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Over the last 20 years, following the decisions and guidelines of the 
Intergovernmental Council and its Bureau, IPDC foeused its 
projects on the most urgent priorities in communication 
development in developing countries. The efforts of the IPDC have 
had a important impact on a broad range of fields covering, among 
others, the promotion of press freedom, media independence and 
pluralism, eommunity media, modernization of national and 
regional news agencies, radio as well as television organizafions; and 
development of human resources for the media. IPDC has mobilized 
some US$ 85 million for over 900 projects in more than 130 
developing countries, 

The present document is intended to serve as a working document 
for the meeting of the Ad Hoe Working Group, set up by the IPDC 
Intergovernmental Council, and which has been entrusted to reflect 
on the ways and means of improving the IPDC working methods. 
The document contains the proposals submitted by the UNESCO 
Member States and the Secretariat susceptible to improve the 
financial situation and the impact of IPDC; the most important 
decisions and procedural practices of the Programme and the 
statisticaL data on IPDC, Some of the recommendations and 
proposals are reproduced several times in different parts of the 
document for more immediate access to the source material. 

The meeting will be held on Thursday 20 December 2001 at 
UNESCO Headquarters in Paris, under the chairmanship of 
Mr Torben Krogh (Denmark), former Chairman of the IPDC 
Council and former President of the UNESCO General Conference. 



A 
V 

Vt was at its twentieth session, held in Paris in 1978, that, 

on the proposal of the delegation of the United States of 

dmerica, the general Conference unanimously invited the 

Director General to convene ‘a planning meeting of 

representatives of governments, to develop a proposal for 

institutional arrangements to systematize collaborative 

consultation on communication development activities, needs and 

plans”. 3ollowing the appropriate consultations, and, in 

particular, the holding in Washington in 1979, at the invitation of 

the government of the United States, of a preparatory meeting 

of a group of experts brought together by U)UESCG, the Director 

general convened in Paris, in April 1980, the gntergovernmental 

Conference for Co-operation on Rctivities, Needs and 

Programmes for Communication Development, known as the 

DEVCGjH Conference. This Conference adopted, after thorough 

discussions and by consensus, a recommendation for the 

establishment of an gnternational Programme for the 

Development of Communication. 

qhis recommendation was approved by the general Conference at 

its twenty-first session, held in Belgrade from 23 September to 

28 Gctober 1980, by resolution 4121, also adopted by consensus. 

According to the terms of the resolution, the aims of the 

gnternational Programme are ‘to increase co-operation and 

assistance for the development of communication infrastructures 

and to reduce the gap between various countries in the 

communication field”. The same resolution set forth the 

objectives, competence and measures necessary for the effective 

functioning of the Programme. These measures included the 

establishment of the %tergovernmental Council, which is defined 

as a coordinating body with the task of implementing the 

programme% objectives, and the adoption of the Council% 

Statutes”. 
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Resolution: 
“The main objectives of the Programme are: 
(i) to assist developing countries, at their request, in the elaboration and 
implementation of their information and communication development plans, as 
well as in the identification of needs and priority areas; 
(ii) to promote in developing countries, in accordance with their communication 
policies and development plans, the creation or extension of infrastructures for 
the different communication sectors, in order, in particular, to increase the 
contribution of the means of communication to endogenous economic, social 
and cultural development, as well as to promote improved international 
exchange of information; 
(iii) to proceed with the analysis of technical and financial needs and 
resources in the fields of information and communication at national and 
international levels; 
(iv) to ensure reciprocal consultation and better co-ordination among the parties 
interested in the development of communication and in various related 

~ programmes of co-operation; 
~ (v) to pursue all available avenues, both public and private, for the securing of 

funds and other resources to support projects or classes of projects of 
communications development; 
(vi) to bring together proposed projects with sources of financial and other help 
that it may have obtained or identified; 
(vii) to encourage contributions to these projects from all possible financing 
sources, in accordance with such plans and common interests as may emerge; 
(viii) to strengthen co-operation and co-ordination of UNESCO’s activities with 
other Specialized Agencies concerned, especially with the international 
Telecommunication Union (ITU); 
(ix) to give particular attention, at an early stage of its activities, to the 
promotion of viable regional institutional arrangements which should assist the 
programme in pursuing the above-mentioned objectives, through integrated 
regional co-operation in the field of communication development; in this 
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connection, regional communication institutions established with UNESCO’s 

assistance should be encouraged to play an extensive role in the planning and 
execution of regional projects within the programme; 
(x) to provide consultative and advisory services to the developing countries in 
the field of communication development, with a view to making optimum use of 
available resources; 
(xi) to take measures to promote the awareness of all parties concerned (be they 
developing or developed countries, international organizations and agencies 
of the United Nations system, non-governmental organizations or other public 
and private bodies active in this field) of the important role that communication. 
plays in the development process, thus contributing to mobilize technical and 
financial resources necessary to the pursuance of the objectives of the 

(xii) to encourage maximum co-operation, co-ordination and concentration of 
efforts among all who are interested in national or international 
communications development; 
(xiii) to support, particularly among developing countries, the conclusion of 
arrangements on the exchange of information, programmes and experience and 
on co-operation and co-production between radio and television organizations, 
news agencies and journalists’ associations; 
(xiv) to prepare studies based on experience gained in international co-operation 
in the field of information and communication development, particularly 

Particularly in the early stages of IPDC, top priority should be given to 
regional projects. This will allow early action even while national needs 
and priorities are being determined. 
Second priority should go to sub-regional projects, particularly those 
which have a major element of TCDC - i.e. technical co-operation among 
developing countries. 
In the case of national projects, priority should go to those countries 

financing of projects, the Council decided that priority should be accorded to: 
projects for the planning and implementation of rational policies and 
plans for the development of communication, as well as for research 
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communication facilities are least developed; 
the development and strengthening of the infrastructures necessary for 
the production, storage and utilization of supports, as well as for the 
production, storage, reception, transmission and dissemination of 
messages, with preference being given to the development of 
endogenous technologies and know-how; 
projects aimed at the creation or improvement of national and regional 
structures and capacities for the production of messages for 
dissemination by any support or channel, such as news agencies, press, 
cinema, radio and television programmes, with the object of facilitating 
a free flow and a wider and better balanced exchange of news and 
cultural products; 
the professional and technical training of human resources in the areas 
of research, planning, management and technology of communication 
systems, production and dissemination of messages; 
regional and interregional co-operation in the sphere of communication, 
especially between developing countries; 
the improvement and expansion of communication to serve other 
developmental activities such as education, agriculture, health and rural 
development; 
regional projects, particularly at the early stages; sub-regional projects, 
particularly those which have a major element of technical co-operation 
between developing countries (TCDC); national projects of those countries 
whose communication systems are least developed; projects which 
facilitate access of developing countries to the latest communications 

least-developed countries, and to give preference to projects unquestionably 
related to communication, taking also into account, as a weighting factor, the 

does the project figure in the national development plans of the country 
concerned? 
self-reliance, one of the key factors referred to in the DEVCOM 
Recommendation, should be an important criterion. 

7 



With regard to selection criteria governing the approval and financing of 

projects, the Council decided that: 
Projects should: 

be in conformity with the objectives, principles, aims and purposes of IPDC 
and take into account the cultural identity, educational needs and 
orientations of the countries and regions concerned; 
be relevant to development, especially as reflected in regional, subregional 
and national development policies and plans; 
increase the self-reliance, equality and independence and capacity for 
endogenous development of developing countries in the field of 
communication and information; 
have some spin-off effect in the communications sector and/or the 
development process as a whole within a given country/countries; 
increase domestic and regional exchanges of information and, in 
particular, increase the capacity of developing nations to participate 
effectively in the international exchange of information; 
increase the capacity of individuals and groups to communicate, to receive 
and transmit information at both the rural ‘and urban community levels; 
respond to the needs of countries whose communication systems are least 
developed. 

Regional and interregional projects should have the support or sponsorship of 
two, and preferably more, countries of the regions concerned. It was agreed 
that these priorities and criteria were neither exhaustive nor exclusive and that 
they should be reviewed and revised in the light of experience. 

Recommendation: 
The Intergovernmental Council should be considered as a guideline for the 
IPDC’s general policy: 
“An appropriate balance between Council practical action and activities to 
promote intellectual co-operation should be established and maintained. The 
creation and development of human and material resources for the production, 
dissemination and preservation of news and programmes should be 
emphasized. The Council noted that this recommendation should be understood 
and applied in the context of the basic principles and objectives of IPDC and of 
the UNESCO Constitution”. 
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The Intergovernmental Council adopted a list of 15 major orientations relating 
to the following three areas: Development, Endogenous Capacity and 

Information Flow. Among these 15, 5 orientations take priority in the pre- 
selection process and are regarded as a prerequisite for the admissibility of 
national, regional and interregional projects. These orientations, including 

those given priority, should not be treated as the final expression of the IPDC’s 
objectives. Changes and refinements, including a distinction between policy and 
operational objectives, should be envisaged at regular intervals 
DEVELOPMENT 
l Relevance to development, especially as reflected in regional, sub- 

regional and national development policies. 
l The cultural identity, and the educational needs and orientations of the 

countries and regions concerned. 
l The improvement and expansion of communication to serve other social 

developmental activities, such as education, agriculture, health and 
rural development. 

