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1. The third session of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was held at UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, from 22 to 24 June 2010. Representatives of 110 States Parties to the Convention participated in the meeting, as well as representatives of 34 Member States of UNESCO non-party to the Convention, Permanent Observer Missions to UNESCO and intergovernmental organizations and 44 non-governmental organizations. The session was held in the six working languages of the General Assembly: English, French, Arabic, Spanish, Chinese and Russian. The Section of Intangible Cultural Heritage provided the Secretariat for the meeting.

[Tuesday 22 June 2010, Room II, 10.00 a.m.]

ITEM 1 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA: OPENING OF THE THIRD SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
1. The third session of the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was officially opened and presided by Mr Francesco Bandarin, Assistant Director-General for Culture of UNESCO and representative of the Director-General of UNESCO.
2. Mr Francesco Bandarin welcomed the General Assembly on behalf of the Director-General, Ms Irina Bokova, who was unfortunately unable to attend due to a prior commitment to the eighth Summit of Heads of State of South-East Europe in Istanbul, whose theme in 2010 was linked to intangible heritage: ‘Music as a metaphor of cultural dialogue in South-East Europe’. She would however address the General Assembly at the closing session. The ADG spoke of the honour of participating in the proceedings of this important General Assembly only a few days after having taken office in his new role as Assistant Director-General for Culture. He noted the enormous progress that had been made in the implementation of the Convention in the last few years, which although still nascent had already revealed its full potential. The ADG spoke of the specific importance of this Convention, along with the other conventions, as the mainstay of UNESCO’s activities to spread culture, mutual assistance and the free exchange of ideas and knowledge. The ADG spoke of the challenges ahead: the need to strengthen dialogue among cultures, to respect equal dignity, and the need to better integrate culture in order to attain the development goals, and the role the Convention played a concrete tool for dialogue and the promotion of cultural diversity. He reminded the General Assembly of the summit that would take place in September 2010 in New York to review the Millennium Development Goals as well as UNESCO’s special position in facilitating the close association of culture with the attainment of these goals. Speaking of the forthcoming work on the Operational Directives, the ADG assured that the World Heritage Convention – celebrating its 40th anniversary – was still reviewing its own Operational Guidelines as it had done so continuously over the years, and were thus adaptable in order to stay in tune with changing realities. The ADG recalled the other important issues such as the Committee elections and the somewhat thorny, yet unavoidable issue of reinforcing the Secretariat’s human resources, being aware, as was the Director-General, of the difficulties facing the Convention’s Secretariat, and assuring that every possible effort would be made to provide reinforcement as far as possible. The ADG noted that the discussion on the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the Convention would present a good time for reflection and stock-taking. Concluding, the ADG offered thanks for the many years of the intensive and productive work that had gone into the Convention, and extended his sincere wishes to all for the success of the meeting. [For the complete speech: http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/index.php?lg=en&pg=00283].

3. Mr Chérif Khaznadar, Chairperson of the second General Assembly, spoke about the honour of serving the Convention and, on handing over his mandate, wished to share some thoughts gleaned from his experience recalling the great interest shown in the Representative List, evidenced by the very large number of nominations submitted for inscription, and which had led to the issues of material and human capacities. At the same time, the Urgent Safeguarding List, which initially drew little interest, had started to receive greater attention, resulting in the submission of an increasing number of nominations. The States Parties were thus obliged to review and improve on the Operational Directives of the Convention by proposing amendments. Moreover, it had become increasingly apparent that there was some confusion in the comparisons made with the World Heritage List of the 1972 Convention, such that many believed the Representative List was the authoritative list while the main safeguarding list took on a pejorative connotation. Fortunately, a deeper understanding of the importance of intangible cultural heritage in contemporary society was emerging as was a clearer interpretation of its goals. The Chairperson spoke of the Western view of culture reinforced by the 1972 UNESCO Convention, while societies of the South did not find their place in this vision of culture. Intangible cultural heritage responded to this search for difference and the need for dialogue with others by marking the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage as the decisive and irreversible turning point in the international community’s understanding of the concept of heritage, which was more than just about lists and was deeply rooted in history, the land, identity, in know-how and practices transmitted by forebears, and thus it was important to preserve the spirit of the Convention The Chairperson thanked the General Assembly for its patience during the last two year and expressed his wishes for the success of this third General Assembly. [For the complete speech: http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/index.php?lg=en&pg=00283]
4. The delegation of Japan believed that the Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention was one of the most successful pillars of UNESCO’s activities in culture, which had clearly demonstrated empathy towards the world’s cultures. Speaking of the outgoing Chairperson, the delegation expressed its appreciation for the clear guidance and direction shown by Mr Khaznadar throughout his tenure, which had helped reach and attain the necessary understanding to move forward founded on a strong basis for the coming years for which he would always be remembered. 
5. Speaking on behalf of the African group, the delegation of Senegal spoke about the importance and significance of the Convention in terms of development, and that appreciating the interplay between culture and development was imperative. Speaking of Mr Khaznadar, the delegation said he had clearly demonstrated a deep understanding of the issues thanks to both his personal experiences and professional work, which proved to be of valuable help in understanding the situation in Africa and in terms of the often difficult work on the Operational Directives of the Convention. The delegation spoke about the encouraging way Mr Khaznadar had led the discussions in the working groups and session meetings through the constructive spirit of consensus. The delegation expressed its great appreciation for his work and hoped that he would continue to offer his intellectual competence and knowledge for the service of the Convention. 
6. The delegation of Togo took the opportunity to congratulate Mr Khaznadar. On becoming the 108th Member to the Convention in February 2009, he spoke of how Togo had since benefitted from UNESCO’s support with a Council of Ministers convened in August of the same year to establish a national inventory. Thanks to UNESCO Headquarters and UNESCO’s Regional Office in Accra, three training sessions had taken place and international assistance had covered technical aspects and the supply of valuable technical equipment. The delegate therefore wished to thank the twenty-four Committee Members and the Secretariat while reiterating Togo’s firm support for the 2003 Convention. The delegate recalled the 123 States Parties members of the Convention of which 26 African countries, and launched a solemn appeal to African nations to quickly move towards ratifying the Convention. The delegate highlighted the role of UNESCO in assisting to build civil society and institutional capacity in Africa and concluded by thanking Japan and all those that have helped Togo in its active solidarity and cultural cooperation. 
7. The delegation of Algeria spoke of the pleasure of working with Mr Khaznadar recalling his inaugural speech when he evoked the pressure felt in taking over the presidency from the former Chairperson, Mr Mohammed Bedjaoui, and of the truly exemplary way in which he had accomplished his mission. Moreover, it was noted that Mr Khaznadar had carried out his work with competence, insight and clarity and it was hoped that the Convention would continue to enjoy his expertise. The delegation shared the apprehension evoked by the Chairperson in his opening speech regarding the Representative List and the confusion that arose when compared with the 1972 Convention, yet agreed that there was growing awareness to safeguard intangible cultural heritage and therefore the importance of the Urgent Safeguarding List. 
8. The delegation of Belgium expressed its friendship towards Mr Khaznadar and of having worked with him on a series of actions since first collaborating in 2001, which had been highly appreciated and only further reinforced their friendship. The delegation agreed with his opening remarks on the evolution of culture such that the links between the population and their intangible cultural heritage revealed the importance of safeguarding. The delegation concluded by expressing its appreciation for the effective the way Mr Khaznadar had traced the future direction of work and was in no doubt that he would remain instrumental in the field of intangible cultural heritage. 
9. Speaking from personal experience in traditional music, the delegation of Azerbaijan spoke highly of UNESCO’s contribution in this sphere of culture and moreover could trace activities carried out by Mr Khaznadar in his evaluation of a new vision for traditional music, and, speaking on behalf of all non-European countries, wished to thank him for his tremendous work. 
10. The delegation of China expressed its gratitude and thanks to Mr Khaznadar for his expertise and skill in the way he accomplished his outstanding duties as Chairperson, notably in 2010 when he demonstrated his talent in aligning opinions on a number of complex issues during the working group meetings. The delegation noted that the Convention had been gaining recognition from the international community, particularly among developing countries – important holders of intangible cultural heritage. As one of the first members of the first Committee and the sixth State Party to ratify the Convention, the delegation spoke of the early recognition by China of the importance of safeguarding its intangible cultural heritage, and was thus ready to cooperate with other countries to further enhance the Convention. 
11. The Assistant Director-General for Culture concluded the opening ceremony to a general round of applause.
ITEM 2 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA: ELECTION OF THE CHAIRPERSON, VICE-CHAIRPERSON AND RAPPORTEUR OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Document: ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/2
Resolution: 3.GA 2
12. The General Assembly proceeded to elect its Bureau. The Assistant Director-General for Culture recalled that it was necessary to elect a Chairperson, Vice-Chairpersons and a rapporteur from different electoral groups. 
13. The Secretary of the Convention, Ms Cécile Duvelle, stated that according to Rule 3 of its Rules of Procedure, the General Assembly would elect a Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson(s) and a rapporteur for its third session, and made reference to the information document (as referenced above).
14. On the proposal from the delegation of Mexico, seconded by the one from the Republic of Korea, the General Assembly designated by acclamation Mr Toshiyuki Kono from Japan as its Chairperson.
15. The delegation of Japan wished to thank the delegation of Mexico for its kind consideration, and spoke of the impressive way Mexico had contributed to the Convention, which would become one of the pillars of activities at UNESCO. The delegation thanked the General Assembly for their trust and the support afforded to Mr Kono. 
16. The delegation of France took the opportunity to congratulate the outgoing Chairperson, Mr Chérif Khaznadar, and was convinced that he would still hold dear the memory of those whose work had led to the success of the Convention it currently enjoyed. 
17. The newly elected Chairperson, Mr Toshiyuki Kono, spoke of the honour felt at the task bestowed and assured that he would do his outmost to ensure the success of the General Assembly.
18. The Chairperson invited candidates to the election of the Vice-Chairperson(s). The General Assembly proposed as Vice-Chairperson(s): (Monaco) (proposed by Luxembourg), Croatia (proposed by Estonia), (Mexico) (proposed by Colombia and seconded by Saint Lucia), Zimbabwe (proposed by Senegal), and the United Arab Emirates (proposed by Saudi Arabia). However, after the first round of invitations by the Chairperson to the post of rapporteur, which were declined by all the elected Vice-Chairpersons, the Chairperson sought legal advice from the Legal Adviser.
19. Referring to the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly, notably Article 3, the Legal Adviser, Mr Souhail El Zein, explained that it offered certain flexibility in that should the rapporteur be unable to carry out the given task, one of Vice-Chairpersons could assume the task of rapporteur in his/her place. Moreover, as the Chairperson had suggested a dual role as both rapporteur and Vice-Chairperson, this allowed the possibility to introduce a rotational role of the rapporteur for the present session, provided common agreement was reached.
[Break in the session for a round of consultations led by Electoral Group II]
20. Following a round of consultation, Ms Alida Matković from Croatia was elected as rapporteur. 
21. The Assistant Director-General for Culture thus declared the Resolution 3.GA 2 adopted by the General Assembly.

ITEM 3 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/3
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.3.1
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.3.2 Rev.

