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The meeting opened at 2.40 p.m. under the vice-chairmanship of Mr Stephansen (Norway) to continue its chapter by chapter review of the draft Guide to Good Practice on Accreditation.
chapter 5 – the relationship between accreditation and authorisation
Ms Degeling (Secretary) gave an overview of Chapter 5, explaining that it was inserted to avoid confusion surrounding the concepts of accreditation and authorisation.
Experts began by acknowledging that accreditation and authorisation were important safeguards in the Convention for the protection of children. A distinction was suggested between the domestic nature of accreditation and the international nature of authorisation, the latter requiring co-operation between States. One expert suggested that paragraph 158 of the draft Guide may be revised.
Many experts supported the view that the decision to authorise accredited bodies needed to take into account the situation in States of origin, including the extent of their need for intercountry adoption. This required an active exchange of information between receiving States and States of origin, with some experts recommending more specific and objective information from a variety of sources.

Experts expressed divergent views about the suggestion in the Guide that receiving States could limit the number of accredited bodies. The majority of experts who spoke favoured this approach as a means of alleviating pressure on States of origin, and improving supervision of accredited bodies. Several experts expressed concern with the view expressed in paragraph 192 that some receiving States might not be able to take the legal steps necessary to limit the number of accredited bodies. 
Conversely, a few experts noted that such limitations would impede the ability of a State of origin to find the widest range of prospective adoptive parents that could best respond to the needs of its children declared adoptable. For these experts, any eventual limitations on the number of accredited bodies should be decided upon by the authorities in the State of origin. However, other experts felt that this could impose an excessive burden on States of origin.
The Vice-Chair concluded the discussion on this chapter by noting the flexible nature of the Convention, which should be reflected in any future Guide.
chapter 6 – the functions of accredited bodies

Ms Degeling (Secretary) introduced Chapter 6, emphasising that although the majority of functions under Chapter IV of the Convention could be delegated to accredited bodies, certain fundamental functions could only be performed by Central Authorities. 
In response to concerns raised by several experts regarding divergence between national practice and that reflected in Chapter 6, Ms Degeling confirmed that this part of the draft Guide was intended only 

as an illustration of the possible distribution of functions between public authorities and adoption bodies. 
One expert warned against States using the mechanism under Article 22(1) of the Convention as a means of offloading their broader international obligations regarding the protection of children onto accredited bodies. 
Ms Degeling (Secretary) also acknowledged the confusion caused by the term “local accredited body” when referring to an adoption body in a State of origin, and assured experts that the wording in the draft Guide would be revised to clarify that the term “accredited” only refers to the process under Article 10 of the Convention. She took note of comments by one expert that the Guide should address the importance of personnel training in respect of post-adoption services.

chapter 7 – structure and personnel of the accredited bodies

Ms Degeling (Secretary) summarised the contents of Chapter 7. 
An expert from Canada considered that the draft Guide should suggest, rather than impose, good practice, and that this should be reflected in its use of language. The Vice-Chair noted that this issue appeared to be particularly related to the French version.

chapter 8 – procedures for accreditation, supervision and review of accredited bodies
Ms Degeling (Secretary) introduced Chapter 8, highlighting the distinction between monitoring and supervision, and between the grant and renewal of accreditation. 

An expert requested that paragraph 341 be revised to acknowledge that shorter accreditation periods exist in some States.

Some experts relayed the practice in certain receiving States of conducting surveys of adoptive parents to obtain feedback on the services provided by the accredited body.
One expert questioned the appropriateness of imposing pecuniary penalties, as these would most likely be passed on to adoptive parents. This expert preferred administrative sanctions, such as the suspension or withdrawal of accreditation.  
The Deputy Secretary General concluded the session by reiterating that certain fundamental functions under the Convention cannot be delegated to accredited bodies, and that in any case, it is the responsibility of Contracting States to ensure that obligations imposed under the Convention are discharged.
The meeting was closed at 5.45 p.m.
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