ENDOGENOUS CAPACITY 
The development and strengthening of the infrastructures and resources 
necessary for the production, storage and utilization of supports, as well 
as for the production, storage, reception, transmission and 
dissemination of messages. 
An increase in the endogenous capacity by individuals and groups to 
produce, receive and transmit information. 
An increase in self-reliance, equality and independence and capacity for 
endogenous development of developing countries in the field of 
communication and information, including endogenous technologies and 
know-how. 
Access of developing countries to the latest communication technology 
such as satellites and data banks. 
A spin-off effect in the communications sector and/or the development 
process as a whole within a given country/ countries. 
The professional and technical training of human resources in the areas 
of research, planning, management and technology of communication 
systems, production, dissemination and conservation of messages. 
The planning and implementation of national policies and plans for the 
development of communication. 
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INFORMATION FLOW AND EXCHANGE 
A free flow of information at international as well as at national level, 
and a wider and better balanced dissemination of news and cultural 
products, without any obstacle to the freedom of expression. 
Contribution to the freedom of the press and to the principles of 
independence, pluralism and diversity of the media. 
An increase in domestic and regional exchanges of information: in 
particular in the capacity of developing nations to participate effectively 
in the international exchange of information. 
Regional and sub-regional co-operation, particularly at the early stages 
of project development. 

IPDC’s orientation regarding freedom of the press and the pluralism and 
independence of the media must become a priority concern 

The priority areas established by the Council are: 
Improvement of media pluralism and promotion of press freedom 
Training activities 
Creation and strengthening of community media 
New information and communication technologies 

With regard to national projects, only one from any given country could be 
approved per year. Highest priority should be given to projects which: 

clearly promotes freedom of expression and media pluralism 
concern themselves with development of community media 
concentrate on human resource development (training, capacity building) 

Only if one or more of these criteria have been met, would it be possible to 

During the next biennium, the IPDC Council should proceed with a revision of the 
IPDC statutory documents and updating of the rules and regulations of the 
Programme in the view of: 

l media/communication orientation of IPDC projects 
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l present situation of traditional media in the developing countries 
l technological changes in the field of communication and information 
l better correlation between IPDC objectives, priorities, criteria, 
l guidelines, orientations, priority areas 
l better correlation with the recently-created Information for all Programme 



Development of Communication is established within the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 
Council Membership 
The Council is composed of 35 (39 since 23’h UNESCO General Conference) Member 
States of UNESCO and elected by the General Conference, taking into account the 
Rule 1.1 of the need to ensure equitable geographical distribution and Rules of 
appropriate rotation. The Council may make recommendations concerning its 
own Statutes membership to the General Conference. 
Bureau Membership 
At the beginning of its first session, and subsequently whenever the 
membership of the Council is changed by the General Conference, the Council 
elect a Charman, three Vice-Chairman, a Rapporteur and three other members, 

could involve the inclusion of representatives of donor countries and 

l The Bureau has looked into the possibility of an eventual reduction in the 

l The Council should recommend to the UNESCO General Conference that the 
number of seats at the Council is reduced to no more than 24, taking into 
account a proper balance between recipient and donor countries. 

l An even more wide-ranging reform in this respect would be to suggest that 
the IPDC governing body should consist of only one entity (instead of both a 
Council and a Bureau). In this case one could recommend a Council/Bureau 
of 15 members with a provision that one session in the relevant 
commission at the UNESCO General Conference is set aside exclusively to 
discuss IPDC matters. 
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On the suggestion to reduce the number of members of the Intergovernmental 
j Council Bulgaria, Ghana and Jamaica express strong reservations, while France 

would like a further discussion on this matter. 

l There is no strong reason to change the number of IPDC Council and 
Bureau Member States. 

l However, the donor countries which contributed to the IPDC during the 
past biennium should be entitled to special donor status and could be 
invited to Bureau meetings. 

your suggestions: 

13 



guiding the planning and implementation of the Programme; 
considering proposals concerning the development and adaptation of the 

recommending priorities among the various activities or groups of 
activities constituting that Programme; 
reviewing and assessing achievements and defining the basic areas 
requiring increased international co-operation; 
reviewing ways and means whereby Member States might participate more 
effectively in the International Programme for the Development of 

Communication; 
devising an appropriate system of financing for the Programme; 
seeking the necessary resources for the implementation of the Programme 
and for the development of communication for the benefit of countries 
requesting assistance from the Programme. 

Bureau functions 
The Bureau discharges such duties as the Council may lay upon it. 
It plans the organization of work of the session and verifies the 
admissibility of projects. 
It makes recommendations to the Council on the distribution of funds 
allocated from the Special Account for the Programme’s general operating 
budget and the amounts allocated to projects approved by the Council 
The prize-winner of the IPDC-UNESCO Prize shall be selected by the Bureau 

Recommendation: 
Projects submitted to the Council are preselected by the Bureau, which may, if 
it so wishes, seek the advice of external experts in order to avoid a situation in 
which too large a number of projects is examined by the Council in a very short 
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projects and determines the amounts to be allocated under the Special Account. 

Recalling Article 6 (paragraph 2) of the Statutes of the International Programme 
for the Development of Communication which stipulates that “the Bureau shall 
discharge such duties as the Council may lay upon it”, 

Bearing in mind the debates of the sixteenth and seventeenth sessions of 
the Intergovernmental Council of the International Programme for the 
Development of Communication which reached the conclusion that the 
long delay between the date of submission and the date of approval of 
projects submitted to the Council should be reduced, 
Reaffirming the need to continue improving the decision-making process 
and its working methods in order to increase the efficiency of the 

DECIDES as an experiment to confer on the Bureau the task of selecting 
and approving those projects which respond to the priorities of the 
International Programme for the Development of Communication, 
DECIDES that the Bureau allocate to these approved projects a financial 
assistance to be taken from the Special Account and not exceeding two- 
thirds of the budget frame, 
DECIDES that projects which, by their complexity, require an examination 
in the Council shall be referred by the Bureau to the Council for a final 

confirmation of funding has to precede the approval of a given project, 
thus taking into account the resources available. 
A clear distinction between the tasks of the Bureau and those of the 

l AD IPDC projects should be prepare ommunication 
Advisers and Programme Specialists of the Cl sector in consultation with 
public and private media bodies and could be presented to the Council 
without any formal submission. 
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l The IPDC Secretariat should coordinate the preparation of the projects in 

order to ensure that the number of projects submitted to Council does not 
exceed 39. 

l The projects prepared and received by the IPDC Secretariat before the 
deadline should be submitted directly to the IPDC Council session for 
discussion and preliminary approval. At the end of the year, on the basis of 
the amount of voluntary contributions made to the IPDC Special Account, the 
IPDC Bureau during its meeting should proceed with the approval of the 
IPDC budget, the final approval of the projects including funding 
allocations. The number of projects preliminarily approved by the Council 

could be reduced by the Bureau based on the availability of funds, the 
quality of projects and the minimum amount of funds needed for their 
appropriate implementation. The financing of all approved projects could 
be made operational without any delay just after the Bureau meeting. 

l With a view to facilitating the decision-making process of the Council and 
the Bureau, the following standard formula could be used during the 
discussion on the projects: 

During the Council session: 
A. Preliminary approved 
B. Approved only for eventual funds-in-trust financing 
C. To be revised and resubmitted to next Council session 
D. Not approved 

During the Bureau meeting: 
A. Approved for financing from the IPDC Special Account 
B. Approved only for eventual funds-in-trust financing 

l Taking into account the very positive experience flowing from the debates 
on distance-learning projects during the last Council session, it is suggested 
that the projects submitted to the Council should be classified in the 
“Project documents” according to media categories and not by regional and 
national criteria in order to allow the Council members to have a better 
professional orientation of any discussion, thus putting projects in clearer 
perspective for funding purposes. 
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At the same time, it is suggested to create a “Media solidarity action fund” 
to be financed by the interest earned on Special Account resources 
(US$ 179,000 in 2000), by symbolic contributions of UNESCO Member States 
from developing countries and by eventual funds-in-trust contributions. At 
the initial stage, this fund could meet the requests (not exceeding US$7,000) 
submitted to the IPDC Secretariat between two IPDC Council sessions. The 
utilization of this Fund could be under the authority of the IPDC 
Chairperson, and its financial status should be reported to the Council 
accordingly. 



projects should be submitted by the national authority responsible for 
relations with UNESCO, irrespective of whether such projects concern a 
national public or private body; 
regional projects should be submitted by at least two countries; 
interregional projects should be submitted by at least one country in each 

agencies of the United Nations system may submit projects to IPDC; 
projects proposed by other intergovernmental organizations should be 
brought to the attention of the Bureau, which will decide whether they 
should be submitted to the Council; 
projects proposed by non-governmental organizations having consultative 
status with UNESCO should be sponsored by at least one Member State and 
brought to the attention of the Bureau, which would decide whether they 