Resolution: 3.GA 3
22. The Secretary of the Convention presented the items on the agenda with reference to three documents: the draft agenda, the provisional timetable of work and the provisional list of documents (all referenced above). The Secretary explained that all but three documents were made available on-line at the statutory date, 25 May 2010, and despite efforts to meet this deadline the mobilization of human resources meant that the Secretariat was unable to deliver all the documents on time. The Secretary presented the Reports of the Intergovernmental Committee and the Secretariat on their activities between June 2008 and June 2010 for information corresponding to agenda item 4. The Secretary presented the document corresponding to agenda item 5: Additional Operational Directives for the Implementation of the Convention, which had been asked for during the second session of the General Assembly, and presented three new directives. The Secretary then elaborated on the information documents accompanying all the subsequent agenda items. The Secretary reminded the General Assembly that the Director-General, Ms Irina Bokova, would address the General Assembly at its closing session, which would terminate with the adoption of the list of resolutions that will be refined during the course of the session with the help of the rapporteur.
23. There were no objections or questions. The General Assembly adopted the agenda of its third session as annexed to Resolution 3.GA 3.
ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA: REPORTS OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE 
AND THE SECRETARIAT ON THEIR ACTIVITIES
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.4.1 Rev
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.4.2
Resolution 3.GA 4
24. The Chairperson presented agenda item 4 and spoke of the wealth of information contained in the corresponding documents, which called for action from the General Assembly as a response to the recommendations, and would therefore benefit from an oral summary. The Chairperson thus invited the Chairperson of the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, Mr Awad Ali Saleh, and the Chairperson for the fifth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, Mr Jacob Ole Miaron to present the Report of the Intergovernmental Committee to the General Assembly on its activities between June 2008 and June 2010.
25. Mr Awad Ali Saleh recalled that since its election by the General Assembly in June 2008, the Committee had met on two occasions: in Istanbul [4-8 November 2008] and Abu Dhabi [28 September to 2 October 2009] and included five Bureau meetings during the same period. At its third session, the Committee established a Subsidiary Body to examine nominations for inscription to the Representative List in 2009 and 2010 and adopted its terms of reference. The Committee incorporated at the same time 90 elements onto the Representative List that had been proclaimed as Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity. When it met in Abu Dhabi for its fourth session, the Committee proceeded to inscribe 76 new elements to the Representative List. Mr Saleh took the opportunity to thank the Subsidiary Body for its great effort and carefully considered work in evaluating the nominations. As regards the Urgent Safeguarding List, 11 elements had been inscribed. Finally, the Committee at its fourth session selected three projects, programmes and activities that it considered best reflecting the principles and objectives of the Convention under Article 18 of the Convention. A working group had been set up during the session and had worked hard to examine the three proposals. The Committee at its third and fourth sessions also received requests for accreditation from non-governmental organizations in order to provide advisory services to the Committee. 97 NGOs had been recommended to the General Assembly. Mr Saleh recalled that the subject of the involvement of NGOs from developing countries was the subject of lengthy debate and noted that their presence as observers at the sessions had noticeably and steadily increased. 
26. Mr Awad Ali Saleh recalled that the Committee had been asked by the General Assembly during its second session to draw up draft Operational Directives for discussion and adoption at the current General Assembly on three subjects: raising awareness about the importance of intangible cultural heritage; the use of the emblem of the Convention; and seeking means to increase the resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. The Committee had also discussed several administrative matters amending its own Rules of Procedures with regard to the various reporting formats submitted by States Parties, and about adopting guidelines for the selection of examiners. Mr Saleh reminded the General Assembly that one of the most important responsibilities of the Committee was to receive requests for financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund and eight requests from seven States Parties had been approved for a total amount of US$55,000. Additionally, the Bureau [4.COM] approved two international assistance requests originating from two States Parties for a total amount of US$33,862.61 and the Bureau [5.COM] approved three international assistance requests from three States Parties for a total amount of US$60,937. In total, between June 2008 and June 2010, the Bureau of the Committee examined 21 international assistance requests, including preparatory assistance requests, and approved 20 of them for a total amount of US$201,594.61.
27. Speaking about the work of the Subsidiary Body and the examination of 111 nominations for the Representative List in 2009, Mr Saleh reiterated the number of concerns that arose from the heavy workload, some of which took the form of amendments that were readily accepted by the Committee, while some suggestions did not reach consensus. For this reason the Committee established an open-ended intergovernmental working group in Abu Dhabi to address these concerns in order to bring to attention and present recommendations to the General Assembly in the current session. In the same decision, the Committee requested that the General Assembly mobilize extra-budgetary resources to the sum of US$1,100,000 annually in order to augment the human capacity of the Secretariat in order to ease its work and increase its personnel. Mr Saleh concluded by conveying thanks to the thirteen outgoing Committee members and the eleven Committee members that will continue office for the next two years, the examiners, the Arab group, and all the States Parties that had taken part in the working groups. Mr Saleh presented special thanks to all the Chairpersons of the Committee and General Assembly’s sessions, and in particular Mr Osman Faruk Loğoğlu and Mr Chérif Khaznadar. He noted that in addition to the support enjoyed by the former Director-General, Mr Koïchiro Matsuura, the Convention was fortunate in that the current Director-General, Ms Irina Bokova, was as one of the founders of the Convention, and concluded by thanking the ADG, Mr Francesco Bandarin.
28. The Chairperson returned thanks to Mr Saleh for the warm hospitality received in Abu Dhabi and for his wise leadership in the Committee during its fourth session. The Chairperson spoke about the significant step taken in Abu Dhabi with the first cycle of inscriptions on the two lists and the first selection of best practices. The session was adjourned for lunch.
[Tuesday 22 June 2010, Room II, 3 p.m.]
29. The Chairperson of the fifth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, Mr Jacob Ole Miaron, recalled that the fourth Committee had identified a number of challenges faced by the young Convention and had established an open-ended working group with a mandate to consider possible amendments to the Operational Directives that would improve the functioning of the Convention, increase the capacity of the Secretariat, reduce the workload of the Committee, the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat. Mr Miaron informed that the Bureau of the fifth Committee met in Paris in November 2009 to discuss two important items: i) three requests for international assistance up to US$25,000 presented by three States Parties, which were approved to a total sum of US$60,937; and ii) five requests from five States Parties for preparatory assistance for the elaboration of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and one for a proposal of best practice under Article 18. The total sum requested amounted to a total of US$51,795 and it was noted that additional requests were being examined and were currently being revised by the Submitting States Parties.
30. Mr Miaron reminded the General Assembly that the Committee at its fourth session was faced with a higher number of nominations than the Subsidiary Body or the Secretariat could manage under the current procedures. The Committee therefore allowed the Subsidiary Body, on an exceptional basis relating only to the nominations proposed for evaluation in 2010, that the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body examine with priority the nominations for the Representative List submitted by States Parties that do not have elements inscribed on that List, have few elements inscribed on it or have presented multinational nominations. Fifty-four out of the 147 nominations submitted in 2010 were therefore examined by the Subsidiary Body for the 2010 cycle. Mr Miaron recalled that the Subsidiary Body had met three times in the course of their examinations and would present its report to the fifth Intergovernmental Committee in Kenya. On behalf of the Committee, Mr Miaron expressed his gratitude to the Subsidiary Body for their steadfast service to the Convention and the careful attention of their work. He recalled the open-ended working group that had been established during the fourth session of the Committee whose task was to discuss possible amendments to the Operational Directives as a response to the challenges faced by the Convention in its first cycle of nominations. The group met on 21 May and 21 June as well as in a restricted group on 1 June 2010. The group reached consensus on a number of proposals that they believed would substantially improve operations. The results of which was to be reported to the General Assembly, through a working group that it may wish to establish on that matter, with the mandate to adopt or amend the recommendations. Mr Miaron noted that the working group had achieved excellent results and he urged the General Assembly to take heed of the recommendations. 
31. The Chairperson thanked Mr Miaron for conveying the Committee’s recommendations that the General Assembly should constitute a working group that could receive the Committee’s working group report. The Chairperson turned to the Secretariat to ask whether the establishment of such a working group was possible.
32. The Secretary of the Convention informed the General Assembly that should it wish to establish a working group, Room II would be made available that very evening with interpretation in the six official languages, as was the Committee’s working group report. 
33. The Chairperson urged the General Assembly to heed the recommendation and proposed a brief meeting of the open-ended working group of the General Assembly immediately following the end of the present session, which was open to all States Parties. As there were no objections, the recommendation was duly adopted by the General Assembly.
34. The Secretary of the Convention continued with the presentation of the oral report of the Secretariat on its activities since the last General Assembly. She informed the General Assembly of the various activities and programmes implemented by the Secretariat such as assistance provided to States Parties, the work on nominations and the processing of requests for international assistance. Additionally, the Secretariat carried out work under the regular programme of activities as well as projects undertaken with extra-budgetary contributions. The Secretary noted that the majority of human resources under the regular programme budget were allocated to the organization of 17 statutory meetings during the period since the last General Assembly as well as a number of non-statutory meetings. During the same period, the Secretariat had received more than 500 nominations and requests resulting in more than 5,000 documents produced and translated and made available to the governing bodies (the details of which are contained in the information document referenced above). The Secretary also wished to highlight the less visible but essential activities performed such as updating the website and database, which are essential tools in the management of information for States Parties and stakeholders alike containing current information on intangible cultural heritage in general, on the inscribed elements on the lists, working documents, as well as the history of the Convention. The Secretary informed that the website was available in English, French and Spanish, and was recently made available in Arabic. Moreover, a facebook profile had been created to facilitate dialogue among NGOs. The Secretary informed that a strategy for capacity-building was being developed based on modular resources adapted to the specific information needs of the regional groups, which covered the ratification of the Convention, its implementation at the national level, the elaboration of inventories, preparation of submissions onto the lists and requests for national assistance. The Secretariat was also making available to States Parties a global network of experts that were to be trained by UNESCO to lead the various workshops currently being planned by UNESCO in many Member States. 
35. The Secretary of the Convention took the opportunity to thank all the donors that supported the capacity-building strategy and in particular Japan, the United Arab Emirates, Norway, Spain, the European Union, Cyprus, Italy, Hungary, the Republic of Korea, among others. The Secretary also wished to thank China for its secondment of a civil servant to work on the capacity-building programme, noting that the expanding network of Category 2 centres would play an important role. The Secretary recalled that five Category 2 centres had been approved during the last session of the General Conference of UNESCO, which are in addition to the existing regional centres for intangible cultural heritage and would further promote visibility of the Convention. The Secretary also thanked Norway for its financial support in the production of the kit on intangible cultural heritage now available in five languages, with a contribution from Spain for the Spanish version. In addition, a publication Capturing the Intangible had been produced as well as publication of the 2008-2009 inscriptions, and photo exhibitions had been organized both in Abu Dhabi and UNESCO Headquarters, Paris.
36. The Chairperson spoke in appreciation of the immense work carried out by the Secretariat noting that the General Assembly provided the occasion to discuss ways to increase its resources and help ease its workload in the future. The Chairperson invited the General Assembly for comments on the oral reports.
37. The delegation of Peru spoke of its commitment to the Convention and of the honour of having been a Committee Member for the past four years. The delegation expressed satisfaction for the excellent work of the regional Category 2 centre for safeguarding intangible heritage in Cusco whose work had helped to support the region especially in the area of capacity-building and promoting and raising awareness among local communities. The delegation spoke of an initiative at CRESPIAL involving the Aymara community – shared by Bolivia, Chile and Peru – recognized by UNESCO as a best practice under Article 18 of the Convention. The delegation concluded by thanking the outgoing Chairperson, Mr Chérif Khaznadar, and the Secretariat for its tireless efforts, as well as the working groups, and spoke positively about increasing the resources made available to the Secretariat as well as resources for international assistance for the preparation of nominations. 
38. The delegation of Japan considered that the completion of the first inscriptions onto the lists in Abu Dhabi was a big step forward for the 2003 Convention and took the opportunity to congratulate the Subsidiary Body, the Secretariat, and concerned States Parties for its realization. The delegation reiterated its commitment to cooperation in order to achieve the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage through a thorough rationalization of the system and greater visibility. It noted the difficulties encountered in the second cycle of inscriptions on the Representative List and recalled that, due to the limited capacity of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, only 54 nominated files from 147 submitted had been examined, leaving 93 files pending evaluation. The delegation recalled that the Legal Advisor had stated that the unexamined nominations were still valid and, for the sake of visibility and legality of the Convention, should be examined once relevant bodies had the capacity to undertake the work. The delegation asked the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body for the planned schedule to complete this task and recommended that this issue feature on the agenda at the next Committee meeting. 
39. The Secretary of the Convention explained that the Subsidiary Body in charge of the examination of the 2011 nominations was to be established in Kenya at the Committee’s fifth session when the new members will be elected for the two future cycles of examination. This Subsidiary Body together with the Committee would determine how to resolve the issue of unexamined files.

40. The delegation of Norway expressed full support that resources were directed towards national assistance and the work related to the Urgent Safeguarding List. It recognized the challenges faced by the volume of nominations and agreed that practical solutions had to be found. However, the delegation found difficulty in understanding the overwhelming interest of the Representative List whose purpose was visibility and was not, in itself, a safeguarding measure, which is the principal objective of the Convention. The delegation explained that the core of the Convention formulated as national obligations in Articles 11 to 15, which outlined the role and responsibilities of States Parties, and these measures thoroughly described safeguarding measures. The delegation expressed its satisfaction by the approach taken by the Committee but was surprised and concerned that so few requests had been made for international assistance as well as the low number of nominations submitted to the Urgent Safeguarding List. The delegation concluded by urging States Parties to take advantage of the means available for international assistance. The Representative List should be an option, if and when, there was a need to increase visibility and doubted whether it would contribute to efforts in the implementation of the Convention. Nationally, priority should be given to concrete safeguarding measures, international efforts would be made in the field of capacity-building together with partners and through adequate channels.

41. The delegation of Zimbabwe wished to know how many of the files examined came from Sub-Saharan Africa. Speaking about experiences from the Oral Masterpieces, the delegation had no doubt that without a reasonable injection of assistance, developing countries and in particular Sub-Saharan Africa would be faced with the same fate as the 1972 World Heritage Convention. The delegation concurred with the remarks made by Norway that the focus should be on capacity-building for those States Parties that urgently required this assistance, which should be a priority.

42. The Secretary of the Convention responded that three submissions from Africa were examined in the previous cycle but was unable to give the precise number of files in the current cycle, suffice to say that there were very few from Sub-Saharan Africa.

43. The delegation of Senegal wished to echo the remarks made by Zimbabwe and Norway and acknowledged the immense work undertaken by the Secretariat in the different regions in creating visibility for the Convention as well as the success achieved in the number of ratifications, the safeguarding plans implemented, and the training workshops that had taken place in Africa. However, there was a flagrant imbalance in the nominations between regions observed over a number of years, which was of obvious concern. Moreover, there was an absence of NGOs involved in the process for Sub-Saharan Africa and the delegation wished to encourage the Secretariat to work on the action points, that is to say, to raise awareness among States Parties on the importance of safeguarding and to encourage the African NGOs working at the ground level to raise the issue to the institutional level.
44. In response to the remarks made by Senegal, the Secretary of the Convention wished to make clear that since 2008, the Secretariat had received 500 files that comprised nominations to the two lists of the Convention, the register of best practices, international requests, as well as requests of accreditation from NGOs, of which 20 files emanated from Africa. This was the reason behind prioritizing capacity-building i.e. through training workshops, as had been highlighted in the report by the Secretariat.  
45. The delegation of Saint Lucia wished to share the concerns, as expressed by Norway, on the importance granted to the Representative List, and had observed during the many meetings that States Parties had different opinions as to the objectives of the Convention. The delegation felt that some States Parties believed the Convention to be an offshoot of the 1972 World Heritage Convention, and that during its negotiation phase it was understood that action had to be urgently taken because intangible cultural elements were under severe threat from disappearing, yet there was lesser interest in the Urgent Safeguarding List. The delegation cautioned the overuse of the Representative List when the real objectives resided in protection and inventories.

