universities and scientific institutes to initiate network and to create a methodology for research and analysis of systems for safeguarding of ICH in the Member States of the Centre.  

This year, the Centre plans to issue in English the papers from the first round table, held in Sofia in Sofia, "Between the Visible and the Invisible: ICH and Museums and the Museums".
The fourth goal of the Centre is NETWORKING AND PROMOTING COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE. Within this objective, the RC traditionally supports the Annual regional meeting of ICH experts in SEE, which this year will be held on 27-28 June in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina. The topic of the meeting will be mobilising activities and projects in the field of intangible cultural heritage. Within this goal, the Center's experts will participate in the annual meeting of Category 2 centers for intangible cultural heritage and sessions of the Intergovernmental Committee on the Convention.

OTHER ACTIVITIES OF THE REGIONAL CENTRE SOFIA are: Activity 5.1 Session of the General Assembly of the Regional Centre; Activity 5.2 Participation in meetings with partners from the Member States in South-Eastern Europe, at the invitation of the relevant Member States; Indicative budget from expenditure item funds from business trips in the country and abroad; Activity 5.3 Participation in meetings organised by Category 2 centres active in the field of the intangible cultural heritage, at the invitation of the relevant Category 2 centres; and in meetings dedicated to intangible cultural heritage, at the invitation of the relevant partners; Indicative budget from expenditure item funds from business trips in the country and abroad; Activity 5.4 Performance evaluation by UNESCO for purposes of renewal of the Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Bulgaria and UNESCO for the establishment of the Regional Centre – January - February  2017; Activity 5.5 Analysis of the necessary rules and procedures to be developed  for the support of the Regional Centre performance (implemented by the staff of the Secretariat).
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RESUME ACTION PLAN 2018 
In 2018, the RC foresees 4 capacity-building workshops. As it was discussed Greece, Armenia and Moldova will realize their workshops in 2018 as they don’t have the possibility to organize them for 2017. For 2018, RC plan new activity - International workshop „Preparation of multinational nominations to the lists of the 2003 Convention”, UNESCO’s network facilitators, experienced on the subject issue, will be invited as lecturers. In the coming year, we plan to continue with the issue of Annual Edition on ICH, as well as to continue with the activity Gathering information and analysis of the policies in the field of ICH in the Member States, based on the methodology devised in 2017, so the budget for 2018 is a smaller. Also included in the plan are regular activities of the RC - support for the 12-th Annual regional meeting of ICH experts in SEE, participation in the meetings of the Intergovernmental Committee on the Convention, and annual meetings of category 2 centres, as well as administrative activities of the Centre. The budget is planned on the basis of the subsidy that the RC receives according to the Agreement and the excess from the previous year. If there is a bigger excess from budget year 2017, it will be allocated additionally.
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