The Council amended the latter decision as follows: 
Projects proposed by non-governmental organizations in categories A and 
B, having consultative status with UNESCO, should be brought to the 
attention of the Bureau, which will decide whether they are to be submitted 
to the Council. 
Projects proposed by non-governmental organizations in category C, 
having mutual information relations with UNESCO, should be sponsored by 
at least one Member State and brought to the attention of the Bureau, 

To reduce the number of projects submitted, with a view to obtaining financing 
by the Special Account, the Bureau limited eligibility to a single interregional 
project, a single regional project per region and one national project for each of 
the least-developed countries (LDCs). 
Two recommendations of a more temporary character were adopted by the 
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Recommendation: 
During each Council session a country may obtain financing from the Special 
Account for only one project, irrespective of its phase of execution. 
This point may be reviewed when the financial position of IPDC improves. 
The Council wished to underline that this recommendation was to be seen as a 
temporary limitation due to scarcity of resources at the present time. 
Recommendation: 
When a project includes several phases, their number and their nature should 
be mentioned at the time of the first submission to IPDC. Financing of the first 
phase of a project from the Special Account does not preclude financing of the 

subsequent stages by IPDC. Whenever a request is made concerning a new 
phase, precise information should be provided about the execution of the 
previous phase. A minimum period of two years should elapse between these 

Projects proposed by non-governmental organizations having consultative 
status with UNESCO (categories A and B) or mutual information relations 
with UNESCO (category C) should be brought to the attention of the Bureau, 
which will decide whether they should be submitted to the Council. 

The Council approved application of the following procedures to limit the 
number of projects: 
In relation to interregional projects: Only two projects should be approved 
under the Special Account for the twelfth session of the Council. 
In relation to regional projects: A maximum of two projects within each 
region should be approved for financing under the Special Account. The 
Council’s final selection of regional projects should be established within 
the regional groupings. The number of countries supporting a project 
should also be taken into account in the pre-selection and selection 

In relation to national projects: All projects concerning least-developed 
countries will receive priority consideration by the Council as regards their 
approval and financing. There should be no restrictions on the periodicity 
of project submission. 
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further pre-selection will be based on the number of orientations followed 
by each, the larger the number of orientations followed, the higher the 
priority awarded the project. The Council laid down: 

q The maximum number of projects that it should take into consideration at 
its next session and the maximum number of projects to be financed under 
the Special Account. The reason for proposing a limitation of the number of 
projects is to ensure that all projects proposed are complete and well 
rounded and contain all the components essential to their success, 
including an adequate level of material and human resources. 

o Any limitation of the number of projects proposed should therefore be seen 
only as indicative, subject to a final decision at each session of the Council, 
based on the level of resources available at that time. However, this 
indicative figure should be made known to all Council members, and to 
potential project sponsors and submitting agencies, immediately after the 
completion of each session of the Council, through regular IPDC channels 
and correspondence. 

Recommendation: 
Considering possible procedures for resubmission of projects already approved, 
but not having received a financial contribution, the working group proposes 
that approved projects which have not received a financial contribution may 
now be resubmitted, following the normal procedures for new projects. 

The Council decided: 
that IPDCs orientation regarding freedom of the press and the pluralism 
and independence of the media must become a priority concern; 
to make procedures for submitting projects more flexible so as to enable 
public bodies, international non-governmental organizations in 
categories A, B and C and foundations and similar institutions with 
which UNESCO maintains official relations to submit projects directly to 
the IPDC Bureau, in accordance with the rules and procedures of the 
Organization; in addition, to recommend that the Director-General 
continue at a faster pace to establish working relations with 
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projects originating from sources other than governmental sources; 
that to make allowance for the new categories of submitting agencies, 
two projects per country could be selected by the Bureau, one at most 

“It is necessary to consider a more limited number of projects to harmonize the 
approval process with the existing possibilities for funding.” 

them more concise. In each proposal it should be made quite clear, how it 
corresponds with the central criteria for project selection. 

l With regard to national projects, only one from any given country could be 
approved per year. 

l The number of projects approved annually by the Bureau and the 
Council must not exceed 30. Upon approval it should be confirmed that 

France is of the opinion that the two sentences in this paragraph may 
appear to be contradictory. France suggests that the questions raised 
during the approval procedure could go a long way in clarifying to what 
extent a project proposal is in accordance with the agreed criteria. 

l Bulgaria is of the opinion that in order to preserve flexibility a quantitative 
limit should not be established. The number of projects to be approved 
should depend on the financial means available. France, on the other 
hand, tbinks that in light of the financial constraints at the moment the 
suggested limit of 30 projects is too high, and that it may be more prudent 

Advisers and Programme Specialists of the Cl sector in consultation with 
public and private media bodies and could be presented to the Council 
without any formal submission. 

l The IPDC Secretariat should coordinate the preparation of the projects in 
order to ensure that the number of projects submitted to Council does not 
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The projects prepared and received by the IPDC Secretariat before the 

deadline should be submitted directly to the IPDC Council session for 
discussion and preliminary approval. At the end of the year, on the basis of 
the amount of voluntary contributions made to the IPDC Special Account, the 
IPDC Bureau during its meeting should proceed with the approval of the 
IPDC budget, the final approval of the projects including funding 
allocations. The number of projects preliminarily approved by the Council 
could be reduced by the Bureau based on the availability of funds, the 
quality of projects and the minimum amount of funds needed for their 
appropriate implementation. The financing of all approved projects could 
be made operational without any delay just after the Bureau meeting. 
It is suggested that starting from 2003 all important extra-budgetary media 
projects initiated by IC Advisers and Programme Specialists of the 
Communication Development Division that are to be financed from all non- 
regular programme sources should receive the formal approval of the 
Council and/or its Bureau. 
The Regular Programme budget (Workplans for 2002-2003) of the 
Communication Development Division should provide adequate funds for 
preparation and implementation of IPDC projects under the coordination of 
the IPDC Secretariat. 

See Annex VIII) 



Headquarters, Paris, on 28 March 2001, has taken a decision, subject to revision 
and evaluation at a later date, to implement a moratorium on all new projects 
for a period of one year. “The moratorium has arisen as an unavoidable 
necessity; the situation could only improve when IPDC has sufficient funds in its 
Special Account. IPDC is confronted therefore with the need to gather together 
all the sources of funding which would become available for its projects. The 
number of countries calling on the Programme for assistance bore witness to 
the indispensable nature of its action in favour of emerging nations. IPDC has 
therefore to act in a determined manner to redress the budgetary situation.” 

backlog has been reduced to no more than 20 projects. 

using a specific number of still not funded projects (20) as the target for lifting 
the moratorium, it should rather be measured according to the actual financial 
possibilities. This suggestion is very constructive. In that case it would be the 
task of the Bureau to decide on such a target at its forthcoming session. In 
relation to this question in general terms, at the end of November 2001 all the 57 
projects approved in 2000 will receive the necessary funding. This leaves us 
with a backlog of the 46 projects approved for 2001. There is, however, no 

meeting in 2002, will provide allocations to the projects approved during the 21”” 
session on the basis of the funds to be available at the end of the year. During 
the 22”’ session it would be possible to announce that the deadline for 
submission of new projects to 23ti session of the Council could be 20 November 
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With a view to facilitating the work of the Commission set up to examine 

projects, the Council decided to classify projects by order of priority, as follows: 
30 Projects recommended for priority funding 
PII Projects recommended for funding if funds are available 
PO Projects requiring further technical examination before being 

considered for funding 
>Ll Projects not recommended for funding 

(This classification into categories continued to be applied at the sixth and 
seventh sessions of the Council.) 

The Council, the commissions of the Council adopted a three category of 
classification (not including category D) and in its final report the breakdown 
was as follows: 

PO Projects approved for funding from the Special Account. 
30 Projects recommended for financing and referred to the Secretariat for 

the seeking of funds outside the Special Account in the form of funds-in- 
trust or similar arrangements. 

94 Projects needing further technical examination before consideration for 

30 Projects approved for funding and referred to the Secretariat for 
allocations from the Special Account if funds become available during 
the funding period. 

following two categories: 
Recommendation: 
Group 1: Projects approved for total or partial funding from the Special Account 
or under funds-in-trust; 
Group 2: Projects considered as having a lesser degree of priority according to 
the aims and criteria of IPDC. 
Only projects which have received financing within the framework of UNESCO 
regulations shall be considered as IPDC projects. 