46. The delegation of Latvia wished to point out that awareness-raising was one aspect of safeguarding and understood and supported the need to raise awareness of the Convention for the society as a whole, and the role of education and integration of intangible cultural heritage in education systems were currently being experienced in Latvia. Latvia supported the idea of an advanced network of experts as well as their regional cooperation, and recognized the value of NGOs. With regard to the work of the Secretariat, the delegation was happy to hear that social networks were being used to reach a broad section of society, yet wished to see National Commissions play a more prominent role in the implementation of the Convention through dissemination among local communities as well as at the policy level. 

47. The delegation of Morocco shared the viewpoints of Norway and other delegations and expressed concern in the direction in which the Convention was heading. Noting that the tenth anniversary of the adoption of the Convention was soon to be celebrated, the delegation reiterated that safeguarding was at the heart of the Convention. In the report presented by the Secretariat, the delegation recalled that 147 nominations had been received but only 54 would be examined during the 2010 cycle, which was a de facto limitation. The delegation wished to know the criteria on which the chosen files had been examined and draw the General Assembly’s attention to document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/8 (Use of the resources of the Intangible Cultural Fund) and the matter of decreasing the part dedicated to preparatory assistance from 17.5% to 6%, which would reduce the work on safeguarding measures.
48. The Secretary of the Convention made clear that at the fourth Committee session in Abu Dhabi, the Subsidiary Body had deemed the number of nominations too high and as a result the Committee had adopted decision 4.COM 19 that enabled the Committee to exceptionally decide on the priority files to be evaluated in 2010. Following that decision, the Subsidiary Body decided to examine 54 files, making sure any submitting State would have at least one nomination examined during the current cycle. 

49. The delegation of Mexico fully supported the positions of the delegations of Norway, Senegal, Saint Lucia and Morocco and believed that after ten years, following the adoption of the Convention, it was time to reflect on the direction of the Convention. The delegation voiced concerns about the imbalances, and the anniversary would be an occasion to take stock of the situation thus far. The delegation felt that these issues had already been largely debated in Abu Dhabi and now the General Assembly should give clear directions in a working document to be taken to the next General Assembly, and that there should be a re-focus of the work of the Secretariat to better develop capacity, raise awareness, provide visibility, prepare inventories and implement safeguarding programmes. Additionally, resources needed to be harnessed for nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List as well as the best practices that serve as models for the benefit of the Member States, so as redress focus from the Representative List. 

50. The delegation of China noted the growing number of States Parties having ratified the Convention and therefore safeguarding intangible cultural heritage had proved to be very successful thanks in large part to the hard work carried by the Secretariat and the Committee for which they were commended. The delegation recalled that the Convention was indeed young and there was still a lot of ground to cover to build experience. China also noted and expressed concern about the imbalance between the two lists. The delegation understood the difficulties encountered by the Secretariat and the Committee, which only highlighted the need to find solutions.

51. The delegation of Grenada joined in the concern regarding the imbalance between the lists and spoke about the action plan for 2010-2012 for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage in the Caribbean that was recently adopted during the sub-regional meeting in intangible cultural heritage organized in Grenada from 10 to 11 June, organized in close cooperation with the UNESCO cluster office in Jamaica and regional office in Cuba. This demonstrated the first step in view of the promotion of the Convention, its ratification by States, and its effective implementation in the framework of fruitful regional cooperation. The delegation believed that organizing such capacity-building workshops and strengthening regional cooperation would help States Parties to better understand the real objectives of the Convention.

52. The delegation of Belgium rallied behind the comments made by Norway both in the national and international implementation of the Convention, and fully endorsed the analysis, which was deemed extremely important.

53. The delegation of Estonia supported the concerns expressed by Norway and the other States Parties concerning the focus on the Representative List, which should be more concerned with the role and participation of communities in the implementation process. Additionally, the meaning and role of the Urgent Safeguarding List should be taken more seriously and that national and international work was extremely important and therefore the significance of capacity-building was of great concern. 

54. The delegation of Guatemala agreed with the remarks made by the States Parties concerning the imbalances on the lists while re-focusing efforts in favor of the Urgent Safeguarding List, not least because the communities were holders of traditional wisdom, which brought valuable ideas on the links between humans and nature and were thus valuable to the future of humankind. In this vein, the delegation sought greater support for the Urgent Safeguarding List. It further raised the question as to whether a mechanism had possibly failed, and highlighted the need for preparatory assistance and was equally alarmed about the decrease proposed, which would not help in redressing the balance. 

55. The delegation of Ethiopia appreciated the oral reports but wished to raise the recurrent issue of imbalance. With reference to paragraph 33 of the Secretariat report, and noting that the Secretariat had been involved in advocacy work, the delegation wondered whether the Secretariat had identified the major problems encountered by States Parties so as to better design a more effective approach. Viewing paragraph 33 in relation to paragraph 24 and the development of the central issue of capacity-building strategy, the delegation advised identifying the priority areas, such as the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage in danger and ideas for networking. Concerning field offices referred to in paragraph 21, the delegation felt that attention should be focused on States Parties such that National Commissions be strengthened in terms of capacity-building. With reference to paragraph 25 and Category 2 centres, the delegation felt it would be useful to promote networking among the centres as well as explore the possibility of developing countries to benefit from their experiences. 

56. The delegation of Japan reiterated that the primary purpose of the Convention was to safeguard intangible cultural heritage and financial and intellectual contributions in this respect had been made by Japan. Moreover, it intended to establish a Category 2 centre in 2011 in order to support safeguarding activities in developing countries. Meanwhile, the Representative List sought to increase visibility and encourage dialogue that respected cultural diversity, as noted in Article 16 of the Convention. The delegation agreed that safeguarding intangible cultural heritage was the top priority but that the Representative List served to create visibility and therefore contributed towards rallying public support for greater financial contributions toward more safeguarding activities.  
57. The delegation of Peru agreed with the comments made by the States Parties and wished to highlight concern regarding funds directed to international assistance (as noted in document 8), which would increase from 52% to 58%, whereas funds allocated to preparatory assistance would decrease, which is of particular concern for developing countries such as Peru that do not have the resources to carry out the work. 
58. The delegation of Armenia shared the concern with respect to the imbalance between the lists and suggested greater financial input in education programmes, awareness-raising and capacity-building, which had a vital role in the Convention. Fully aware of the workload of the Secretariat, the delegation suggested that staff coming from developing countries that served the Secretariat would later be able to transfer their experiences to their own countries. 

59. The delegation of Colombia understood that processes were different in countries and that there had been a focus on the Representative List with fewer elements on the Urgent Safeguarding List because countries were developing their safeguarding instruments in order to put into place the necessary measures. The delegation proposed to discuss the kind of safeguarding measures being developed during the working group in order to exchange ideas on how to effectively safeguard intangible cultural heritage regardless of the list to which the nominations were submitted since it was understood that States Parties, signatories to the Convention, had already made a commitment to safeguard. The delegation also commended the work of the regional centres whose role was of vital importance, and appealed for the inclusion of experts from the communities themselves. 

60. The delegation of Monaco echoed the concerns raised by Norway and other delegations, and felt that the imbalance was a side effect of the misinterpretation of the Convention as well as how the Convention was seen by the wider public. The delegation felt that Article 16 of the Convention concerning the Representative List could not be complied with since it made reference to its own importance, yet despite the high number of inscriptions, the Representative List did not have an educational objective and hence the importance of capacity-building which placed the onus on communities. The delegation concluded that intangible cultural heritage was not an object of publicity and spoke of the importance of international cooperation with a focus on the implementation of effective safeguarding measures.

61. The Secretary of the Convention thanked the States Parties for their interventions and their appreciation of the work of the Secretariat. Referring to some of the points raised, the Secretary spoke of the Category 2 centres that comprised an active network, and informed about an imminent meeting in Bangkok on shared heritage as an occasion to unite the Asian Category 2 centres that act in partnership with the Secretariat on strengthening capacity-building, disseminating information and sharing experiences. She explained the systematic way of tackling capacity-building assisted by UNESCO’s regional offices tasked with contacting States Parties (including States that have not yet ratified the Convention) via National Commissions and ministries in order to understand their specific needs. Moreover the strategy was not theoretical but based on feedback from States Parties and their concrete needs and requests. 

62. With regard to the question on preparatory assistance, the Secretary of the Convention informed the General Assembly that the issue would be explained in detail when tackling agenda item 8 on the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. Nonetheless, the Secretary informed that 17.7% of the Fund had been made available for preparatory assistance totaling US$400,000, of which only US$55,000 had been used on ten requests, and that a large part of the Fund remained available, which was due to the fact that States Parties lacked the capacity to formulate requests for preparatory assistance. The Secretariat had therefore proposed to maintain a large portion of the funds for preparatory assistance as 6% of the Fund, representing US$300,000, which was likely to be greater than the total expected requests. Meanwhile the resources saved would be allocated to strengthening capacity-building. Responding to the suggestion by the delegation of Peru, the Secretariat welcomed additional capacity from developing countries and had proposed to donors to make financial contributions in this regard. With respect to the remark by the delegation of Colombia, the Secretary understood the importance of effective safeguarding plans and believed that the register of best practices provided examples that worked as educational programmes.

63. Referring to the Secretary’s comment on the contacts established with States Parties, the delegation of Peru asked whether the information gleaned was available for consultation. 
64. The Secretary of the Convention reiterated that the information was sought by regional offices and collected by means of a questionnaire; the results were revealed through a number of workshops (around 50 throughout the world) organized within the Regular Programme (35/C5) in workplans available to all Member States. 

65. The Chairperson concluded the discussion on item 4 and moved to item 7 of the agenda. 

66. The Secretary of the Convention announced that Group V(a) had convened a meeting of its members at the end of the present session. 
ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS TO PROVIDE ADVISORY SERVICES TO THE COMMITTEE
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/7+Corr.
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.7
Resolution 3.GA 7
67. The Chairperson presented the item on the NGOs, which had consistently attracted keen attention from the States Parties. The Chairperson explained the division of labour set out in the Convention whereby the Committee proposed a set of criteria for the accreditation of NGOs adopted by the General Assembly in the Operational Directives in 2008. The Committee identified 97 NGOs that had satisfied the criteria and would therefore recommend their accreditation and, if accepted, the NGOs would be accredited for four years during which time they may be called upon by the Committee to provide advisory services. The Chairperson welcomed the more than 50 NGOs currently present and for their interest in joining the week’s debates and whose wealth of knowledge and experiences would prove an invaluable contribution to the implementation of the Convention.

68. The Secretary of the Convention reiterated the important role of NGOs, which was enshrined in Article 9 of the Convention, and recalled that the General Assembly was being asked to accredit 97 NGOs recommended by the Committee and annexed to document 7. She recalled that the criteria and procedures for accreditation were adopted at the last session as part of the Operational Directives, and that the Committee was invited by Resolution 2.GA 6 to submit a list of NGOs that had satisfied the criteria. Additionally, the General Assembly requested the Director-General ‘to take the necessary measures to publish and widely disseminate the information regarding the criteria, modalities and procedures for accreditation of non-governmental organizations that may wish to request accreditation as foreseen in Article 9 of the Convention’. The General Assembly, in the same Resolution, invited the Committee ‘to submit to it for accreditation at its subsequent sessions the names of non-governmental organizations that satisfy the criteria for accreditation laid down in the Operational Directives’.
69. The Secretary of the Convention spoke about the efforts made by the Committee by recalling that only 4 NGOs attended as observers during the first session of the Committee in Algiers in November 2006 but since, a considerable amount of time had been spent discussing how best to include a greater number of NGOs in the work of the Committee and on an equitable geographic basis. The Committee thus began drafting criteria for accreditation. From the outset the Committee wished to ensure a geographically diverse pool of NGOs by taking into consideration differing national and legal contexts requiring as a minimum that they had a legal personality recognized in the country in which they were headquartered, enjoyed active membership and had at least four years experience in intangible cultural heritage activities. The Committee then asked the States Parties to submit a list of suitable organizations, research institutes, centres of excellence, public and private bodies, individual experts and others with proven competence. The Secretary drew attention to the document containing almost 500 organizations recommended by fifty States Parties as well as 450 individual recommended experts. She reminded the General Assembly that the Resolution provided the possibility of States Parties to submit additional names to the database, which additionally contained the names of another 200 organizations and 900 individual experts from around the world, and was considered an important tool in the dissemination of information. By the third session of the Committee in Istanbul, more than 200 requests for accreditation had been received, of which half satisfied the criteria. Decision 3.COM 9 had thus recommended 51 organizations in Istanbul, though the Committee regretted that there were not geographically represented. Meanwhile the Secretariat continued and redoubled efforts to disseminate information on procedures and criteria for accreditation in the under-represented regions. The Committee was thus pleased to note in the fourth session in Abu Dhabi, 9 NGOs from under-represented regions from the 48 recommendations (in 4.COM 9).
70. The Secretary of the Convention further informed the General Assembly that 97 NGOs had been recommended and, should the General Assembly accept the Committee’s recommendations, the organizations would be accredited to act in an advisory capacity to the Committee as spelled out in the Operational Directives, which also envisaged periodic reviews of the accredited organizations; the first would begin in 2014. The Secretary then briefly introduced the paragraphs in Resolution 3.GA 7. 
71. The Chairperson appreciated the work and attention paid to the issue of NGO participation and informed the General Assembly that the Secretariat had made an initial assessment that identified the 97 NGOs as having satisfied the criteria, which the Committee accepted and therefore made recommendations in this regard. He invited the States Parties to make comments on the 97 organizations recommended before moving to the other paragraphs of the draft resolution.

