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DISCLAIMER

This document has been produced without formal United Nations editing. The designations
employed and the presentation of the material in this document do not imply the expression of any
opinion whatsoever on the part of the Secretariat of the United Nations Industrial Development
Organization (UNIDO) concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or area or of its
authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries, or its economic system or
degree of development. Designations such as “developed”, “industrialized” and “developing” are
intended for statistical convenience and do not necessarily express a judgment about the stage
reached by a particular country or area in the development process. Mention of firm names or
commercial products does not constitute an endorsement by UNIDO.

FAIR USE POLICY
Any part of this publication may be quoted and referenced for educational and research purposes
without additional permission from UNIDO. However, those who make use of quoting and
referencing this publication are requested to follow the Fair Use Policy of giving due credit to
UNIDO.
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CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT PESOLUTIONS (m/B/L.3o/nev.2, L.33, s34, and Amend.? [Rev.1,
L.35, L.36, L.3t and L.39) . 7 :

¢ ‘ \
1. The PRUSIDMIT sug. cstcd that the Board should begin with the congiacr=
ation of draft rusolution ID/B/L.34, since the latcst ruvieion of draft resolution
ID/B/L.30 wos not yet roady for circulation, whilc draft rosolution ID/B/L.33 and

proposcd amendments to it werce still under discussion in the Groups.

2. ]t was po dccided. '

3 M. ABANIE (Ghana) oeid that bufore draft resolution ID/B/L.34 was
formally introduccd, he wished, on bchalf of the mombers of the Group of Twentye
five, to put forward a rcvised v.rsion of the draft roading os follows:

"Ihe Industrial Dovclopment Soards
"Takeg note of thc widesprecad feeling in the Board that the payment of local
costs in respect of Spctial Indhstria.l Service.a shonld be complctely waived;

"Regueste the .Xocutive Director to usc his good offices and take the
nocessary etcps to have th. quostion of thc payment of local costs in respect of
the Spceial Industrial Serviccs cxamined in conjuiction with UNDP as a matter of
urgency and to inform the Board at its third secsion",

4. Y. ARCHIBALD (Trinidad and Tobago), introducing draft resolution . ‘
ID/B/L.M, rocallod that the question of the payment of local costs in connexion -
with BIS projeots had alrcady bucn raised during the general dcbate. It seomed
clear from paragreph 14 of the "Roport of tho kaéutivc Direotor on the Programme
of Speoial Industrial Sorviccs" (ID;B/22/Add.1) that no attempt had beeu made Wy
UKDP to impose thc assessment of local costs on couniries rcceiving assistance
wnder the SIS scheme. It wus to bc noted that the draft resolution bofore the
Poard had 1o proambular paragraph: the co-sponsors foli that such complete
orientation of the resolution towards acticn was fully in keoping with the mood
of the first two sessions of thc Industrial Developmcnt Board.

Se Ko BESCROPT (Niguria) said that while he did not dispute tho poiat

mede by the reprosentative of Trinidad and Tobago, ho bolicved that the developing
comtries must lcarm to help themsclves if other countrics wers to oontinue to
give thom assistoncc. He therefore belicved that the dcoision to apply s limited
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asscssment of local costs should stand. The assessment of such costs might pre-
vent the prolifuration of ren-cccential projects, and a8 the xweutive Director
had pointed out, sp.cial arrengcmonts cculd b node for neody countrices which
encountercd real difficultics in puying the loczl cocts of esscential projects,
While he supportcd the idcas undorlying the amenddd draft resclution, he wishod
to proposc, instcad of th. rirst paragroph road out by the rcpresentative of
Chana, « paragraph readin; as followss "Dukes pote of thc various vicws exprossed
during the pruscnt acerion of the loard on the question of the desirability of
waiving thu paymcnt of local coets in ruspect of Spocial Industrial Scrvices",

He believed that such an amendment could sccure unanimous support for the draft

resolution, :

6. kg. TELL (Jordan) said that the qucstion was not simply that of the
paymont of 12.5 per cent of the total costs of exports' assignments, He agroed
with thc represontativc of Nigeria thot developing countrics should pay the local
costs - indced, hc would be in favour of thoir paying thc full costs of SIS pro-
jeots if that could put an cnd to thc illcgal and undeeirablc perpetuation of the
8I8 scheme - but that was only half of thu issuc, and thc adoption of the draft
resolution before the Board could only result in a half-truth which would contain
the sceds of later difficulti:s. Morcover, hc was not surc that the reference in
paragraph 14 of documcnt ID/B/22/ACd.1 to the "Basic Standard Technical Assistance
Agreement” was relevant in the prescnt comnoxion, In any caac, Jordén had never
agreed to tho porpetuation of thc SIB schume, for it had alwiys considered that
hat scheme was & stop-gep measurc which had only been intcnded to last until
UNIDO was osteblished, and that aftor thot time SIS funds could not logally con~
tinue to be uscd. When UNIDO had bucn ustablished, it had formally been docided
that all Msolbanld bc paid dircetly to that organisation; %o continue to
contribute funds to the SIS sohome would thercforc be tantamount to introducing
into UMDP the principlc of cammarking which had clways beon so vigorously opposed
in that body. Por the reasons ho had stcted, he was umable to support the draft
resolution, ‘