Summary of decisions: 

Approved 
(To be flhnced from Special Account) 
Approved 
/For eventual FIT Linancing) 
Not approved 
Decision postponed 
(Project document to be revised and 
resubmilted to tbe Bureau meet&g’ in 
December 2001) 
Recommended for intersectoral 
funding 
(CI + ED) 
Total projects : - - 

46 

l With a view to facilitating the decision-making process of the Council and 
the Bureau, the following standard formula could be used during the 
discussion on the projects: 

During the Council session: 
A. Preliminary approved 
B. Approved only for eventual funds-in-trust financing 
C. To be revised and resubmitted to next Council session 
D. Not approved 

During the Bureau meeting: 
C. Approved for financing from the IPDC Special Account 
D. Approved only for eventual funds-in-trust financing 

l Taking into account the very positive experience flowing from the debates 

on distance-learning projects during the last Council session, it is suggested 
that the projects submitted to the Council should be classified in the 
“Project documents” according to media categories and not by regional and 
national criteria in order to allow the Council members to have a better 
professional orientation of any discussion, thus putting projects in clearer 
perspective for funding purposes. 
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examining the new phases of a project) was also prepared after the second 
session of the Council 

that the implementation of the projects should be entrusted to media 
institutes, through contracts concluded with IPDC; 
that the Secretariat should indicate clearly which organization would be 
responsible for the implementation of the project; 
that implementation of projects should be decentralized (particularly to 

evaluated at the end of each phase, according to standardized procedures. 

ThelPDC should develop a systematic framework for monitoring session 
and evaluation, to cover the separate, but interrelated needs for 
formative, process and summatlve evaluation at both the project level 
and the overall programme level. 
Monitoring and evaluation should take place twice yearly, with 
executing agencies reporting according to an agreed proforma; final 
reports of projects should similarly conform to an approved model, and a 
selected number of representative projects should be the subject of ln- 
depth evaluation. 
Records should be kept, and regularly updated, of the implementation of 
all earlier projects of the IPDC, including basic evaluation data on 
implementation rates, problems encountered, and success and failure 
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The group recognizes that financial constraints upon evaluation have to be 
acknowledged, particularly in the case of smaller projects. Impact evaluations 
should be given priority in selected cases, and importance attached to obtaining 
feedback which can lead to concrete and practical results. 

The Council decided to approve the allocations for projects funded from the 
Special Account which include 5 per cent to 8 per cent for post-evaluation. 

Special Account which include 10 per cent for post-evaluation. 

A monitoring mechanism for projects should be put in place, from the 
planning stage through to implementation; 
IPDC has to continue with its evaluation missions by independent consultants 
and their results should be communicated to potential donors. 

The requirement of evaluation of the projects should be strictly adhered to. 

AD responding countries are in agreement. France is emphasizing, however, 
that the evaluation process should be enlarged to include more projects and, 
especially, that the evaluations are utillzed better in the future 
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l A project officer in cooperation with beneficiary bodies should prepare 
short reports on terminated projects. On the basis of these reports the 
Bureau wlD establish the list of the projects to be evaluated by 
independent consultants. The number of the projects to be evaluated 
should be determined taking into consideration the specific modality of 
each project and amount of funds to be allocated by the Bureau from IPDC 
Special Account for this purpose. 

l The project budget should not automatically include 10 per cent of its 
funds for evaluation activities. 

l The IPDC Secretariat should submit to the next Council session the 
document containing the short summaries of about 100 evaluation reports 
prepared by independent evaluators an IPDC projects during the last eight 
years in order to evaluate the IPDC evaluation experience. 

your notes: 

____-__.-..-- 

_-_------.--. 

__-----.-.--. 



l To implement the previous recommendations aimed at initiating 
cooperation with the private sector in the area of funding. 

l To pursue efforts to gain access to European funding sources. 
l To intensify the search for funding from Member States. 
l To make it clear that large contributions were not the only ones which 

were welcome, and that lesser contributions were equally well received 

negotiations with all potential donor agencies. Not only the chairman and the 
director, but also members of the Bureau should be engaged in this effort. 

should be done to make visible the approved projects in order to enhance the 
possibilities of attracting funds-in-trust as well as additional contributions to 
the Special Account. The Philippines makes the following observation: “The 
focused strategy on fund raising should take into consideration priorities of 
funding agencies such as (a) strengthening of local governance, (b) improving 
transparency, (c) ensuring active participation of women and children in 

9 II to have high quality innovative projects; 
to have excellent results after their implementation; 

>u to assure appropriate promotion of project 
achievements; 

l However IPDC Council should create, on a permanent basis, a fund- 
raising task force in order to establish or re-establish direct contacts 
with potential public and private donors. The members of this task force 
should undertake, under coordination of the Chairperson, at least three 
well-focused fund-raising missions per year. Report on results of these 
missions should be presented to the Bureau. The members of the Council 
could be requested to provide the Chairperson with their concrete 
suggestions on this matter and to help in organizatlon of eventual 
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l It is suggested to create a “Media solidarity action fund” to be financed 

by the interest earned on Special Account resources (USs 179,000 in 2000), 
by symbolic contributions of UNESCO Member States from developing 
countries and by eventual funds-in-trust contributions. At the initial 
stage, this fund could meet the (not exceeding US$7 000) submitted to the 
IPDC Secretariat between two IPDC Council sessions. The utilization of 
this Fund could be under the authority of the IPDC Chairperson, and its 
financial status is to be reported to the Council accordingb. 

your 
_ _ _ . _ . 

contributions to the IPDC Special Account: 
THE CHASE MANHATTAN BANK 

International Agencies Banking Centre 
270 Park Avenue, 43th floor 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10017 
Etats-Unis d’Am&ique 

Compte A/C no 949-2-601225 (IPDC) SWIFT: CHASUS33; 
ABA no 021000021 



participation of expert who would contribute substantially to the Council 
debates on the orientation of its work in constantly evolving global context. 

The IPDC Council organized seven thematic debates in 1996 - 2001: 
DEVELOPMENT OF NEWS AGENCIES AND PLURALISM 
TOLERANCE AND NON-VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION 
SOCIETIES IN TRANSITION: CHALLENGES FOR THE MEDIA 
POLITICAL, TECHNOLOGICAL AND ECONOMIC CHALLENGES OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
BROADCASTING 
COMMUNICATION AND CIVIL SOCIETY - REACHING OUT TO PEOPLE, REACHING 
OUT TO REMOTE AREAS, REACHING OUT TO PLURALISM 
IPDC: 20 YEARS IN THE SERVICE OF MEDIA DEVELOPMENT - CHALLENGES AND 
ORIENTATIONS AT THE BEGINNING OF THE NEW MILENNIUM 
INTERNATIONAL PARTNERSHIP IN MEDIA DEVELOPMENT 

2002 should be the following question: “Is there still a need for IPDC - and if yes, 

worried that the theme “Is there still a need for IPDC - and if yes, why?” may 
send a message that IPDC is in doubt about its own future. Instead it is 
suggested to look into the effects of Internet on still developing countries. 
France, too, would prefer another theme, suggesting the following: “What could 

the other hand, is in favour of the proposed theme. So is The Philippines, 

IPDC. Bulgaria has commented this point by stating that it would answer the 
proposed question in the affirmative. 
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It could be suggested to change the periodicity of thematic debates and to 
organize them during the session, which follows the General Conference, in 
order to brief the new members of the Council on the most important issues in 
the field of media development as a whole. 

,,i...-........-.....------................---.--..-........----..-........-----.-......--.-- 

“Is there still a need for IPDC - and if yes, why?” 

I~------------------------------------------------ 
. . . ..___.............____....._..____..... 

II’--------------------------------------------------------------------.--------------------- 

.... ..__._...............~............._____......._._ _ 

r._.............__..----..-. _............._..___.............~..............__._........__ _ 

_ .......... 

_ .......... 

_ .......... 

_........_ _ 
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ANNEX I 
A United N t’ a Ions Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

UlESCU 
Organisation des Nations Unies pour l’education, la science et la culture 

REF.: CKOIW200 112 12 7 June 2001 

Subject : Preliminary proposals for the reforms of the workinp methods of IPDC 

Dear Colleagues, 

As you will remember, it was decided during the last session of the IPDC Council that the ad hoc 
working group should be re-established in order to present a set of recommendations on the IPDC working 
methods to be presented to the Council session in March 2002. I was honoured by being appointed 
Chairman of that working group. Since there are no funds available for gathering the ad hoc working group 
for a special meeting, I promised to present a first set of proposals to be considered by all of you to be 
commented upon via e-mail or ordinary mail. 

Very briefly, the background for this initiative should be recalled. At the Council meeting we were 
faced with the deplorable fact that more than 70 projects approved have not been financed to date because of 
lack of funds. For that reason, we decided to put a moratorium on the approval of any further projects, until 
this very heavy backlog has been reduced substantially. Also, it was agreed that significant steps have to be 
taken in order to streamline the working methods of IPDC. 

It is in this spirit that I’m presenting a set of proposals to you. They are meant as a first inspiration 
for dialogue and debate, leading to the decisions we have to make at the next IPDC Council session. My 
proposals are as follows: 

1) The moratorium on new project proposals will be maintained, until the present backlog has been 
reduced to no more than 20 projects. 

2) A focused strategy for fund raising should be developed. This should include negotiations with all 
potential donor agencies. Not only the chairman and the director, but also members of the Bureau 
should be engaged in this effort. 

3) A few, clearly defined priorities should be applied in approval of project proposals. With regard to 
national projects, only one from any given country could be approved per year. Highest priority 
should be given to projects which: 

clearly promotes freedom of expression and media pluralism 
concern themselves with development of community media 
concentrate on human resource development (training, capacity building) 

I . . . . . . 