72. The delegation of Latvia wished to see a broader role of the NGOs in addition to their advisory role, for example in the promotion of the Convention within the communities. The delegation questioned about the accreditation of national sections of international NGOs and whether the international NGOs would also enjoy the accreditation by association. Furthermore, the delegation questioned the way of accreditation of organizations that enjoyed a close and official relationship with UNESCO, i.e. ICOMOS, and how this would be interpreted.

73. The delegation of Romania wished to inform the General Assembly that it had supplied a list of organizations, institutions and experts to the Secretariat but it had not specifically recommended the Associatia Teatrului Folcloric din România si Republica Moldova.
74. The Secretary of the Convention made clear that the countries listed in the Annex of the documents under consideration corresponded to the country headquarters of the organization and did not imply that a country had taken a position on the organization in question. With regard to the first point made by Latvia regarding the wider role these organizations could play, she highlighted that the statement was reflected in the Operational Directives with regard to awareness raising and the role of civil society at the national level. With regard to the point on international and affiliate organizations located nationally, the criteria adopted required that an organization enjoy a legal personality nationally, which may differ from the international umbrella organization, and was thus treated individually. This also applied to organizations with an affiliate group associated with UNESCO. 

75. Referring to the point made by the Secretariat regarding the request made to States Parties to list selected NGOs for accreditation, the delegation of France spoke of some confusion resulting from the circulation of two lists emanating from the fact that certain NGOs had been selected by States Parties while others had made requests individually.

76. The Secretary of the Convention concurred that there were indeed two parallel processes such that soliciting NGOs, experts, centres of expertise and other entities was a continual process whose aim was to constitute a broad pool of expertise. Moreover, mailing lists were sent to the NGOs inviting them to request accreditation on their own behalf. Alternatively, an entity may seek accreditation and, should they meet the criteria, may well result in a recommendation by the Committee without necessarily the knowledge of the State Party from where it originated. The Secretary of the Convention spoke of a recent proposal whereby the entities would seek endorsement by the State Party prior to the request for accreditation. However, this was unanimously rejected by the Committee because – by definition – an NGO was not a governmental entity, having proved its legal status within the country of its headquarters. 

77. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran asked whether there had been efforts to raise awareness in States Parties in for example soliciting names of experts, and expressed concern that sparse information was available on the listed NGOs and therefore requested that a presentation be made for each cited entity. Referring to the four-year review, the delegation asked whether the NGOs would be evaluated on a regular basis and, if so, what were the evaluation criteria. 
78. The Secretary of the Convention explained that following its first meeting in Algiers the Committee took a decision asking the Director-General to contact the States Parties, while the Secretariat – of its own volition – contacted the ministries on an annual basis. With regard to the background information on the NGOs, the Secretary drew attention to the hyperlinks in document 7 that referred to the original request. With regard to the question on the criteria of the four-year review, the Secretary informed that they were set out in the Operational Directives whereby the Committee would evaluate the entities to ensure they continued to satisfy the accreditation criteria.
79. The delegation of Morocco drew attention to Article 11(b) of the Convention that mentioned the possibility of involving NGOs in the safeguarding process while the Operational Directives mentioned accreditation procedures, which were seemingly different positions. The delegate felt that in view of the review of the Operational Directives this issue was worth discussing. The delegate also spoke in favor of having more information available on the NGOs.
80. The Secretary of the Convention indicated that information available online could be included in the document in the future but that the requests for accreditation were available on the website of the Convention.
81. The delegation of Greece noted that national museums and galleries figured on the list and asked whether they were considered as NGOs. 
82. The Secretary of the Convention clarified that the list also included governmental organizations, centres of expertise, research institutes and many public bodies while the organizations recommended for accreditation had demonstrated their status as an NGO i.e. were not considered to be a public body according to domestic law. 
83. Considering their advisory functions, the delegation of Mexico noted the imbalance on the representation of NGOs and appealed to the Committee to have the broadest possible participation of NGOs from all the world’s regions, and asked the Secretariat whether they had perceived difficulties on the part of certain NGOs i.e. of the 182 entities requesting accreditation only 98 were presented for approval. The delegation asked how the Secretariat could facilitate the requests, especially from developing countries that are were clearly underrepresented. 
84. The delegation of Romania understood that those NGOs satisfying the criteria should be accredited, but at the same time some NGOs did have a link with the government so it was important that Secretariat make apparent those links. The delegation wished to add a sentence in the Annex that would state that the list of NGOs was recommended by the Secretariat, so that it did not appear that the State Party had endorsed the recommendation. 
85. The Chairperson wished to made clear that the list had been approved by the Committee and was therefore not a recommendation by the Secretariat.
86. The delegation of Peru endorsed the statement by the delegation of Mexico regarding the inequitable geographic distribution of the NGOs, which merited further discussion on how to improve participation by the under-represented regions.
87. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran expressed some unease with the term ‘accreditation’ as it was difficult to accredit NGOs that were unknown to the States Parties, which was assumed as an endorsement, and suggested employing the term ‘authorizes’ such that Secretariat is authorized to consult the NGOs. 

88. The Secretary of the Convention made reference to Article 9 of the Convention entitled ‘Accreditation of advisory organizations’ and therefore an alternative term could not be used. 

89. The delegation of China supported the remarks made by the ones of Mexico and Peru and agreed that NGOs with recognized expertise had an important role in their advisory capacity and as such they should be representative yet there was a noted imbalance, which called for greater awareness raising that would lead to a solution to redress the imbalance. 

90. The delegation of Saint Lucia shared the concerns voiced by Mexico regarding the imbalance but felt that it was a duty of the States Parties to encourage its own NGOs in its own countries to apply for accreditation. 

91. The delegation of Mexico reiterated its question concerning the difficulties encountered by certain NGOs in their applications. 

92. The Secretary of the Convention replied that the issue was encountered at every step of the process and reminded the General Assembly that the database was only as good as the information supplied by the States Parties. She regretted that only few responses had been received from certain regions of the world and that some of the information provided was incomplete. For example in Group V(b), the names of 73 organizations were provided but only addresses for 23 of them. The Secretary explained that all the NGOs that succeeded in their application were examined, but some had failed to meet the criteria. In some cases the entities referred to units of public bodies or community groups with no legal personality or the NGOs had inadequate experience in the field of intangible cultural heritage. In one third of the cases, the requests were incomplete so the Secretariat continued to work with the organization to help obtain the supporting documents i.e. legal status, membership that would satisfy the Committee and so on. The Secretary made clear that in the division of labour, the Committee proposed the accreditation to the General Assembly following prior discussion, based on which recommendations were made.
93. The delegation of Ethiopia asked the Secretariat whether the Committee in the process of recommendations faced any particular problems. The delegation made reference to paragraph 97 of the Operational Directives that outlined the criteria and felt that grey areas existed i.e. in the assessment of active membership, the satisfactory work of the NGO and so on. 

94. The delegation of Ecuador reiterated the need to ensure that there was equitable geographic distribution of NGOs. With regard to the draft Resolution, the delegation noted that it began with Article 9 of the Convention yet in the document by the Secretariat and the draft Resolution there seemed to be some confusion with the provisions of Article 8 such that it appeared that two different groups of NGOs were being referred to: the accredited NGOs that play an advisory role, and the other group made up of physical private or public organizations that could be consulted by the Committee on specific issues. 

95. Responding to the question by Ethiopia, the Secretary of the Convention explained that the help of permanent delegations was occasionally sought with regard to translations, the national legal status and so on, and informed that the Secretariat does provide some flexibility within the criteria in order to accommodate the wide range of forms of documentation submitted. The major obstacle resided in the insufficient information supplied.
96. The Chairperson proceeded with the draft Resolution paragraph-by-paragraph. No objections were raised for paragraphs 1 and 2, which were duly adopted by the General Assembly. 
97. With regard to paragraph 3, the Islamic Republic of Iran, supported by the delegation of Bangladesh, wished to add ‘for a period of four years’ corresponding to the period after which a review would take place. The Legal Advisor had no issue with inserting the suggested text.
98. The delegations of Mexico and Colombia wished to add a sentence at the end of paragraph 4 inviting the Director-General to undertake the same measures to disseminate the criteria ‘particularly among Groups II, III, V(a) and V(b)’. Given that within each group NGOs were not equally represented, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran wished to delete the proposal from Mexico and Colombia.  
99. The delegation of Zimbabwe felt that the proposal by Mexico and Colombia addressed the concern of under-representation by highlighting the need for additional efforts in the regions cited. 

100. The delegation of Saint Lucia, supported by the Delegation of Kenya, asked that an assessment be made to verify the numbers of NGOs from each region and agreed with the proposal made by the delegation of Mexico and suggested ‘notably’ in place of ‘particularly’. 

101. In view of the two different positions expressed, the Chairperson formulated an alternative to the citation of the groups with ‘under-represented regions or countries’. 

102. The delegation of Zimbabwe endorsed the amended proposal. 

103. The Chairperson thus proposed to insert ‘particularly for those NGOs coming from under-represented regions or countries’. No objections were voiced and paragraph 4 was duly adopted by the General Assembly.

104. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 5 and 6. 

105. The delegation of Mexico wished to express its support to the statement made by the delegation of Saint Lucia following the intervention by the delegation of Ecuador. 

106. The delegation of Peru wished to endorse the statements by Ecuador, Mexico and Saint Lucia. 

107. The delegation of Colombia supported the positions voiced by the delegations of Ecuador, Mexico and Saint Lucia and felt that there should be a distinction made between the database and the accredited NGOs. 

108. The delegation of Algeria supported the interventions asking to delete the paragraph. 

109. The delegation of Saint Lucia proposed to keep the principle of the sentence but to address it to NGOs only and thus delete the remaining text that referred to other entities, as they did not have the same functions under the Convention. No objections were raised and thus were duly adopted by the General Assembly.

110. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 7 and as no objections were raised, it was duly adopted by the General Assembly.
111. The General Assembly adopted Resolution 3.GA 7 and the Chairperson declared item 7 closed. 
112. A representative of the NGO Liaison Committee at UNESCO (observer) congratulated the Chairperson on his election and judging from past cooperation with the Convention’s governing bodies, the representative felt assured of the continuity of the collaboration. The representative noted that the NGOs participating in the present session as observers was indicative of their large contribution evidenced by their participation in Abu Dhabi thanks to the generosity of the United Arab Emirates. The representative spoke about the bearers of intangible cultural heritage and the important role played by NGOs in bridging dialogue, and urged the General Assembly to positively consider the recommendation by the Committee to set up a consultative body comprising of six NGOs and six independent experts, which would be a valuable contribution by civil society in pursuit of the goals of the Convention.  

113.  The Chairperson duly announced the meeting adjourned.
[Tuesday 22 June 2010, Room II, 6.30 p.m.]

[Working group of the General Assembly]

114. The Chairperson of the working group of the General Assembly, Mr Toshiyuki Kono from Japan, recalled what has been said by the Chairperson of the Committee, Mr Jacob Ole Miaron, when presenting his part of the activities of the Committee. When the Committee met in Abu Dhabi it established an open-ended working group to examine a number of possible amendments to the Operational Directives. Their results have been very substantial, and now the working group of the General Assembly should receive the Committee’s working group formal report and recommendations. The working group of the General Assembly in turn can decide to present the document to the Assembly for its consideration. He suggested that it is not the time to enter in detail into the substance of the working group’s proposal, but simply to decide whether the working group of the General Assembly is satisfied with its overall direction. If yes, the working group will forward it to the General Assembly where there will be the opportunity for amendments and for additional debate. 
115. The Secretary of the Convention informed the working group of the General Assembly that the working group of the Committee was established by the Committee in Abu Dhabi, at its fourth session, to propose to the General Assembly amendments to the Operational Directives, since only the General Assembly is entitled to approve the Directives. It normally returns to the Committee to propose such amendments, but the Committee had no time to do so in Abu Dhabi therefore faced with a dilemma, either to postpone the work on its next two sessions, or try to work thoroughly before the next session of the General Assembly, as a working group. This second option was chosen. This working group met twice in Abu Dhabi and then on 21 May, 1 June and yesterday 21 June 2010. In order to prepare the work of the 21 May meeting, the Secretariat organized an expert meeting on 15 March 2010, through the generous support of the Japanese government. At the end of the meeting on 21 May, the working group decided to meet as a small working group to translate the ideas emerging from the meeting as amendments to the Operational Directives. These are the results of the discussions from 1 June, which was adopted yesterday during the last meeting of the Working Committee and submitted to you, as an information document ITH/10/3.GA /CONF.201/INF.5 in the six working languages of the General Assembly. INF documents are usually prepared only in English and French, but given its importance, we felt it crucial to make it available in the six working languages of the General Assembly.
116. The Chairperson of the working group of the General Assembly invited the Chairperson of the working group of the Committee, Mr Chérif Khaznadar, to present the results of its works.