Te a Moo SIIIRAYY (Uniit.d Statcs of America) said that although his deleations
would support the revised draft rcsolution, that should not be taken to mean that
the United States fully agroed with the proposition that local costs for Special
Industrial Servicos should be complotcly waived., His delegation recognised that
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there were instances whon it was difficult or impossible for the needy countrics
to mect the loccl costs of tecunical assistance projects and it aad, in fact,
elrcady support.d a dcecision taken in the UNDP Governing Council ;iving the
Administrator of ULDP the authority in th. casc of some counirics, to waive or
reduce, if he saw fit, thc local coctis and counterpart contributions in respect
of UNDP projects. The Unit.d States wos, of coursc, preparcd to have that same
administrative discretion excreiscd in respect of Specizl Industrial Scrvices
projects; it continued, however, to zttach great importance to appropriatec
financial support by rccipient countrice in roespect of technical assistance prow-
Jects which thcy had roequestced the Unitod liations to undertake and to which they
presumably gave rclatively high priority in their devclopment cfforts. He there=
fore considered t.at the point made by the representutive of Nigeria was well
taken.

8. Mre ARCHIBALD (Trinidad and Tobago) said he had buen instructed to
inform the Board that clthiough Jordan was & co=sponsor of thc original toxt of
the draft resolution, it had not sponsored the amcnded text as rcad out by the
representative of Ghana,

9 Mr. ASANIT (Chona) sug.csted that the Board should take not: of the
changes sugcestcd by the reprcsentative of Nigeria. However, he would appeal to
that representative not to prosent his toxt as a formal amendment to draft reso-
lution ID/B/L.34.

10, Mr. BECROFT (Nigeria) said that he would be proparcd to withdrew his
amendment if he had evidcnec that it was not acccptable to tac coesponsors of the
original draft resolution.

1. Mra SIBI (Ivory Coast) said that, although his delegation would support
tho draft resolution, it sincerely hoped that no further contributions in respect
of local costs would be asked of the developing countrics. Moreover, in alloocats
ing NP funds, the highest priority should be given to the lcast advanced
countries which could lcast afford to pay for projocts to be implemented,

12, Mias ROBBSD (Indonesia) pointcd out that her delegation had supportcd
the first version of draft resolution ID/B/L.34 specifically bocausc the payment
of local costs had caused her country many difficulties., Expericnce had shuwm
that such costs could not be met from the regular guvermont budget and Indonesia
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had thus buen forced to withdraw requeste for many projects which were otherwise
highly desirablec,

13. With rega~d tu tiv amendmeat proposcd by the rcepregentative of Nigoric, whe
said that her delugation was unabl. to support it,

14. Br. ARCLIBALD (Trinidad and Tobuge) caid that the other co=sponsors of
the draft rosolution had not incicated that tioy covld wecept tul amendment proe
poscd by the ruproscntative of Nig.ria; hic dolegotion, for one, could not
support thce amondmont.

15, Yo BITTZLCOURT (Brasil) said tiot his delegation supportcd the amended
toxt as rcad out by th. ropres.ntative cf Ghana,

16. Mr. SUJRA (8pein) said that his delegation had no difficulty inm
accepting th. dreft rcsolution in the revisod form pr.oscnted by the reprosentative
of Ghana. FHis country shar.d the views oxpressed by thc reprosentative of the
Unitod States and firmly believed that o cistinction should be madc botween the
various developing countries im rispeot of thudr ability to pay for the local
costs. Thosc countrics that were in o position to pay for such cocts should be
asked to do so.

17. e RAANAKIDA (Mwanda) obscrved that the rcpresentative of Nigeria had
expressed no ruservations on the substance of the dreft resolution itself but had
serely wishod to point out that thurc werc substantial differances of opinion on
the question of local costs wiuich should be taken into account.

18, Bxo Al (Pakistan) said that his delegation supported the revised draft
resolution introduced by the represcntative of Ghana, Sut thousht that thu matter
should be considercd not mercly from tho legal point of viow but frow the poiat
of view of the programmo itself; it was quitc possidlc that thu pagment of local
costs by WNIDO itsclf might limit the amcumt of funds aveilabl for tho Special
Industrial Serviocs Programme, Hc belicved that th. wiwole qucstion should be
thoroughly examined and the implications of the draft rosolution mede perfoctly
clear,

N
i

19. Lo BCT (Italy) commcndod the wisdom and fairmindodness of the repre-
sentative of Nigeria in submitting his amendment to the tuxt, and said that he
mwmmuummumme; if the smcndment was
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not accepted, Lis delcgaticn woulc, like the dilogations of the Unitod States
and Pakistan, votc for the rcvised draft resolution submittcd by the repre=

scntative of Ghana.