Only if one or more of these criteria have been met, would it be possible to include the provision of 
equipment as part of a project. 

4) Regional and international projects should be in line with priorities mentioned above. 

5) The number of projects approved annually by the Bureau and the Council must not exceed 30. Upon 
approval it should be confirmed that adequate funding will be available within six months. 

6) The Council should recommend to the UNESCO General Conference that the number of seats at the 
Council is reduced to no more than 24, taking into account a proper balance between recipient and 
donor countries. 
An even more wide-ranging reform in this respect would be to suggest that the IPDC governing body 
should consist of only one entity (instead of both a Council and a Bureau). In this case one could 
recommend a Council/Bureau of 15 members with a provision that one session in the relevant 
commission at the UNESCO General Conference is set aside exclusively to discuss IPDC matters. 

7. The requirement of evaluation of the projects should be strictly adhered to. 

8. The presentation of project proposals should be changed in order to make them more concise. In 
each proposal it should be made quite clear, how it corresponds with the central criteria for project 
selection. 

9. In the light of the challenges facing IPDC, the theme of the thematic debate in 2002 should be the 
following question: “1s there still a need for IPDC - and if yes, why?“. 

As already stated, these suggestions are meant as a first invitation to your observations, reflections 
and own suggestions. Upon receiving your reactions, 1’11 carry out a separate consultation with the members 
of the ad hoc working group. Hopefully, this group will have the opportunity to meet towards the end of this 
year in order to draw up a final set of recommendations to the board. 

In looking forward to hearing from you I do send you my best regards. 

Torben Krogh 
Former Chairman of the IPDC Council 

Letter to the representatives of Member States at the 
Intergovernmental Council of the International programme 
for the Development of Communication (IPDC) 
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ANNEX II 
A 
UIESCU 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

Organisation des Nations Unies pour l’education, la science et la culture 

REF.: Cl/COM/2001/244 23 October 200 1 

Subject : Second letter to the representatives of Member States at the Intergovernmental Council 
of the International Programme for the Development of Communication (IPDC) : 

Additional proposals for reforms of the working methods of IPDC 

Dear colleagues, 

Pursuant to my first communication on “preliminary proposals for reforms of the working methods of 
IPDC” I have the pleasure to forward to you this follow-up letter. It is based on those answers, 1 have 
received since then. They are not very numerous, but luckily very broad in their geographical diversity, 
since they have come from Bulgaria, France, Ghana, Jamaica and the Philippines. All of these 
contributions contain valuable and constructive ideas to improve and expand the measures suggested in 
my first letter. 

Firstly, I will report on the reactions to these suggestions. Secondly I will report on the additional 
proposals from those, who have responded. 

1) Regarding the duration of the moratorium, France suggests that instead of using a specific number 
of still not funded projects (20) as the target for lifting the moratorium, it should rather be measured 
according to the actual financial possibilities. Personally, I do find this suggestion very 
constructive. In that case it would be the task of the bureau to decide on such a target at its 
forthcoming session. In relation to this question in general terms, I can inform you that by now all 
the 57 projects approved in 2000 have received the necessary funding. This leaves us with a 
backlog of the 46 projects approved for 2001. There is, however, no indication of further 
contributions during the remaining months of this year. 

2) Concerning fund raising the French comments include the suggestion that more should be done to 
make visible the approved projects in order to enhance the possibilities of attracting funds-in-trust 
as well as additional contributions to the Special Account. The Philippines makes the following 
observation: “The focused strategy on fund raising should take into consideration priorities of 
funding agencies such as (a) strengthening of local governance, (b) improving transparency, (c) 
ensuring active participation of women and children in development, (d) strengthening of peace- 
building initiatives and (e) eradication of poverty”. 
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3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Concerning the proposals in this paragraph Ghana is making the point that the issue of one project 
per country may present some problems, especially that proposals from the NGOs and the private 
sector may be sidelined. The same point is raised by France and - in more general terms - by 
Bulgaria. Furthermore, Bulgaria makes the point that the approval process “ought to follow the 
orientations of the 31”’ session of the General Conference” - the one taking place at present. As an 
additional idea France is offering the idea that a minimum level should be established (for example 
30 per cent) for the required contribution from the beneficiaries of a project. 

There seems to be general agreement on this point. 

Bulgaria is of the opinion that in order to preserve flexibility a quantitative limit should not be 
established. The number of projects to be approved should depend on the financial means available. 
France, on the other hand, thinks that in light of the financial constraints at the moment the 
suggested limit of 30 projects is too high, and that it may be more prudent to fix it around 20. 

On the suggestion to reduce the number of members of the Intergovernmental Council Bulgaria, 
Ghana and Jamaica express strong reservations, while France would like a further discussion on 
this matter. 

All responding countries are in agreement. France is emphasizing, however, that the evaluation 
process should be enlarged to include more projects and - especially - that the evaluations are 
utilized better in the future. 

Again there is general agreement. It should be noted, however, that France is of the opinion that 
the two sentences in this paragraph may appear to be contradictory. France suggests that the 
questions raised during the approval procedure could go a long way in clarifying to what extent a 
project proposal is in accordance with the agreed criteria. 

Concerning the next thematic debate, there are different views. Jamaica is worried that the theme 
“Is there still a need for IPDC - and if yes, why?” may send a message that IPDC is in doubt about 
its own future. Instead it is suggested to look into the effects of Internet on still developing 
countries. France, too, would prefer another theme, suggesting the following: “What could be the 
role of UNESCO in the assistance of preparing the projects. 3” Ghana, on the other hand, is in favour 
of the proposed theme. So is The Philippines, suggesting that we open the debate to communication 
professionals outside of IPDC. Bulgaria has commented this point by stating that it would answer 
the proposed question in the affirmative. 

Personally, I would add to this subject that during my presence at the General Conference during the last 
couple of weeks I have noticed a rather widespread uncertainty - or even confusion - as to what are the 
different mandates and tasks of IPDC and the new Information for All (IFA) programme. There is no 
doubt that seen from the point of IPDC a clarification is of great importance. In one way or another this 
subject has to be taken up at the council session in the spring of 2002. 
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Some additional suggestions were made in the contributions received so far. The Philippines is pointing 
to the role of National Commissions in carrying out IPDC work, first of all in preparing project proposals 
for submission to the bureau and the council. Jamaica is emphasizing the need to sound out former 
beneticiaries of IPDC projects about their experiences. 

Hoping that I have made a fair and adequate summary of the communications received so far, I’m 
transmitting it to all the colleagues on the IPDC council in order to inspire possible new ideas and 
reactions. We are less than six months from the next session, which is going to be crucial for the future of 
IPDC. 

My best regards. 

Torben Krogh 
Former Chairman of the IPDC Council 

cc : Permanent Delegation 



ANNEX III 

A 
UNESCO 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
Organisation des Nations Unies pour l’kducation, la science et la culture 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR-GENERAL 
SECTOR OF COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION AND 
DIRECTOR 
DIVISION OF COMMUNICATION DEVELOPMENT 

Ref: CI/COM/O1/285 5 December 2001 

Subject: Proposals for reforms of the working methods of IPDC 

Dear Mr Krogh, 

With reference to your letters of 7 June and 23 October 2001 and our discussions at the UNESCO General 
Conference, I wish to provide you with comments and proposals by the IPDC Secretariat on the above- 
mentioned subject. 

New procedures of IPDC Council and the Bureau as to the projects submitted to the IPDC 

l All IPDC projects should be prepared by Information and Communication (IC) Advisers and Programme 
Specialists of the CI sector in consultation with public and private media bodies and could be 
presented to the Council without any formal submission. 

l The IPDC Secretariat should coordinate the preparation of the projects in order to ensure that the 
number of projects submitted to Council does not exceed 39. 

l The projects prepared and received by the IPDC Secretariat before the deadline should be submitted 
directly to the IPDC Council session for discussion and preliminary approval. At the end of the year, on 
the basis of the amount of voluntary contributions made to the IPDC Special Account, the IPDC Bureau 
during its meeting should proceed with the approval of the IPDC budget, the final approval of the 
projects including funding allocations. The number of projects preliminarily approved by the Council 
could be reduced by the Bureau based on the availability of funds, the quality of projects and the 
minimum amount of funds needed for their appropriate implementation. The financing of all approved 
projects could be made operational without any delay just after the Bureau meeting. 