117. The Chairperson of the working group of the Committee noted that despite strong discussions of the working group, it managed to finally reach a consensus. The working group did not find the ideal solutions to the many challenges that have emerged since the Second General Assembly but resolved some, although the working group recognizes that today’s solutions may in turn require improvements in the years to come. The working group was established by the Committee in Abu Dhabi to find solutions to some weaknesses of the Directives which led during the first cycle of the implementation of the Convention to some difficulties. These dysfunctions observed would only get worse for the two additional years, which would certainly lead to a system crash. On the one hand, finding a balance between the three lists of the Convention ‑ with considerable interest for the Representative List ( 111 nominations), and an interest much less marked for the Urgent Safeguarding List (12 nominations) and the register of best practices (3 proposals), yet central mechanisms of the Convention. The relatively low number of requests for international assistance, even though the Fund has the means to that end, was also considered indicative of the need for information and support to States to enable them to benefit from these mechanisms. The second cycle did not give a more balanced trend: 147 nominations were received for the Representative List, 4 for the Urgent Safeguarding List and 15 proposals for the register of best practices. Requests to the Fund remain relatively few. In addition, the Committee observed a very heavy workload generated by the number of nominations to the Representative List for the Committee, its Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat. The Subsidiary Body on nominations to the Representative List pointed out in Abu Dhabi, when he made his first report to the Committee, that his workload was very heavy for the first cycle, where it had considered 111 nominations and proposed amendments to the Operational Directives, including some that aimed at limiting the number of nominations per state and per year to the Representative List. The Committee noted that indeed the workload was very important, but felt it was necessary to explore a set of solutions that did not necessarily set limits, and that this required further reflection. It is within this context that the intergovernmental working group, open to participation by all States parties, was established under the decision 4.COM 19. When the Secretariat presented an overview of the work of the Secretariat during the expert meeting on 15 March, the Chairperson of the working group of the Committee said having been amazed to see the complexity of many procedures that were implemented. It was clear that a number of new and much simpler procedures would have to be found. These various procedures have been widely discussed during the meetings of the working group in order to simplify the procedures, to streamline the examination procedures and to establish a clear distinction between the Representative List and the other mechanisms, which have different objectives, and should not therefore be treated the same way.
118. The Chairperson of the working group of the Committee continued that for the Representative List, it was proposed to modify the forms to make them easier to complete, with multiple choice boxes in some cases, even if these proposals are not included in the revised Directives. Similarly, many discussions were held on how the Subsidiary Body could organize its work, to make its task easier. This issue also has been postponed to the Committee and the Body itself, and does not appear in the revised Directives. He invited the working group of the General Assembly to keep this in mind when considering the revised Directives. Finally, the Secretariat would no longer engage in a thorough reading of the nominations, or translate them, and confine itself to verifying whether all the required technical elements are annexed to the nomination and it would be up for members of the Subsidiary Body to request additional information from the submitting State Party. With regard to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the international assistance requests greater than US$25,000 dollars, a Consultative Body is proposed to be established, allowing some continuity of advisory opinions which is not the case today. The annual renewal of expertise will benefit a wide range of assistance, but also to ensure consistency in the methods of work of this Consultative Body. The Chairperson explained that the working group found it more appropriate to make this same Consultative Body examining the proposals for programs, projects and activities of the register of best practices rather than by a working group to be established by the Committee during its sessions. The other significant change proposed by the working group is the adoption of a single schedule for all procedures. Having streamlined the procedures themselves, it seems reasonable to harmonize their schedules in order to simplify the work. He highlighted that the document for which the working group has reached a consensus is probably not perfect but is the result of a consensus that has carefully built over many meetings and several months. These discussions have seen the active participation of a large number of States Parties to the Convention, and he expressed his hope that the working group of the General Assembly will consider that the results of its work is worthy of being brought to the attention of the General Assembly.
119. The Chairperson of the working group of the General Assembly thanked Mr Khaznadar for the reminder of the working group’s efforts to find a solution. As many States parties took part in the debates over the various meetings, he invited the working group of the General Assembly not to go into detailed discussions of these amended Directives but rather to adopt a formal decision to pass these results to the General Assembly. As no objections were voiced by the working group, the chairperson declared adopted the decision to pass on the document to the General Assembly. 
[Wednesday 23 June 2010, Room II, 10 a.m.]
ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA: USE OF THE RESOURCES OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE FUND
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/8

Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.8
Resolution: 3.GA 8

120. The Chairperson also wished to inform the General Assembly that the Bureau had decided to tackle agenda item 11 and part of item 12 in the present day’s afternoon session, which would follow item 10 as this was considered to facilitate the election on Thursday afternoon.

121. The Chairperson thanked the Committee for the overview of the budget for the 2010 and 2011 biennium and explained that while there was a need for financial assistance for safeguarding efforts around the world, the money in the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund was largely unspent, and that the States Parties that needed it most were often the least able to take advantage of this opportunity as they lacked the technical capacity to formulate sound proposals. He reminded the General Assembly that the ICH Fund needed to be used in the short term to help develop States Parties long term capacity in order to benefit from the ICH Fund, and that the amount allocated of US$4.7 million seemed more than adequate to cover the needs anticipated by the Committee.
122. The Chairperson opened the floor to general debate on the budget table.

123. The delegation of the Republic of Korea stated that the most important action was to increase capacity building and raise the awareness of the Member States so that they could take full advantage of the various mechanisms. The delegation supported the Draft Plan for the use of the resources of the ICH Fund, but wished to receive more information on the proportion of voluntary contributions vis-à-vis the compulsory contributions of Member States towards the Fund.

124. The delegation of Egypt suggested devising a simplified mechanism as well as a model pattern for submitting requests, which would facilitate the way in which files were completed. The delegation reminded the General Assembly that the way in which a culture perceived its own needs has to be taken into account when processing requests, and that efforts should be taken by UNESCO in order to better disseminate the concept of intangible cultural heritage.

125. The delegation of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic supported the outline of the budget. The delegation stated that national capacity building had to be bolstered by entrusting national staff with the implementation of the Convention, which was why the delegation welcomed the setting up of the Category 2 centres in the Asia-Pacific Region.

126. The delegation of Guatemala stated that the Urgent Safeguarding List should have precedence over the Representative List, and that the essence of the Convention should not be warped in favour of procedures. The delegation was of the opinion that the rules elaborated by UNESCO were not well suited to national situations and made it difficult for countries to receive funds. The delegation proposed to decentralize the funds by relying on field officers to a greater extent. 

127. The delegation of Bangladesh stated that the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage largely depended on resource mobilization and recognized that because of constraints in resources, countries often had to concentrate on more pressing priorities. The delegation stated that the proposal made by the Committee was well planned but that the percentage of the Fund for international assistance could be increased. The delegation agreed with the idea that the process should be simplified. 

128. The delegation of Estonia supported the draft budget outlined and was happy to note the substantial increase for capacity-building and awareness raising activities.

129. The delegation of Morocco felt that the documents were well prepared but wished to know how the amount allocated to preparatory assistance was decided on and if there was a danger of being faced with too many requests.

130. The delegation of Jordan stressed the importance of improving Operational Directives to suit the needs of the different States Parties, in particular regarding the Representative List. Giving the example of the Living Heritage of the Mediterranean project, the delegation agreed with the idea that building capacity through workshops, seminars and partnerships involving the society at large was crucial for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. 

131. The delegation of the Democratic People’s Republic of China was of the opinion that the increase in the percentage of funds allocated to capacity-building, awareness raising and education was a necessary adjustment and agreed with the fact that some countries had difficulties in preparing requests for preparatory assistance. 

132. The delegation of Ethiopia requested more information and clear data regarding point 3 about expenditures for training workshops in order to assess the increase. The delegation stressed the importance of including staff from field offices in training and wished to know if an assessment of the outcomes had been anticipated. The delegation also wished to know if plans elaborated by Category 2 centres could be reinforced when consistent with UNESCO’s plans.

133. The delegation of India wished to know whether the plan had flexibility to take into account any proposed future changes.

134. The delegation of Zambia wished to know what proportion of the 18% dedicated to capacity-building and awareness raising was allocated to regional and sub-regional activities. The delegation agreed with the wish to simplify the process for accessing financial support.

135. The delegation of Cuba supported the statement made by the delegation of Guatemala regarding the effective involvement of field officers, as well as the statement made by the delegation of Ethiopia regarding the need to determine how the Category 2 centres were used for capacity-building.

136. The delegation of Senegal wished to know if the 6% dedicated to preparatory assistance was sufficient and what measures could be taken if there was a need for more resources. The delegation noted the omission of a reference to the Representative List and wished to know if this meant the budget would only deal with nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List. Finally, the delegation insisted that decentralization was one of the keys for ensuring the Convention was truly operational.

137. The delegation of Grenada approved the draft plan and proposed a parallel presentation to compare the expenditure with the plan.

138. The delegation of Venezuela wished to know which programmes and activities the document was referring to in paragraph 1, as well as why a difference was made between countries that were members and those that were not. The delegation supported the remarks made by Guatemala and Ethiopia with respect to the use of resources in field offices as well as the concerns of the delegation of Grenada regarding the breakdown of resources.

139. The delegation of Mexico echoed the remarks made by previous speakers, in particular the delegation of Guatemala and Grenada, and agreed with the draft Resolution but wished to propose an additional paragraph. [The Chairperson requested that the proposal be made later when adopting the Resolution].

140. The delegation of Kenya supported the budget by saying that the reallocation of funds addressed priority areas in a practical way.

141. The delegation of Niger stated that the broadest possible number of stakeholders should be involved in order to work to safeguard intangible cultural heritage in an effective way, and asked that the specific needs of low-income countries be taken into consideration.

142. The delegation of Namibia wished to keep the States Parties informed of available resources and opportunities. The delegation endorsed the comments made by the delegations of Guatemala, Cuba and Ethiopia about the involvement of field offices, and added that the use of National Commissions could also be beneficial. The delegation asked if support could be given to developing countries to enable their attendance to sessions of the General Assembly.

143. The delegation of Armenia endorsed the draft plan and stressed the importance of raising awareness on preparatory assistance among developing countries.

144. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates supported the proposed plan but insisted on the need for flexibility. The delegation supported the suggestions made on facilitating receiving assistance, but felt that because some field offices did not have specialists in the field of culture, they would not all be able to help States Parties prepare requests for financial assistance. The delegation therefore asked the Secretariat to assist States Parties in elaborating projects and nomination files. 

145. The delegation of Peru supported the remarks made by other delegations and particularly on giving field offices sufficient resources so as to become operational in promoting the Convention. 

146. With regards to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the delegation of Colombia felt that the focus should be on the communities that are in danger of disappearance, especially in areas of armed conflict. 

147. The Secretary of the Convention began by responding to the question of the Republic of Korea on the distribution between mandatory and voluntary contributions, stating that mandatory contributions amounted to US$240,000, which represented 5% of the contributions. With regard to the question of Egypt on the complex nature of requests for international assistance, the Secretary replied that a distinction had to be made between the purpose of the request i.e. for a safeguarding plan, and the technical and administrative request, which dealt with how the Fund would specifically be spent. The Secretary stated that the Fund was subject to rules that applied to UNESCO for the management of all funds, but that efforts were being made at the same time to answer requests and comply with these rules. In some cases a template was sent to assist a State Party in the application of funds, but which was felt to somehow influence drawing up of the request. 

148. With regard to decentralization of administrative procedures, the Secretary of the Convention accepted that efforts had to be made in terms of administration in order to fulfill the requirements while being flexible. With regard to the question of field offices and Category 2 centres, there was clearly a stated need for capacity-building and officers would take part in training workshops, and once they had sufficient resources and trainers they would take on capacity-building activities. As regional and national levels were concerned, the Secretary explained that countries would start with regional workshops to heighten awareness, and specific issues would be developed through national workshops. The topics covered by future workshops could include: drawing up inventories, translating the Convention into national legislation and standards, national education systems, and involving civil society. The Secretary stated that reviews would be necessary to assess achievements based on a long-term programme and not simply short-term training. With regard to the question about the approximate cost of a workshop, it was estimated at between US$25,000 to US$30,000 for a twenty-person seminar for three days. 

149. With regard to the question of preparatory assistance, the Secretary of the Convention stated that the amounts requested in the past two years amounted to US$50,000 and that the allocation was equal to eightfold that amount such that even if the capacity-building led to an increase in applications, it would not be eightfold. With regard to India’s question on the relationship between the text to be adopted and the changes in the Operational Directives, the Secretary did not believe that there were any amendments in the Operational Directives that would have an impact in this particular part of the work because the goals of international assistance were not touched upon. Responding to Grenada’s remark, the Secretary agreed and understood its concern. Bearing in mind the purpose of international assistance, and in response to remarks made by Senegal and Venezuela, why the Representative List elements were not included in rubric 1 and the types of projects being referred to, the Secretary stated that rubric 1 referred to Article 20 of the Convention, ‘Purposes of international assistance’, which listed the three main headings under which assistance could be requested, and did not include the elements under the Representative List. Meanwhile, provisions to support members of the Committee and States Parties to attend meetings of the Committee are shown by two separate budget lines. 

150. In response to Namibia’s question, the Secretary of the Convention stated that no assistance for participation in the General Assembly had been included in the budget and that if this were to be included, additional funding would have to be found. Responding to the question by Niger regarding assistance efforts essentially geared to low-income countries, the Secretary made reference to Article 21, ‘Forms of international assistance’, and agreed that an effort could be made for requests to be more cross-cutting to be able to correspond to activities done on a national level. The Secretary concluded by assuring the General Assembly of its determination to materialize suggestions into written statements to enable a better use of the Fund.

151. The Chairperson asked the Secretariat to further explain the budget before its adoption. 

152. With reference to the financial statement and the approved budget of 2008, the Secretary of the Convention asked that the General Assembly adopt the budget in percentage terms with the minimum amounts indicated dedicated to each budget item. However, it was felt that there were two cases where the Committee had to have some measure of flexibility, which would not be the case if fixed amounts were adopted. The first case would refer to States Parties should they wish to make an additional contribution during the biennium, which would otherwise be unavailable as they would not have been part of the approved budget such that the General Assembly would have to reconvene to reallocate the contribution. Moreover, the Operational Directives referred to the Fund’s resources whereby donors were requested to make additional contributions to the Fund, which could be used immediately [refer to paragraph 4 in the Draft Resolution]. The second case, referred to in Article 25.5, states that the Committee ‘may accept contributions and other forms of assistance for general and specific purposes relating to specific projects, provided that those projects have been approved by the Committee’. This would imply that a donor may wish to provide funds to support a specific project and therefore some flexibility should be afforded that can enjoy immediate use.

