Report from the Governmental Plenary on the 22nd of  Feb 2005-02-22 from 18.00 to 20.00 hours by Sinikka Sipilæ, Delegation of Finland, CS member

Paragraph 14: 

There was a lively and intensive two-hour discussion, which did not end up to any result. Many suggestions to language change were made by various states. Many brackets were added and new language suggestions were suggested in between them. In the end, the Chair suggested that the states involved in the discussion would go back to the original text of Geneva Action Plan. That was first supported by USA, but was finally rejected by others. The Chair had to leave the paragraph open. The discussion will be continued later.

Main points of the discussion:

· Monterrey consensus – there were many interventions and comments on this part of the paragraph, where Monterrey Consensus, Millennium Declaration and Declaration on the Right to Development was mentioned – there were pros and cons concerning if these should be mentioned

· there was much discussion if they now discuss human rights or financing, developed countries and developing countries saw the text in  different ways

· technology transfer was also discussed largely

· non-discrimination of transfer of technology was discussed by many states

· many states referred to TRIPS which includes the idea of mutual advantage for producers and users

Paragraph 21 was not discussed as time ran out. 

Report from evening governmental plenary from 20-22.00

Paragraph 25, 25a-k:

After a long discussion a proposal was put forward to delete paragraph 25k and incorporate its main points in para 25. USA and Cuba intervened on this.

Para 26:

Discussions centred around whether or not to have a specific time frame on the implementation of financial mechanisms. 

Paragraph new 26a0:

Canada argued against including the word ‘untied’ in para New 26a0, as financial resources, such as loans, are often tied by nature. El-Salvador suggested to keep the word ‘untied’ and include ‘preferably’. Nigeria agreed with this. Then, it was discussed whether the adjectives ‘stable, predictable, untied and sustainable’ should refer to financial mechanisms or financial resources. 

Paragraph 26a:

No comments from plenary

Para new 26a1:

Many countries supported this new para phrased by Brazil. However, USA proposed including a new para 26a1bis reading: ‘promoting awareness of possibilities generated by different software models including proprietary, free and open software’. Canada supported this and the EU was not entirely dismissive of it, either. The EU asked for more time to consider the two proposals. As nothing was resolved, the chair decided to reconvene tomorrow morning at 10 to further discuss the paragraphs. 

A key issue in the discussion was once again semantic discussion on where the burden of cost reduction should be placed. Backbone providers are in many instances American, therefore , the US quite naturally opposes something which will impose on their private enterprises. On the other In addition, once again ICTs are referred to as made up of only the Internet!!

Paras 25 and 26 to be further discussed tomorrow at 10 in the same room!