6 



l With a view to facilitating the decision-making process of the Council and the Bureau, the following 
standard formula could be used during the discussion on the projects: 

During the Council session: 
A. Preliminary approved 
B. Approved only for eventual funds-in-trust financing 
C. To be revised and resubmitted to next Council session 
D. Not approved 

During the Bureau meeting: 
A. Approved for financing from the IPDC Special Account 
B. Approved only for eventual funds-in-trust financing 

l Taking into account the very positive experience flowing from the debates on distance-learning 
projects during the last Council session, it is suggested that the projects submitted to the Council 
should be classified in the “Project documents” according to media categories and not by regional and 
national criteria in order to allow the Council members to have a better professional orientation of any 
discussion, thus putting projects in clearer perspective for funding purposes. 

l At the same time, it is suggested to create a “Media solidarity action fund” to be financed by the 
interest earned on Special Account resources (US$ 179,000 in 2000), by symbolic contributions of 
UNESCO Member States from developing countries and by eventual funds-in-trust contributions. At the 
initial stage, this fund could meet the requests (not exceeding USs7,OOO) submitted to the IPDC 
Secretariat between two IPDC Council sessions. The utilization of this Fund could be under the 
authority of the IPDC Chairperson, and its financial status should be reported to the Council 
accordingly. 

l It is suggested that starting from 2003 all important extra-budgetary media projects initiated by 
IC Advisers and Programme Specialists of the Communication Development Division that are to be 
financed from all non-regular programme sources should receive the formal approval of the Council 
and/or its Bureau. 

l The Regular Programme budget (Workplans for 2002-2003) of the Communication Development Division 
should provide adequate funds for preparation and implementation of IPDC projects under the 
coordination of the IPDC Secretariat. 
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Follow-up and evaluation of projects 

l A project officer in cooperation with beneficiary bodies should prepare short reports on terminated 
projects. On the basis of these reports the Bureau will establish the list of the projects to be evaluated 
by independent consultants. The number of the projects to be evaluated should be determined taking 
into consideration the specific modality of each project and amount of funds to be allocated by the 
Bureau from the IPDC Special Account for this purpose. 

l The project budget should not automatically include 10 per cent of its funds for evaluation activities. 
l The IPDC Secretariat should submit to the next Council session the document containing the short 

summaries of about 100 evaluation reports prepared by independent evaluators on IPDC projects 
during the last eight years in order to evaluate the IPDC evaluation experience. 

Council and Bureau membershin 

l There is no strong reason to change the number of IPDC Council and Bureau Member States. 
l However, the donor countries which contributed to the IPDC during the past biennium should be 

entitled to special donor status and could be invited to Bureau meetings. 

Moratorium 

l With reference to the above-mentioned proposal, it would be suggested that the Bureau, at its 
autumn meeting in 2002, will provide allocations to the projects approved during the 21”’ session on 
the basis of the funds to be available at the end of the year. 

l During the 22nd session, it would be possible to announce that the deadline for submission of new 
projects to 23ti session of the Council could be 20 November 2002. 

Policy for funds-raising 

l The basic elements for successful fund-raising policy are: 
> to have high quality innovative projects; 
> to have excellent results after their implementation; 
> to assure appropriate promotion of project achievements. 

l However, IPDC Council should create, on a permanent basis, a fund-raising task force in order to 
establish or re-establish direct contacts with potential public and private donors. The members of 
this task force should undertake, under coordination of the Chairperson, at least three well-focused 
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fund-raising missions per year. Report on results of these missions should be presented to the 
Bureau. The members of the Council could be requested to provide the Chairperson with their 
concrete suggestions on this matter and to help in organization of eventual meetings. 

Statutory documents 

l During the next biennium, the IPDC Council should proceed with a revision of the IPDC statutory 
documents and updating of the rules and regulations of the Programme in the view of: 

> media/communication orientation of IPDC projects 
& financial realities of the Programme 
> present situation of traditional media in the developing countries 
> technological changes in the field of communication and information 
> better correlation between IPDC objectives, priorities, criteria, 

guidelines, orientations, priority areas 
2 better correlation with the recently-created Information for All Programme 

Programme 

Thematic debates 

l It could be suggested to change the periodicity of thematic debates and to organize them during the 
session which follows the UNESCO General Conference, in order to brief the new members of the 
Council on the most important issues in the field of media development as a whole. 

I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
With best regards, 

Yours sincerely, 

Claude Ondobo 
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ANNEX IV 

Contributions to the IPDC in 1996-2001 

Special Account 
The following financial contributions have been received or announced ( in US dollars) 

(As at 1 December 200 1) 

“Contributions announced 

Funds-in-trust contributions to IPDC projects 
The following financial contributions have been received (in US dollars) 

(As at 1 December 2001) 
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Contributions in kind (training courses) 

Brazil Rede Brasil Sul 

11 
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ANNEX V 
244 projects approved for financing from the IPDC Special Account in 1996 - 2000 

PROJECT TITLE 

PDCll8 RAF103 PANA: Bulletin women of Africa 

PDCll8 BKFlOl 

CAPE VERDE: Computerization of the News room of the National Radio II 60.000 1 

PDCll9 CAFlOl 11 CE 
1bDC120 COI/O1 

30,000 J 
40.000 I 

PDCll6 MLW/Ol 



I I 

PDCIIG RASIOI 

ation in the Pacific 



PRCWCT TITLE 

1 PDCl20 PAKIOI PAKISTAN: PPF Women in Journalism project 

PDC117 PNGIOI PAPUA NEW GUINEA: National News Comouterization Proiect (PNGNEWSCOM1 

II VIETNAM: Broadcasting Training Development Project II 90.000 II 

Establishment of a comouter networkina mechanism for women media oractitioners 
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I~ROlOl II CROATIA: Media Production House 

PDCll8 INT102 II Reporters sans Frontikes : Updating and publishing the “Practical Guide “ Ii 30.000 II 
1.R.T.U: Screens without Frontiers 

1 1 pt-y~~~~&ed 1 Amoun~~$quested 1 Pr;~~~~fy;d 1 Amounk??roved 1 

Sixteenth session 66 11,072,OOO 43 2,569,OOO 
Seventeenth session 70 IO,91 6,000 41 2,260,OOO 
Eighteenth session 84 10,906,OOO 47 2,205,OOO 
Nineteenth session 81 7,787,OOO 56 2,258,OOO 
Twentieth session 80 7,861,OOO 57 1,802,OOO 
T&al 381 48,542,OOO 244 11,094,000 
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ANNEX VI 

46 projects approved at the 21st session (March 2001) for the financing from the 
Special Account (pending allocations) 

Project ’ 

PDCI21 CMR/02 

Project Title 
AF&ICA 
CAMEROON: Communitv Radios for the Rural Women of Mevomessala and South Cameroon 

Number of 
II 

Number of Amount requested Number of projects Amount approved 
proiects received projects submitted II us $ II approved II us $ II 
by ihe Secretariat 

180 
tb the Council 

113 9.516.000 
by the Council 

46 II - I 
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ALBANIA 
ALGERIA 
ANGOLA 
ANTIGUA AND 
BARBUDA 
ARGENTINA 
ARMENIA 
AZERBAIJAN 
BANGLADESH 
BARBADOS 
BELIZE 
BENIN 
BHUTAN 
BOLIVIA 
BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA 
BOTSWANA 
BRAZIL 
BULGARIA 
BURKINA FASO 
BURUNDI 
CAMBODIA 
CAMEROON 
CAPE VERDE 
CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC 
CHAD 
CHILE 
CHINA 
COLOMBIA 
COMOROS 
CONGO 
COOK ISLANDS 
COSTA RICA 
CdTE D’IVOIRE 
CROATIA 
CUBA 
D.P.R. OF KOREA 
D.R. OF THE 
CONGO 
DJIBOUTI 
DOMINICA 
DOMINICAN REP. 
ECUADOR 
EGYPT 
EL SALVADOR 
EQUATORIAL 
GUINEA 
ERITREA 
ETHIOPIA 
FIJI 
GABON 
GAMBIA 
GEORGIA 
GHANA 
GRENADA 
GUATEMALA 
GUINEA 
GUINEA-BISSAU 
GUYANA 
HAITI 
HONDURAS 
INDIA 
INDONESIA 
IRAQ 
IAMAICA 
IORDAN 
(AZAKHSTAN 
(ENYA 
(IRIBATI 
(YRGYZSTAN 
.A0 P.D.R. 
.EBANON 

IPDC donor and beneficiary countries 

Countries contributed 
to the IPDC Special Account 

ALGERIA 
BANGLADESH 
BENIN 
CAMEROON 
CANADA 
CHINA 
CYPRUS 
DENMARK 
EGYPT 
FINLAND 
FRANCE 
GABON 
GERMANY 
GHANA 
GREECE 
GUYANA 
ICELAND 
INDIA 
INDONESIA 
IRAQ 
ITALY 
JAMAICA 
JAPAN 
KUWAIT 

LUXEMBOURG 
MALTA 
MAURITIUS 
MEXICO 
NETHERLANDS 
NIGERIA 
NORWAY 
OMAN 
PAKISTAN 
QATAR 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION 
SAN MARINO 
SAUDI ARABIA 
SPAIN 
SURINAME 
SWEDEN 
SWITZERLAND 
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 
TUNISIA 
TURKEY 
VENEZUELA 
YUGOSLAVIA 
ZAMBIA 

Countries contributed 
to the IPDC funds-in-trust projects 

AUSTRALIA 
CANADA 
DENMARK 
FRANCE 
GERMANY 
ITALY 
LUXEMBURG 
NERTHERLANDS 
PORTUGAL 
SAUDI ARABIA 
SPAIN 
SWEDEN 
SWITZERLAND 
USA 

Training programmes 
were offered to the IPDC by: 