153. The Chairperson reiterated that percentages rather than specific figures were proposed for adoption and this would provide the Committee with the flexibility to take advantage of contributions once they are received without having to wait for the approval of the General Assembly, and added that the changes would not affect the way in which annual contributions are used. 

154. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran asked what was meant by an immediate use of funds and what was implied by the idea of a specific nature of projects.

155. The delegations of the United Arab Emirates and Egypt agreed to the use of percentages. 

156. The delegation of Egypt stated that more detail should be provided as to why files were refused.

157. The Secretary of the Convention responded to the Islamic Republic of Iran’s query by saying that the word ‘immediate’ meant enabling the use of a contribution during the course of the same fiscal year. With regards to specific projects, the Operational Directives allow for contributions to the Fund in general or to one aspect of the Fund, i.e. a specific project. 

158. The Secretary of the Convention agreed with the comments made by Egypt on the difficulty of having a fixed framework and stated that efforts would be made to take into account the nature of the different counterparts. 

159. The Chairperson asked the Secretariat to read each paragraph for adoption, and asked to hear Mexico’s proposal upon reaching paragraph 5.

160. The delegation of Colombia reminded the General Assembly of a modification that was suggested for the Annex of paragraph 3 with regards to the addition of a mention of Article 20 of the Convention.

161. The Legal Advisor felt that the mention of Article 20 of the Convention was not useful and that a mention of it in the Minutes of the meeting would explain how the resolution was to be implemented. 

162. The delegation of Mexico made reference to Article 20 and noted that international assistance was to be used for intangible cultural heritage elements in need of safeguarding and therefore did not feel that a mention of the Representative List was appropriate, and thus suggested to adopt the paragraph with the original text in the document.

163. The delegation of Argentina asked if the Annex could be examined and formally adopted. 

164. The Legal Advisor explained that by adopting the paragraph the General Assembly would adopt the Annex. 

165. The delegation of Argentina, supported by the delegation of Spain, suggested that the paragraph refer to the Representative List. The delegations of Saint Lucia and the United Arab Emirates disagreed with the delegation of Argentina.

166. The delegation of Saint Lucia reiterated its disagreement, which was echoed by the delegation of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines.

167. The delegation of Senegal agreed with the delegation of Argentina, reminding the General Assembly of the diversity of situations that had to be taken into account. 

168. The delegations of France, Monaco, Belgium, Grenada, Kenya, Hungary and the United Arab Emirates supported the remarks made by the delegations of Saint Lucia and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines.

169. The delegation of Senegal clarified its statement, saying that there should not be an opposition between the terms ‘representative’ and ‘urgent’, and that to include the Representative List in this paragraph would be a way of linking the two lists with the objective of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage in general. 

170. The delegation of Peru stated that both positions could be seen as valid. 

171. The delegation of Mexico suggested the inclusion of a reference to capacity-building, training and outreach, which would cover all of the work that States Parties must do to implement the Convention, and would avoid referring to the Representative List explicitly.

172. The delegation of Guatemala agreed with the delegations of Saint Lucia and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and stated that paragraph 5 already included a reference to capacity-building, training and outreach. 

173. The Secretary of the Convention explained that international assistance covered the cost for a country to submit a nomination, whereas other forms of assistance would allocate money for technical equipment, organizing meetings with the local community, and so on, which was covered by the amount allocated to capacity-building.

174. The delegations of Barbados and Turkey agreed with the delegations of Saint Lucia and France. The delegation of Turkey however stated that, in accordance with point (d) of Article 20 of the Convention, measures should be taken for the funding of other types of requests for international assistance as well as for urgent safeguarding. 

175. The delegation of Spain was initially satisfied with the compromise suggested by the delegation of Mexico, but noting that it had been covered by paragraph 3, agreed with the delegation of Saint Lucia and the Secretariat. 

176. The delegation of Estonia supported the delegations of Saint Lucia and France. The delegation of Morocco supported the delegations of Saint Lucia and France as well as the suggestion made by the delegation of Turkey. 

177. The Chairperson reminded the General Assembly that they had already adopted the first three paragraphs and asked if they would agree to adopt up to paragraph 5 and hear the proposal from Mexico.

178. The Secretary of the Convention read out paragraph 4, which was duly adopted by the General Assembly.

179. The delegation of Ecuador stated that paragraph 5 might restrict assistance because of the word ‘specific’, and suggested ‘for general and specific purposes’. This was added to the document. 

180. The delegation of Nigeria felt ill at ease with the term ‘immediate’ and proposed to replace it with ‘as the need arises’. 
181. The Chairperson explained that the term ‘immediate’ was necessary so that funds were readily available without the need to wait until the next session. Paragraph 5 was thus duly adopted by the General Assembly.

182. The Chairperson introduced the proposal by the delegation of Mexico, which called for the addition of paragraph 6 that ‘requests the Director-General to widely disseminate through the field offices the procedures for the presentation of international assistance requests and provide support to States Parties in formulating and presenting such requests’.
183. The Chairperson asked the delegations to consider the proposal by Mexico, and subsequently declared the morning session closed.
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Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.8
Resolution: 3.GA 8
184. The Chairperson returned to agenda item 8 and the proposal from the delegation of Mexico, which had no additional comment to the proposal. 

185. The delegation of Guatemala agreed with the spirit of the proposal by the delegation of Mexico but wished to see greater emphasis placed on the procedure through the field offices, which would facilitate the process as contracts could be adapted to each country as well as alleviate the workload of the Secretariat. The delegation also wished to insert ‘administrative decentralization’. 

186. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with decentralization in principle but not the addition of the text as the State Party and not the field offices were presenting the requests, and therefore the use of ‘preparation’ was preferred over ‘presentation’. 

187. The Secretary of the Convention wished to make clear that the proposal by the delegation of Mexico asked that field offices provide technical support in the request for assistance and therefore felt that ‘presentation’ included ‘preparation’. With regard to the statement made by the delegation of Guatemala, she agreed that funds could be decentralized but not the decisions as they were taken by the Committee and were therefore centralized by the Secretariat. Moreover, the paragraph was in line with capacity-building but not all countries have field offices on their national territory so the text should be flexible to take on board such cases.
188. Following the intervention by the Secretary, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested ‘elaboration’ in place of ‘presentation’.

189. In response to the proposal by the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the delegation of Mexico explained that the wording ‘presentation’ and ‘prepare’ were specifically chosen as they were used in the Operational Directives such that the text reads ‘requests the Director-General to widely disseminated through the field offices the procedures for presentation of international assistance requests and provide support to States Parties in formulating and elaborating such requests’.
190. As there were no objections, the Chairperson announced Resolution 3.GA 8 as adopted by the General Assembly and declared item 8 closed.

ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA: MOBILIZATION OF EXTRABUDGETARY RESOURCES FOR REINFORCING THE SECRETARIAT OF THE CONVENTION

Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/9

Decision 3.GA 9
191. The Chairperson introduced agenda item 9 on the ways to reinforce the Secretariat’s human resources and reminded the General Assembly that the the Committee at its fourth session had requested that the General Assembly addresses this issue. The Committee sought a solution that would enable States Parties to fully benefit from its services. 

192. The Secretary of the Convention reminded the General Assembly that the Committee had taken note of the difficulties encountered in the first cycle of the implementation of the Convention in which decision 4.COM 19 adopted an exceptional procedure for the  147 nominations received for the Representative List in 2009. The Committee had quickly understood that there was a systemic problem that needed to be addressed as the Secretariat was unable to complete its numerable tasks expected by the States Parties. She understood that any mobilization in terms of UNESCO’s Regular Programme would not see any substantial growth at the present time. However avenues that were being explored included secondments of intangible cultural heritage professionals by their governments (and cited the case of a professional from China for a period of two years) as well as temporary contractual arrangements from developing countries, whose dual benefits included assisting the Secretariat and capacity-building when the person would return home with the expertise to implement the Convention nationally. However the arrangements were fragile and dependent on the goodwill of donors whereas a more stable arrangement was sought not least in terms of institutional memory. 

193. The Secretary of the Convention recalled that the Committee asked the General Assembly to mobilize extra-budgetary resources for an annual amount of US$1,100,000. This sum was presented to the Committee by the Secretariat in Abu Dhabi in response to the question on the amount of resources considered necessary to carry out the present workload. She made reference to document 9 that described the current structure of the Secretariat and the desired structure if funds were mobilized. The Secretary of the Convention further reminded the General Assembly that in addition to work carried out in its role as the Secretariat of the Convention, the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section also implemented intangible cultural heritage activities under the regular and extrabudgetary programme of work (all activities as well as current and proposed staff as cited can be found in document 9). The strengthening of the Secretariat as proposed in document 9 would therefore allow the Secretariat to fulfill its obligations to the Convention and provide a broad range of services to the States Parties. Moreover, Committee members had repeatedly stressed the need for capacity-building in most regions of the world particularly in developing countries. To that end, the Secretariat had decentralized more than 60% of the Regular Programme budget (about US$2 million) to field offices. In light of the workload as outlined, the Secretary of the Convention proposed that the General Assembly might wish to establish a sub-fund within the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund with the purpose of strengthening the Secretariat from voluntary contributions from States Parties, while the main Fund would remain dedicated to safeguarding measures.
194. The Chairperson spoke with admiration of the work accomplished by the Secretariat and understood that some countries were able to provide assistance to reinforce the Secretariat but it was clear that a more stable and long-term solution had to be found. He reiterated the mechanism of the sub-fund to receive additional direct voluntary contributions from States Parties, which would help develop the human resources of the Secretariat. 
195. The delegation of India agreed with the fund to support the Secretariat and asked whether a study had been carried out to determine the current needs of the Secretariat i.e. in consideration of potentially growing numbers of nominations to the lists. 
196. The delegation of Morocco raised a point of clarification in the financial table that revealed that additional voluntary contributions were greater than voluntary contributions and wondered whether this was sustainable in the long term and whether indeed voluntary contributions could be relied upon as a regular source of funding. 
197. The delegation of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic informed that a budget of US$4,700,000 had recently been adopted with a number of activities for implementation and it was of course important that the Secretariat was given the means to carry out its obligations. Nevertheless, the delegation supported the remarks of the delegation of India concerning the study and equally voiced concern about the voluntary nature of the fund and its sustainability. The delegation mentioned the Associated Expert programme in addition to the secondment of professionals by States Parties and cited the example set by China, Spain and Japan. 
198. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with strengthening the Secretariat but shared the concern voiced by other delegations on the viability of voluntary contributions in the long term and wondered whether assistance could be provided by field offices and Category 2 centres in the different regions of the world as this would reduce costs. 
199. In response to the questions raised by the delegation of India and the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the Secretary of the Convention explained that the figure was first pronounced in Abu Dhabi when pressed on what the Secretariat considered to be its requirements in order to process the 147 submitted nominations. Not wishing to pre-empt the forthcoming discussions on the Operational Directives, the Secretariat mentioned that proposals to lighten the workload through a simplification of procedures would help, but even if the Representative List ceased to exist, the Secretariat would still be unable to carry out all its work and cited the example of the World Heritage Centre that had eighty staff members to deal with the fifty or so nominations it received annually. The Secretary made clear that the sub-fund wasn’t the sole solution to the problem and should be seen as one branch of the parallel efforts to have multiple options to improve the situation. It was hoped that there would be sufficient funding to be able to engage one or two additional staff. She made reference to Decision 4.COM 19 adopted by the Committee that had requested the General Assembly to include this issue as an agenda item for discussion; the adoption of which demonstrated that this draft Resolution followed the decision made by the Committee.  
200. In view of the heavy workload of the Secretariat, the delegation of Azerbaijan supported the Draft Resolution and offered to make a contribution to help the Secretariat to both improve its efficiency and effectiveness. 

201. The Chairperson cited Resolution 3.GA 9, which was duly adopted by the General Assembly. 

202. Referring to paragraph 10, ‘further invites the Director-General and Member States of UNESCO to take this resolution into account as they prepare the Draft Programme and Budget for 2012-2013’, the delegation of Grenada wished to know whether the two posts would be attributed only if the funds were made available.

203. The Secretary of the Convention thanked the delegation of Azerbaijan for its contribution and reiterated that in addition to the efforts made, the Regular Programme (C5) also had to make a parallel effort as it was unlikely that the sub-fund alone could resolve the problem. Therefore the proposal in paragraph 10 was not a substitution but a joint effort.
204. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran reiterated that it had been asked to present a report of the funds used at the next General Assembly and therefore proposed the addition of the text ‘to request the Secretariat to present a detailed report at the next session of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention’. 