20, Mre FRIGOIE (Belgium) obscrved that althoush tiic Nigerian proposal
was not quite adequate in its precunt form, the Comnitto. should bc grateful to
the representative of Nigeric for proventing it;  the useful debate which it had
initiatud should be faithfu'ly recorded in thc report ond scrve as a guide for
futurc action by the Board.

21, iith reyard to the amenced version read out by the represcntative of Ghana,
he thougiht that if the Board ruquestced the Executive Direcctor to takc the action
specificd in the second cperative poragraph, it was becausc of opinions firmly
exprossed by many mombers of the Doord in favour of the oomplete waiver of costs
in rcspect of thc 3pceial Indusirial Scrvices,

22, Though his dclegation was grateful tc the represcntative of Nigeria for
raising the point, it would votc for the reviscd draft prcscnted by the ropro-
sentitivc of Ghane,

23. . IDOUMEE (Cam~roon) said that his delegetion accepted the
draft resolution in the rcvisod version road out by the ropresentative of Ghana,

24, Mr. BLERA (Spein) supportud the vicws expressed by the respresentative
of Bolgium,

25. Koo ABDELMAHAR (Swdan) said that the argumcnt put forward against the
draft resolution had been that the developing oountrics should contribus. to the
cost of projects initiatcd on their behalf, but tho dcviloping countries had
slwnys borne their fair share of such coots so tiamt thc point was not valid,
Because of the emcrgency char:oter of the Spocial Industrial Services, it was
diffioult for- the developing countrius to amticipatc what special servicos would
be noeded and when they would be ncudod. That reiscd budgetory diffioulties in
providing for commitments. He thoreforc supported the text of the resolution as
presentod by the representative of Ghana. Tho represcntative of Nigeria might
perhaps agroe that his resarvations wore sufficicatly coverod by the statement
made by the rcprosentative of the United Statcs,
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26. Mr, KAKITSUBQ (Jzpan) could not accept the ides of waiving locrl costs
altogether, asince all tcchnical assistance projccts were co-opcrative projects,
Rceipient countrice micht be moro cautious in making requests if they had to
provide nomo funds, becousc the expenditure invelved would Lave to be considercd
by their parliamenta. Evon the peyment of 2 emall proporticn of the costs would
ensure morc offective usc of limited United ilatiuns resources. Hewever, his
delegationkggpreciatgd the position of necdy countricg for vhich an cxccption
might havc to be made; he thoreforc supportcd the toxt rcad out by the reprue
scntative of Ghana whilec undorsing the NMgerian amendment whioh was & fuir roe
floction of tho Board's viows,

27. ML ABAYIE (Ghane) said that ho appreociated tho points roised by the
representative of Jordan, but tiaought that his arguments should be considored
olsewhere. He therefore appealed to him to withdraw his proposal,

28, Mr. ROLIRTS (Canada) and Mr, ANGIR (sueden) said that they shared the
views oxpresscd by the represcatative of Jupan.

29, M. JEECRQFT (Nigeria) rcferring to tho points mado by the romnu-
tative of Indonesia, said that Indonesia need not have withdresn requests eince
provision had boen made for granting waivers to ne2dy countrics, as stated in
Working Paper/3 issued by tho Executive Dirvetor.

30. The rcpresentative of Rwanda had boon oorrect in his view that Nigeria's
amendment was not a substantive one. It would only bo fair to takc his delegae’
tion's views inio aocount bocause they had roceived widesprcad support. Admite
tedly, a waiver of lscal costs might assist doveloping countries, but, by
inflating the costs cf projucts, it would reduce the chanco of satisfying urgont
and valid requests. He therofors believed that tho quostion should be left open,

M. Nina RCZMMD (Indomesia) said she was aware of the statenent issued by
the Exocutive Diructor and knew that waivers had boon granted in cortain cases,
She had merely wished to draw attention to tho difficultiocs that had to be overe
oome before such exoeptions could be mado. She thereforc thought tho principle
of a ocompleto waiver should be stated in tho resolution., Her delegation would
votc against the Nigorian amendment.

32, Eea ABMER (Ghana) moved tho clocrare of the debete.
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33. The FRSIDEIT suggested that the Board should vote on the Nigerian
amendment beforc voting on the text read out by the represontative of Ghana.

4. Ihe Nigcrigp amepdment was rojected by 18 votog to 13, with 12 gbstontions.
35. Mre DUCCT (Itely) asked for a scparat. vete on $h  first opcrative
paragraph.

37. . dhe PRESIDENT invitcd the Board to votc on the sceond opcrative pera-
graph of the druft rcsolution,

38. Mo FORIHOME (Bclzium) spocking on a point of order, said that the
Board should votc on the resolution as a whole, sincc no member had agked for a
separate vote on the cecond operative paragraph.

39. Xtas go asrsed.

4. MCo BEECROFT (Nigoria) cxplained that he had voted against tho first
operative paregraph becausc thc word "widcsprcad” was mislcading. The vote had
shown that 25 countries had not support.d the rovisud text presonted by the
represontative of Ghane. He wished it to0 be placcd on rocord that other vten
had boen exprcssod but had not been taken into account .