ARGENTINA 
BRAZIL 
GERMANY 
HUNGARY 
INDIA 
ISRAEL 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION 
USA 
YUGOSLAVIA 
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ANNEX VII 
LESOTHO 
LIBERIA 
MADAGASCAR 
MALAWI 
MALAYSIA 
MALDIVES 
MALI 
MALTA 
MARSHALL ISLANDS 
MAURITANIA 
MAURITIUS 
MEXICO 
MONGOLIA 
MOROCCO 
MOZAMBIQUE 
NAMIBIA 
NEPAL 
NICARAGUA 
NIGER 
NIGERIA 
NIUE 
OMAN 
PAKISTAN 
PALAU 
PANAMA 
PAPUA NEW GUINEA 
PARAGUAY 
PERU 
PHILIPPINES 
QATAR 
ROMANIA 
RWANDA 
SAINT KITTS AND 
NEVIS 
SAINT LUCIA 
SAINT VINCENT AND 
THE GRENADINES 
SAMOA 
SAO TOME AND 
PRINCIPE 
SENEGAL 
SEYCHELLES 
SIERRA LEONE 
SOLOMON ISLANDS 
SOMALIA 
SOUTH AFRICA 
SRI LANKA 
SUDAN 
SURINAME 
SWAZILAND 
SYRIAN ARAB REP. 
TAJIKISTAN 
THAILAND 
MACEDONIA 
TOGO 
TONGA 
TRINIDAD AND 
TOBAGO 
TUNISIA 
TURKEY 
TURKMENISTAN 
TUVALU 
UGANDA 
TANZANIA 
URUGUAY 
‘JZBEKISTAN 
/ANUATU 
/ENEZUELA 
/lET NAM 
fEMEN 
lUGOSLAVlA 
!AMBIA 
!IMBABWE 



New project form (draft) ANNEX VIII 
NATIONAL PROJECT 

1. TITLE 

2. NUMBER 

3. SCOPE 
(F~ATIONAL, RE~ONAL, INTERREGI~NAL) 

4. IPDC PRIORITY AREA 

5. CATEGORY OF MASS MEDIA 

6. TYPEOFASSISTANCEREQUESTED 

7. TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 

8. AMOUNT REQUESTED FROM iPDC 

9. BENEFICIARY BODY 

‘6. WlPLEMENTtNG BODY 

11. PROJECT LOCATION 

12. PROJECTPREPAREDBY 

DECISION OF THE COUNCIL*: 

DECIWON OF THE BUREAU: 
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1. BACKGROUND AND JUSTIFICATION: 

111 Analyse the existing situation by providing information on mass media (press, radio and TV) 
situation in your country. 

LL Explain to what extent they are free and pluralistic. 
111 Provide information on the category of mass media supported by this project. 
LL Identify the vital development problems faced by the particular mass medium covered by this 

project. 
L Among those mentioned, prioritize the problem this project proposal is specifically expected 

to address. 
1 Explain as to why providing solution to the identified problem is so important. 
_L1 State briefly the solution proposed through this project. 
& State alternative solutions if any. 
LL! If proposal involves support for the purchase of equipments, explain why it is essential. 

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE TARGET GROUPS: 

1_! Who are the immediate beneficiaries of the project? 

3. IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVES: 

:L Please limit immediate objectives to one or two and mention them in the order of priority 
(Example: For a training project, state how many people will be trained, within what time 
frame and quality of the training proposed? For a project with equipment provision: State 
equipment requested and its utilization?). 

4. DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE: 

LL Explain how the achievement of above immediate objectives will ensure democracy, 
freedom of expression and improve the communicative capacity of the people). 

5. PROJECT INPUTS: 

LL List project elements needed to achieve the immediate objectives 
(Example: Equipment, Training/Trainers etc.) 

6. PROJECT OUTPUTS: 

LL Give briefly a list of the expected results from the project inputs 
(Example: 10 women journalists will be trained to produce news programmes. A new 
childrens’ programme production unit will be equipped and operational etc.) 
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7. ACTIVITIES: 

Lu List all the activities to be accomplished in order to reach the immediate objectives. 

8. WORK PLAN: 

1.1~1 Mention the time frame in which each activity will be carried out. 

9. INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK: 

LLi Explain how the project will be implemented. Give details of the organizations and their role 
in implementing the project. 

10. SUSTAINABILITY: 

1’ Explain how the institution and its operation supported or initiated by this project will be made 
sustainable. 

11. FRAME WORK OF MONITORING : 

I Propose a professional organization that could be assigned by UNESCO to monitor the project 
progress. 

Provide information on: 

1 Previous IPDC support received by the country; 
1 Preparatory activities completed prior to submission of the project to IPDC; 
L Contribution foreseen by the beneficiary agency during the project period; 
Lu Assistance sought other than IPDC. 

1. Breakdown of IPDC’s contribution (in US$): 

2. Breakdown of the beneficiary agency’s contribution (in US$): 
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3 January/janvier 2002 
(To be annexed to Final Report) 

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMME FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNICATION 

PROGRAMME INTERNATIONAL POUR LE DEVELOPPEMENT DE LA COMMUNICATION 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS 

Meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of IPDC/ 
R6union du Groupe de Travail ad hoc du PIDC 

Paris, 20 Decem ber/d&embre 2001 



Members of the Ad Hoc Workinn Group of IPDCl 
Membres du Groupe de travail ad hoc du PIDC 

BRAZIL/BRESIL 

S. E. Monsieur Jose Israel Vargas 
Ambassadeur 
Delegue permanent du Bresil aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 29 01 
Fax: (33 1) 47 83 28 40 

M. Gilbert0 Fonseca Guimaraes de Moura 
Delegue permanent adjoint du Bresil aupres de 
I’UNESCO 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 29 00 
Fax: (33 1) 47 83 28 40 
E-mail: g.moura@,unesco.orq 

DENMARKlDANEMARK 

Mr Torben Krogh 
Chairperson 
The Danish National Commission for UNESCO 
H.C. Andersens Boulevard 45 
DK-1553 Copen hagen V 

Tel: (45) 33 92 52 16 
Fax: (45) 33 92 54 92 
E-mail: TKR@DR.DK 

Mr Niels Erik Rafn 
Secretary-General 
The Danish National Commission for UNESCO 
H.C. Andersens Boulevard 45 
DK-1553 Copenhagen V 

Tel: (45) 33 92 52 15 
Fax: (45) 33 92 54 92 
E-mail: Niels.Erik.Rafn@?uvm.dk 

FRANCE 

Mme Catherine Souyri 
Chargee de la communication a la 
Commission nationale francaise pour 
I’UNESCO 
57 boulevard des lnvalides 
75700 Paris 07 SP 

Tel: (33 1) 53 69 37 80 
Fax: (33 1) 53 69 32 23 

Mme Genevieve Pouquet-El Chami 
Deuxieme Secretaire 
Delegation permanente de la France aupres 
de I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 35 47 
Fax: (33 1) 53 69 99 49 

NETHERLANDS/PAYS-BAS 

Dr Ed H. Hollander 
Professor of Communication Science 
Department of Mass Communication 
University of Nijmegen 
P.O. Box 9104 
6500 HE Nijmegen 

Tel: (31 24) 361 54 86 
Fax: (31 24) 361 30 73 
E-mail: E.Hollander@,maw.kun.nl 

Mr Fernando Brugman 
Project Coordinator 
Netherlands National Commission for 
UNESCO 
Kortenaerkade, 11 
P.O. Box 29777 
2502 LT The Hague 

Tel: (31 70) 42 60 263 
Fax: (31 70) 42 60 359 

NIGERIA 

Mr Young Nwafor 
Deputy Permanent Delegate of Nigeria to 
UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 27 27 
Fax: (33 1) 45 67 59 41 



NORWAYlNORVEGE RUSSIAN FEDERATION/ 
FEDERATION DE RUSSIE 

Mrs Tone Bratteli 
Executive Assistant Director 
Norwegian Directorate of Development 
Cooperation (NORAD) 
Ruselokkvn 26 
P.B. 8034 
N-0030 Oslo 

Tel: (47) 22 24 20 42 
Fax: (47) 22 24 20 31 
E-mail: tbr@norad.no 

M. Alexander Gurzhiy 
Deuxieme Secretaire 
Delegation permanente de la Federation de 
Russie aupres de I’UNESCO 
8 rue de Prony 
75017 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 42 12 84 37 
Fax: (33 1) 42 67 51 99 

TUNISIA/TUNISIE 
PHILIPPINES 

Dr Florangel Rosario Braid 
Chairperson of the Communication Committee 
UNESCO National Commission of the 
Philippines 
Department of Foreign Affairs Building 
2330 Roxas Boulevard, Pasay City 
Metro Manila 

Tel: (63 2) 834 48 18; 834 34 47 
Fax: (63 2) 831 88 73 
E-mail: aiicmla@,info.com 

M. Mohamed Lassaad Boukhchina 
Charge de mission 
Ministere des Droits de I’Homme, 
de la Communication et des Relations avec la 
Chambre des Deputes 
Boulevard du 7 novembre 
Tunis 