205. The Secretary of the Convention made clear that the detailed use of funds and sub-funds spent was an obligatory requirement and had to be presented as a financial report at every session of the General Assembly.
206. The delegation of Egypt asked why the paragraph was being amended as the Resolution had already been adopted.
207. The delegation of Peru asked the Islamic Republic of Iran to withdraw their amendment. 
208. The delegation of Nigeria agreed with the delegations of Egypt and Peru, especially in light of the remark made by the Secretariat and its obligation to produce a financial report as covered in item 8.
209. The Chairperson declared item 9 of the agenda closed. 
ITEM 11 OF THE AGENDA: EXAMINATION OF THE ISSUE OF AN UPPER LIMIT OF SEATS 
IN THE COMMITTEE BY ELECTORAL GROUP 
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/11
Resolution 3.GA 11
210. The Chairperson informed that agenda item 10 would be covered in Thursday’s session and moved to agenda item 11. The Chairperson recalled that at its second session (16 to 19 June 2008), under the terms of its Resolution 2.GA 9B, the General Assembly decided to examine the issue of an upper limit, specifying that if a decision was taken on the matter it should be adopted by simple majority, and that the issue should be included in the agenda and examined before the elections of the Committee. The issue concerned the number of seats allocated to each electoral group in proportion to the number of States Parties, which was not fixed, and to ensure proportional representation within the Committee.
211. The Secretary of the Convention recalled that in Rule 13.2, adopted by the General Assembly, a minimum of three seats per electoral group went to make up the 24 members of the Committee. The upper limit therefore would follow the same logic yet no decision had yet been taken to this effect in the Rules of Procedure, especially as the previous session of the General Assembly did not reveal a strong bias for any particular electoral group. Moreover as the number of ratifications increased, there was a need to re-balance the seat allocation. She made reference to the distribution of seats shown in paragraph 3 and 4 [of the document referenced above]. With regard to equitable geographical representation under Rule 6.1, a calculation was made at each General Assembly for the allocation of seats whereby the number of States Parties per electoral group was divided by the total number of States Parties to the Convention then multiplied by 100 to obtain a percentage, which was applied to the twenty-four available seats. The number obtained was then rounded off to obtain a whole number. The Secretary recalled that there were 93 States Parties in 2008 and 123 in 2010. Moreover, the disparity between groups appeared to have diminished with the given calculation such that the minimum three seats were assured for each group. 
212. The Secretary of the Convention therefore proposed two options. Option 1: not to establish an upper limit to the number of States Members of each electoral group for the purpose of the election of members of the Committee and, accordingly, not to amend Rule 13.2 of its Rules of Procedure. Option 2: to establish an upper limit and therefore to amend the Rules of Procedure. 
213. The delegation of India noted that there was still a large number of States Parties that had yet to ratify the Convention and therefore it was too early to set an upper limit. 

214. The delegation of Uganda agreed with the position expressed by the delegation of India preferring to postpone any decision. 

215. The delegations of the Central Africa Republic, the Islamic Republic of Iran, the United Arab Emirates, Mexico, Senegal, Kenya and China joined the position expressed by the delegations of India and Uganda.

216. Referring to the General Assembly of 2008 and the draft resolution of Rule 13 in the Rules of Procedure, the Legal Advisor took the floor to explain the purpose of the document, which was deemed adequate in its response to the question of geographical balance, yet a debate had ensued with respect to one floating seat. It was therefore felt that, prior to the election of a new Committee, this item be reviewed with respect to the new percentages in keeping with the spirit of the Convention.
217. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates solicited the advice of the Legal Advisor and whether he would advise to add another seat or postpone the question until the next General Assembly.
218. The Legal Advisor replied that the supreme decision rested with the General Assembly, but noted that a decision had been made that stipulated that Rule 13 adequately adjudicated the seat allocation for each electoral group. 
219. The delegation of Mali followed the consensus but asked for some clarification on the floating seat.
220. The delegation of Argentina noted the trend towards option 1 but asked how this would be reflected for example in the case of a postponement of the decision. Furthermore, should the General Assembly no longer wish to discuss the issue then no decision should be taken, especially as option 1 appeared to be vague.
221. The Chairperson noted that there were no interventions made in favour of an upper limit and asked whether a decision should indeed be taken or not. However, with regard to the procedure, the Chairperson reminded the General Assembly that a decision had to be made between option 1 and 2; option 3 would not be feasible at this stage. 
222. In light of the remarks made by the Legal Advisor, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran found option 1 to be rather rigid and wished to add a line to paragraph 5 stating that the General Assembly wished to postpone the decision until the next General Assembly.
223. The delegation of Switzerland noted that the calculation tended to stabilize the seats and recalled the remark made by the Legal Advisor in that Rule 13 was found to be adequate in ensuring a balance among the seat allocation, and therefore wished to adopt option 1.
224. The delegation of Saint Lucia agreed with the position voiced by the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran.
225. The delegation of Kenya agreed with the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran but also wished to see an upper limit in a decision that could be postponed until the next General Assembly.
226. Based on the understanding that the General Assembly had supreme jurisdiction over any decision regarding its Rules of Procedure, the delegation of France wished to add to paragraph 4 that Rule 13 in its actual form adequately addressed the need to ensure equitable geographical representation and, as such, paragraph 5 was no longer necessary.
227. The delegation of Saint Lucia found acceptable the remark of the delegation of France but noted that point 5 would thus not be part of the agenda unless a State Party took the initiative to include it and therefore preferred to maintain paragraph 5 of option 1.
228. The Chairperson proposed to replace paragraph 5 with the point decided during the previous General Assembly, which stated that the General Assembly postpone the decision until the next session. 
229. The delegation of Ecuador wished to maintain paragraph 5 in its entirety but felt that paragraph 4 could be removed since it is implicit in paragraph 5.
230. The delegation of Argentina agreed with the remark made by the delegation of Ecuador and the proposal to replace paragraph 5 with the decision from the previous session.
231. The delegation of Grenada accepted the proposal made by the Chairperson.
232. The delegation of the Central African Republic requested clarification on the proposed replacement text.
233. The Secretary of the Convention explained that the first three paragraphs would be retained while the last paragraph would read ‘decides to examine the discussion of an upper limit at the next session of the General Assembly’, adopted by simple majority and would be noted in the agenda to be examined prior to the election of the Committee. She noted that the text was exactly as formulated in the Resolution from the previous session. 
234. The delegation of Italy wished to retain paragraph 4 and add ‘for the time being’. The delegation of Senegal found ambiguous the addition of ‘for the time being’.
235. The delegation of Mexico agreed with the position of the delegation of Ecuador but disagreed with the proposal by the delegation of Italy. 

236. The delegation of Ecuador maintained its position to delete paragraph 4. 

237. The delegation of Kenya felt that ‘further recalling and observes’ was a departure from the initial proposal as it had been noted previously that the point had to be examined prior to the election. Moreover, it was felt that it was important to make reference to Rule 13.
238. The delegation of China supported the proposal by the Chairperson and added to ‘examine the question of the upper limit’, in which case paragraph 4 could be retained. 

239. The Chairperson noted that there were two positions on paragraph 4: one to delete and one to maintain the paragraph, which could be noted in the text. The Chairperson also asked whether there was general agreement on citing the Resolution adopted during the previous session, and proposed moving to agenda item 12 and returning to item 11, as paragraph 4 was closely linked to the thirteen seats. 

240. The delegation of the Central African Republic also wished to be included among the States Parties supporting the Resolution.

241. The delegation of Ecuador accepted the amendment as proposed by the delegation of Italy to insert ‘for the time being’ making it three options for paragraph 4. 

242. The delegation of Monaco returned to paragraph 4 and the mention of a minimum seat, while paragraph 5 mentioned an upper limit and felt that there was some confusion and asked for clarification.

243. Referring to Rule 13.2 of the Rules of Procedure, the Secretary of the Convention explained that ‘minimum’ referred to the number of seats attributable to each electoral group, which in itself was not a problem as the minimum number had been satisfied. The problem resided in the number of seats should it reach seven or more attributable seats, and therefore the need to impose or not an upper limit. 

244. The Chairperson noted that the overall majority agreed to repeat the text that was adopted in the previous session. 

245. The delegation of Mexico failed to see why agenda item 11 could not be adopted prior to agenda item 12 and the election.

246. The Chairperson explained that Rule 13 of the Rules of Procedure concerned geographic representation and by adopting paragraph 4 as it stood it declared that the distribution of seats would respect geographic representation. With regard to the thirteenth seat, it had to be decided which electoral group would take the seat and therefore adoption of paragraph 4 could be seen as premature since the debate on the thirteenth seat would take place under agenda item 12.  
247. The delegation of Saint Lucia wished to make clear that whether paragraph 4 was deleted or maintained, Rule 13 would remain intact. 

248. The delegation of Luxembourg agreed with the delegation of Saint Lucia in that the Rules of Procedure were not being modified and the General Assembly was simply being asked to decide or not to establish an upper limit of seats. Returning to an earlier point made by the delegation of Argentina – and as the majority of the General Assembly did not wish to pronounce a decision on an upper limit – the delegation wondered whether indeed the General Assembly could pronounce in favour of not adopting a Resolution. 

249. The Legal Advisor recalled that the Rules of Procedure relied on the competence of the General Assembly to interpret, suspend or modify in its examination of item 11 or return to its examination, as had been effected in 2008. In any case, the Legal Advisor was not in a position to advice on the number of seats as the solution had to emanate from the General Assembly itself.
250. The delegation of Hungary clearly remembered the discussion evoked by the Legal Advisor and agreed with the statement made by the delegations of Saint Lucia and Luxembourg in that item 11 and item 12 did not appear to be linked and wished to join the proposal made by the delegations of Italy and Ecuador.

251. The delegation of Venezuela joined in the proposal put forward by Saint Lucia. 

252. The delegation of France said that it was open to either retain or delete paragraph 4 as long as Rule 13 was cited in the resolution [it clearly figures in paragraph 3]. With regard to the upper limit of seats, the delegation noted that even with the increase in ratifications, Rule 13 insisted on an equitable distribution of seats anyway and thus the question of an upper limit would not be posed either now or in the future. 

253. The delegation of Grenada supported the position voiced by the delegation of Hungary and agreed that any modification to paragraph 4 would not alter the fact that Rule 13 had to be respected, and moved to include paragraph 4 and discuss an upper limit when required to do so in the case of imbalance. 

254. The delegation of Senegal wished to move to the next agenda item not least because the majority supported taking a decision on the item at the next session. The delegations of Switzerland and Côte d’Ivoire agreed with the remarks by Senegal.  
255. The Chairperson recalled that the majority wished to retain the text from the previous General Assembly.
256. The Secretary of the Convention duly read the draft Resolution paragraph-by-paragraph. Paragraphs 1 to 3 remained unchanged and were duly adopted by the General Assembly. 

257. With regard to paragraph 4, the delegation of Costa Rica found that the proposal read out and reflected in the proposal made by the delegation of Italy did not correspond to the remarks made during the debate and wished to maintain the original paragraph.  

258. The Chairperson suggested that the addition of ‘for the time being’ in paragraph 4, which could be seen as a basic principle of geographic representation, would only lead to confusion and returned to the proposal by the delegation of Costa Rica to retain the original wording. 

259. Noting the mention of Rule 13 in paragraph 3, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran wished to delete paragraph 4.

260. The delegation of Saint Lucia reiterated the wish of the majority to retain paragraph 4, which was duly adopted by the General Assembly.

261. Resolution 3.GA 11 was adopted as amended by the General Assembly that decided to examine the issue of an upper limit at its next session. The Chairperson declared item 11 closed. 
ITEM 12 OF THE AGENDA: ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTTEE FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE 
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262. The Chairperson introduced document 12 and paragraph 5, which referred to the number of seats per electoral group and recalled that the General Assembly had to decide on the attribution of seats before the election, reminding the General Assembly that at the last session in 2008 it was decided that it was the prerogative of the General Assembly to confirm the distribution of seats based on a mathematical calculation. Furthermore, the Chairperson informed that a seat had become available – previously occupied by Zimbabwe – and following discussions between Group V(a) and Group IV in June 2008 to share the seat for a period of two years. As the Chairperson came from Group IV, he asked the General Assembly to decide – for the sake of impartiality – whether he should preside on this particular issue. 

263. The delegations of Nigeria, the United Arab Emirates, Saint Lucia, Venezuela and Niger expressed confidence in the neutrality of the Chairperson such that he could continue to preside. 

264. With reference to Rule 13.2 of the Rules of Procedure, the Secretary of the Convention spoke of the distribution of seats as outlined in paragraph 5. She informed the General Assembly that there were the same number of seats in Groups I, II, III and V(b) as in the previous session, however, there was a slight increase in percentages for Group IV and a slight proportional drop in Group V(a). Consequently, in application of the Rules of Procedure, Group IV would benefit from an additional seat in the next Committee while Group V(a) would have one less attributed seat. The Secretary recalled that it was the role of the General Assembly to attribute the seats. She also made reference to the letter addressed to the Secretariat [in document INF.12.2 referenced above] from Zimbabwe informing the Director-General of the agreement with Group IV following an intense debate in the last session; the Islamic Republic of Iran would consequently take up the seat in its place. 

265. The delegation of Nigeria noted that the base for calculation in 2008 had changed in 2010. Referring to document INF.12.1 Rev 8, it was noted that Group V(a) had two seats plus the seat vacated by Zimbabwe such that the group would only have four members whereas the calculation required that the group be attributed five seats. 

266. As Chairperson of the Africa Group, the delegation of Senegal assured that it would not go against the agreement made in 2008. Moreover, it was recognized that only the General Assembly was the sole body with the jurisdiction to distribute seats and the delegation solemnly declared that the agreement with ASPAC would be respected.

267. The delegation of Sri Lanka reiterated his trust in the Chairperson and spoke of UNESCO and its respect for diversity and solidarity and it was in this spirit that an agreement had been forged in June 2008 between Group V(a) and Group IV to share a seat. The delegation assured that this was not the first time such an agreement had been made in UNESCO.  Moreover, the Convention did not exclude the sharing of a mandate. On behalf of ASPAC, the delegation expressed gratitude to the African Group for its solidarity.

268. The delegation of Zimbabwe spoke of the honour of having had the opportunity to sit in the Committee in the last two years as defined in the agreement, which had received the full support of the General Assembly in 2008. The delegation urged the General Assembly to respect the agreement as concluded between the two groups. 