Tel (216) 717 11 327 ou 717 11 939 
Fax: (216) 717 12 795 

Mme Radhia Jebali 
Delegation permanente de ia Tunisie aupres 
de I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 29 91 
Fax: (33 1) 40 56 04 22 

Chairman of the IPDC intergovernmental Council/ 
Prksident du Conseil lntergouvernemental du PIDC 

GERMANYlALLEMAGNE 

Mr Reinhard Keune 
Director 
Geneva Off ice 
Friedrich-Ebert Foundation (FES) 
6 bis, Chemin du Point-du-Jour 
CH-1202 Geneva 

Tel (41 22) 733 34 50 
Fax: (41 22) 733 35 45 
E-mail: fes.geneva@ties.itu.int 

.__-__ -__. _ -.. *- 



ObserverslObservateurs 

ALBANIA/ALBANIE 

M. Sokol Gjoka 
Directeur 
Division de la Presse et de I’lnformation aupres 
du Minister-e des Affaires &rang&es 
56 Bulevard Zhan d’Ark 
Tirana 

Tel/Fax: (355) 4 36 2087 

S. E. Mme Tatiana Gjonaj 
Ambassadeur 
Delegue permanent de I’Albanie aupres de 
I’UN ESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 32 40 
Fax: (33 1) 45 53 89 38 

BENIN 

M. Victor Douyeme 
Conseiller 
Delegation permanente du Benin aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 30 63 
Fax: (33 I)4306 1555 

Mme Edith Lissan 
Conseiller 
Delegation permanente du Benin aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

CAMBODIAKAMBODGE 

M. David Measketh 
Deuxieme Secretaire 
Delegation permanente du Cambodge aupres 
de I’UNESCO 
2 place de Barcelone 
75016 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 25 15 02 
Fax: (33 1) 45 25 84 72 

CHILE/CHILI 

Mme Beatriz Rioseco 
Chargee de la Culture et de la Presse 
Delegation permanente du Chili aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 29 50 
Fax: (33 1) 47 34 16 51 

EQUATORIAL GUINEAIGUINEE 
EQUATORIALE 

M. Moises Mba Sima Nchama 
Premier Conseiller de I’Ambassade 
Delegation permanente de Guinee equatoriale 
aupres de I’UNESCO 
Ambassade de Guinee equatoriale 
29 boulevard de Courcelles 
75008 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 56 88 54 54 
Fax: (331)56881048 

FINLANDIFINLANDE 

Ms Ullamaija Kivikuru 
Professor 
Chairperson of the Sub-Commission for 
Communication of the Finnish National 
Commission for UNESCO 
Swedish School of Social Science 
Department of Journalism 
P.O. Box 16 
FIN-00014 University of Helsinki 

Tel: (358 9) 1912 8418 
Fax: (358 9) 1912 8430 
E-mail: ullamaiia.kivikuru@helsinki.fi 

HAlTllHAiTl 

S.E. M. Etzer Charles 
Ambassadeur 
Delegue permanent d’Hai’ti aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
35 avenue de Villiers 
75017 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 42 12 70 54 
Fax: (331)42128238 



INDIAIINDE MALAYSlAlMALAlSlE 

Mr Vinod Fonia 
Counsellor 
Permanent Delegation of India to UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 29 88 
Fax: (33 1) 47 34 51 88 

IRAN 

Mr Mohammad Kashani 
Deputy Permanent Delegate of Iran to 
UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 33 00 
Fax: (33 1) 42 73 17 91 

Mr Naharudin Abdullah 
Deputy Permanent Delegate of Malaysia to 
UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 34 74 
Fax: (33 1) 42 73 33 52 

MEXlCOlMEXlQUE 

Mme Clarelena Agostini Delmare 
Chargee du secteur de la communication 
Delegation permanente du Mexique aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 33 55 
Fax: (33 1) 47 34 92 45 

JAPANlJAPON 
MONGOLlAlMONGOLlE 

Mr Keisuke Otani 
Permanent Delegation of Japan to UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 35 28 
Fax: (33 1) 47 34 46 70 

LUXEMBOURG 

M. Patrick Engelberg 
Delegue permanent adjoint du Luxembourg 
aupres de I’UNESCO 
Ambassade du Luxembourg 
33 avenue Rapp 
75007 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 55 13 37 
Fax: (33 1) 45 51 72 29 

M. Georges DuPont 
S/c Delegation permanente du Luxembourg 
aupres de I’UNESCO 
Ambassade du Luxembourg 
33 avenue Rapp 
75007 Paris 

M. Bayalag Erdem Gonchig 
Delegation permanente de Mongolie aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
Ambassade de Mongolie 
5 avenue Robert Schumann 
92 Boulogne-Billancourt 

Tel: (331)460528 12 
Fax: (331)46053016 

MOROCCOIMAROC 

Mme Souad El ldrissi 
Conseiller des Affaires &rang&es aupres de la 
Delegation permanente du Maroc aupres de 
I’UN ESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 34 27 
Fax: (331)45671869 

MYANMAR 

Ms Aye Hla Bu 
First Secretary 
Permanent Delegation of Myanmar to 
UNESCO 
Embassy of Myanmar 
60 rue de Courcelles 
75008 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 42 25 56 95 
Fax: (33 1) 42 56 49 41 
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PANAMA SPAINIESPAGNE 

M. Jorge Patirio 
Delegue permanent adjoint du Panama aupres 
de I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 32 93 
Fax: (33 1) 43 06 02 51 

M. Jaime Fields 
Attache 
Delegation permanente du Panama aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

POLANDlPOLOGNE 

Ms Katarzyna Brzeczek 
Permanent Delegation of Poland to UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 29 97 
Fax: (33 1) 45 66 59 56 

PORTUGAL 

M. Francisco Rui Cadima 
Professeur universitaire (FCSH-UNL) 
Directeur de I’Observatoire de la 
Communication 
Departement des sciences de la 
communication 
Av. de Berna 26-C 
1000 Lisbonne 

SAINT LUCIAfSAINTE-LUCIE 

Mlle Cecile Arthuis 
Delegation permanente de Sainte-Lucie 
aupres de I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 25 30 

SENEGAL 

M. Sergio Perez-Espejo 
Conseiller 
Delegation permanente d’Espagne aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 33 85 
Fax: (33 1) 47 83 49 98 

UKRAINE 

M. Alexandre Plevako 
Premier Secretaire 
Delegation permanente d’llkraine aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 26 61 
Fax: (33 1) 43 06 02 94 

UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN 
AND NORTHERN IRELANDIROYAUME-UNI 
DE GRANDE-BRETAGNE ET D’IRLANDE 
DU NORD 

Ms Hilary lzon 
Third Secretary 
Permanent Delegation of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to 
UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 27 84 
Fax: (33 1) 47 83 27 77 

M. Modou Gueye 
Conseiller 
Delegation permanente du Senegal aupres de 
I’UNESCO 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 33 92 



International non-governmental organizationsl 
Organisations internationales non gouvernementales 

international Association for Media and 
Communication Research 
(IAMCR)/Association internationale des 
Etudes et recherches sur /‘information et la 
communication 

Mrs Divina Frau-Meigs 
Vice Secretary-General 
28 rue du Petit Must 
75004 Paris 

World Press Freedom Committee (WFPC)/ 
Cornit mondial pour la /ibert de la presse 

Mr Ronald Koven 
European Representative of the 
Coordinating Committee of Press Freedom 
Organizations 
133 avenue de Suffren 
75007 Paris 

Tel/Fax: (33 1) 42 77 91 69 
E-mail: meiqs@wanado.fr 

International Council of French-Speaking 
Radio and TelevisiorKonseil international 
des radios-tMvisions d’expression 
franqaise (CIRTEF) 

M. Abdelkader Marzouki 
Secretaire general 
52 Bd Auguste Reyers 
B-l 044 Bruxelles 
Belgique 

Tel: (32 2) 732 45 85 
Fax: (32 2) 732 62 40 
E-mail: cirtef@rtbf.be 

Other participants/Autres participants 

Mr Choy Arnaldo 
Consultant 
Arnis Digital 
35 rue le Marois 
75016 Paris 
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UNESCO SecretariatlSecrbtariat de I’UNESCO 

Secretary of the MeetinglSecr6taire de la 
R&union 

Mr Claude Ondobo 
Deputy Assistant Director-General for 
Communication and Information and 
Director of the Communication Development 
Division (DADG/CI/COM) 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 41 98 
Fax: (33 1) 45 68 55 79 

IPDC SecretariatlSecrbtariat du PIDC 

Mr Valeri Nikolski 
Programme Specialist 
CI/COM/IPDC 
1 rue Miollis 
75015 Paris 

Tel: (33 1) 45 68 42 68 
Fax: (33 1) 45 68 55 79 

Ms Pamela Toms Das 
Senior Programme Assistant 
CIICOMIIPDC 

Ms Shama Sunderraj 
Secretary 
CI/COM/I PDC 

Ms Sita Marius 
Secretary 
CIICOMIIPDC 

Ms Valeria Nadal 
Secretary 
CI/COM 

Administrative Unit/Unit6 administrative 

Ms Nadia de Brevern, Consultant 
Ms Katicza Tuscherer 
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