269. The delegation of Saint Lucia recalled the concern voiced at the last General Assembly of the possible consequences of the agreement with respect to the distribution of seats two years later, and as such the General Assembly did not encourage the agreement. Moreover, the Legal Advisor had cautioned the division of the mandate. The delegation felt that the General Assembly was now in an awkward position, as it did not wish to go against an agreement concluded between two electoral groups. However, it contravened Article 6 of the Convention and Rule 13.2 and resulted in ASPAC being over-represented while Africa would be under-represented. The delegation called for the strict application of Rule 13 in the future such that this situation would not re-occur. 

270. The delegation of Estonia wished to highlight that Group IV now had five seats while Group II, also with 21 ratifications, would only have four seats, which countered the sense of proportionality. 

[Wednesday 23 June 2010, Room II, 6 p.m.]
[The session continued with English and French interpretation only]

271. The delegation of India wished that the agreement be respected but that a measure be introduced to prevent this situation from re-occurring. 

272. The delegation of Hungary supported the remarks by Estonia but felt that the agreement should be honoured despite the concern voiced in the last session, though agreed it should not be reproduced. 

273. The delegation of France regretted the situation and hoped that in the future the logic of equitable geographic representation would be respected, especially as greater ratifications modified the calculation every two years.  

274. The delegation of Croatia supported the remarks by the delegations of Hungary and Estonia. 

275. The delegation of Grenada supported the remarks by Saint Lucia and France. 

276. The Legal Advisor understood the politically delicate situation and agreed that in 2008 it was difficult to predict the consequences of the calculation two years later. Moreover, the agreement committed two electoral groups that agreed to respect the Convention and the General Assembly. Recalling Resolution 2.GA. 9A, Zimbabwe had been elected for four years, officially resigning two years later. Regardless of the reason behind the resignation, the General Assembly must fill the seat for the two remaining years. The question remained whether the General Assembly could transfer the seat from one electoral group to another without taking into consideration the results of the actual calculation. Moreover, the calculation did not correspond to the transfer. In this way, the draft resolution could be modified to allow an electoral group to accede to the seat on an exceptional basis, and will be taken up for two years only, and in the case of opening the elections to another group it should be carried out under a normal election procedure in the application of Article 14. By respecting the agreement, the General Assembly would thus suspend Article 13.2.
277. The delegation of Kenya asked whether the implication was that Zimbabwe abandoned its seat in favour of the Islamic Republic of Iran and asked the Legal Advisor for clarification.

278. The Legal Advisor clarified that should the transfer be made to a defined electoral group, Article 13 would be suspended in favour of Group IV, but because the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly was to elect and not designate a Member, in the case of an agreement between Groups it cannot be a designation as such, so the Islamic Republic of Iran would be considered a candidate for election.
279. Referring to the remarks made by the Legal Advisor, the delegation of Egypt asked about the procedure in the election of the candidate, which would only cover for a period of two years. 

280. The delegation of Grenada understood the proposal to provisionally suspend Article 13 on an exceptional basis but felt that the precedent would be set that had never previously occurred in UNESCO, which was to elect a Member for two years only. The delegation suggested that the Islamic Republic of Iran make a declaration to the General Assembly whereby it would state that it would take up the seat for a period of two years, which would thus be noted. 

281. Referring to the resignation of Zimbabwe, the Legal Advisor recalled that at its last session, the General Assembly had adopted a clear resolution that designated the seat for a period of four years. The Legal Advisor read out point 5 of Article 6 of the Convention, ‘It shall also elect as many States Members of the Committee as required to fill vacancies’. By vacancy it was understood to imply the vacancy of a Member, which included a resignation, and in this case it would only be two years as every two years the calculation was reviewed such that the seat had to be given up at that time. The Legal Advisor concluded that the agreement was not compatible with the pro rata designation of seats with ratifications. 
282. The delegation of Argentina supported the statement by the Legal Advisor in the application of point 5 of Article 6 of the Convention. The delegation spoke of two types of elections under Article 6.4 and Article 6.5 and was in favour of accepting the agreement. 
283. The delegation of India did not feel that there was a contradiction in that the Islamic Republic of Iran would occupy the seat for two years as noted in the agreement.
284. The delegation of Kenya reiterated that the resignation of Zimbabwe in favour of the Islamic Republic of Iran was for a period of two years and would therefore not affect the calculation in two years time.
285. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran expressed gratitude to all those that spoke in support of the agreement and reiterated the two year term of the seat, which would afford a ‘clean slate’ to the members of Group IV. The delegate appealed to the General Assembly to provisionally and exceptionally suspend Rule 13.2.
286. The delegation of Argentina, supported by the delegation of Switzerland, insisted on the fact that there was no connection between the respect of the agreement and the suspension of Rule 13.2, which had not been mentioned in the last session. The delegation asked that the General Assembly takes note of the resignation and in doing so proceeds with the election as a standard procedure dictates.
287. The Legal Advisor made reference to the draft Resolution, which drew on Rule 13.5 and its application of Rule 13.2 that provided Group IV with four seats, with five seats on transfer by election; the voting procedure of which would be different due to the vacant seat whose election drew upon Rule 6.5. Moreover, as a member of the Africa group cannot be elected to the seat in place of Zimbabwe, Rule 13.2 could therefore be suspended. Thus, Rule 15 would apply should the General Assembly wish to indicate in the Resolution that a member of Group IV would therefore take up the vacant seat. If the number of candidates were identical or less than the number of seats to be filled, the candidates would automatically be elected without the need for a vote. Therefore the issue called for a consensus by the General Assembly rather than the application of a standard procedure. 
288. Following the debate, the Chairperson thus noted that the seat vacated by Zimbabwe would be occupied by the Islamic Republic of Iran from Group IV, which called for a distinction between occupying the vacant seat and the election of Member States. Referring to Resolution 3.GA 12 and paragraph 4, the Chairperson read out the draft text, ‘the General Assembly decides that at the end of the election at its third session, the 24 Committee seats will be distributed among the electoral groups as follows: Group I – 3 seats, Group II – 4  seats, Group III – 5 seats, Group IV – 5 seats, Group V(a) – 4 seats, Group V(b) – 3  seats’, taking note that this situation should not be repeated.
289. The delegation of Saint Lucia asked that the issue be taken up later as the delegation wished to add some words that reflected the debate and noted that Rule 13 could not be mentioned if it was not respected. Moreover, the mention of the seat for a period of two years had to be taken into account. 

290. The Chairperson agreed with the delegation of Saint Lucia that there was a need for additional text that drew upon the suspension of Rule 13.2 and that on an exceptional basis a seat was made vacant and attributed to Group IV. The text should also reflect the debate. The Chairperson observed the consensus.  

291. The delegation of Mexico agreed to join the consensus and asked the Secretariat to explain how the election would proceed as a result. 
292. The Secretary of the Convention explained that as the number of seats was now attributed to each electoral group, voting would take place in two phases: firstly, to ascertain the number of candidates from Group IV to the vacant seat and its attribution by election or not, and secondly, the election of the twelve members.

293. The delegation of Sri Lanka informed that there were no additional ASPAC members to the election. 

294. The delegation of Kenya did not wish that the attribution of the vacant seat be subject of an election as Africa had reserved the seat for the Islamic Republic of Iran by mutual agreement.

295. The delegation of France asked whether the amended Draft Resolution to be presented the following day would take into account the concerns regarding the non-respect of Rule 13.2, while emphasizing the exceptional nature of the situation.

296. The Chairperson thanked the General Assembly for its work and adjourned the day’s session.
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297. The Chairperson announced a change of timetable decided by the Bureau during its morning meeting such that the elections would take place at midday rather than in the afternoon in order to carry out with the ballot count during the lunch break. He then invited the General Assembly to begin with the consideration of several new chapters of the operational directives and recalled that on Monday 21 June 2010, an open-ended working group of the Committee met to debate possible amendments to the operational directives, and agreed upon a consolidated consensus text that was circulated as document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.5. The open-ended working group of the General Assembly met Tuesday 22 June 2010 whose purpose was to receive the report of the Committee’s working group. He informed the General Assembly that its working group enthusiastically received the report of the working group of the Committee and agreed that it should be brought to the attention of the General Assembly. The working group of the General Assembly proposed that the annex to document INF.5 be substituted in place of the two current working documents 5 and 6, and that an alternative resolution, Draft Resolution 3.GA 5 Rev. would replace both resolutions 5 and 6. He reminded the General Assembly that part of the work of the working group of the Committee was to rearrange a number of paragraphs of the Directives included in Chapters I and II of the Directives adopted in 2008. It has been proposed that parts of the current chapter II that concerned the procedures for International Assistance be moved to chapter I, together with the other criteria and procedures. That had certain consequences for the numbering of chapters and paragraphs, and therefore in document INF.5, a complete set of Operational Directives is provided. Some chapters and sub-chapters are unchanged from the Directives adopted in 2008, and he proposed not to re-open discussion on them during this session. Three new sub-chapters were requested by the 2nd session of the General Assembly. These are the three parts in document 5, Draft directives governing the use of the emblem of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, Draft Operational Directives on raising awareness about intangible cultural heritage and Draft Operational Directives on the means to increase the resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. He proposed to use for the debate the new document INF.5 instead document 5. He further proposed to debate the first chapter of the Operational Directives, for which substantial revisions and amendments were proposed by the working group.
ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: ADDITIONAL OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.5
Resolution 3.GA 5.Rev
298. Before giving the floor to the Secretary of the Convention, the Chairperson presented the Draft Resolution for the election of the Committee and informed the General Assembly that the vote that would take place at noon to allow the counting of the votes during lunch time and that the afternoon session would return to the amended chapters of the Operational Directives. He then presented the agenda, which was to discuss the visibility of the Convention (sub-chapter IV.1), the use of the emblem (sub-chapter IV.2) and the means to increase the resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund (sub-chapter II.2). 
299. The Secretary of the Convention asked the General Assembly to turn to paragraph 68 of the Operational Directives in document INF.5 that would discuss ways and means to increase resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. The Secretary recalled that the General Assembly in its second session had requested the Committee to submit for approval at its present session additional directives on the three sections, previously mentioned. The Secretary reminded the General Assembly that Section 7(d) of the Convention states one of the functions of the Committee is to seek ways to increase the Fund's resources and take necessary measures to that end. At the third session the Committee adopted 10 paragraphs of the Operational Directives concerning the means to increase the resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund with voluntary contributions and decided at its fourth session to finalize on the forms of recognition to be granted to those who contributed to the Fund. Paragraphs 68 to 71 referred to different categories of donors whose contributions are invited. Paragraphs 72 to 75 described the conditions that apply to any contributions. Paragraphs 72 and 74 reiterated the provisions of the convention or the financial regulations adopted by the Committee. Paragraph 75 explained where to find information and how donors can offer their contributions. Paragraph 73 sought to ensure that contributions from donors whose activities are incompatible with the Convention or any of its provisions would not be accepted. Paragraph 76 related to different forms of visibility given to donors. Paragraph 77 explained the different forms this visibility would take. Paragraph 78 encouraged States to take action in their own legal framework to encourage donations to the intangible heritage fund, such as favourable tax treatment.
300. The Chairperson proceeded to the adoption process and asked for requests for amendments. Paragraphs 68 to 78 were adopted by the General Assembly as they stood.
301. With regard to the following chapter III, paragraphs 79 through to 99 were unchanged and were duly adopted by the General Assembly.
302. The Secretary of the Convention explained that in Chapter IV, paragraph 1 concerning awareness raising, additional provisions were added to the Operational Directives to address the issue of visibility and that the Draft Directives were expanded to encompass all aspects related to awareness raising at national and international levels. 
303. The Secretary of the Convention further explained paragraphs 100, 101, and 102 stating that they expressed transversal considerations and affirmed common principles to guide all interventions in the field. Paragraph 101 stated the need to fully involve communities, groups or individuals in awareness raising actions that might concern them, and paragraph 102 spoke in more cautionary terms about certain principles that all stakeholders should ensure they comply with when undertaking awareness raising actions.
304. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran asked for further information regarding paragraphs 100, 101 and 102 and the negative effects of awareness raising and decontextualising intangible cultural heritage. 
305. The Secretary of the Convention replied that several States Parties had expressed concern that awareness raising actions should respect the nature and context of intangible cultural heritage as much as possible.
306. Following the Secretariat‘s presentation of the second section comprising paragraphs 103 to 118, the Chairperson opened the floor for comments and questions but not amendments.
307. The delegation of Latvia requested an explanation on the code of ethics.
308. The delegation of France wished to present an amendment for Paragraph 116 with regard to the commercialization of intangible cultural heritage. 
309. The delegation of Colombia wanted clarification on the sentence 'to promote policies for the public recognition of bearers and practitioners of intangible cultural heritage' in paragraph 105 (d).
310. The Chairperson made clear that the Committee and not the working group had adopted the proposals.
311. The delegation of Pakistan requested a legal analysis that would facilitate the respect of intellectual property rights.
312. The delegation of Algeria proposed a more general observation concerning paragraph 107 on formal and non-formal education measures whereby people were made to appreciate intangible cultural heritage.
313. The delegation of Venezuela requested clarification on paragraph 105 with regards to the reference to media campaigns and who would organize them. 
314. The delegation of Morocco wished to make a proposal regarding the link between intangible cultural heritage and commercial activities. 
315. The Secretary of the Convention began by pointing out that commercial activities were important but with measure, and that here, the Committee was trying to recognize the potential that commercial activity could offer. The Secretary responded to the delegation of Colombia by insisting on the need to identify living human treasures or individual practitioners in order to offer them recognition stipends or favourable tax treatment. Concerning the question raised by the delegation of Pakistan on paragraph 104, she explained that this referred to the encouragement of the Committee to States Parties to consider the issue of intellectual property rights at the national level. With regards to the question of the delegation of Venezuela on media campaigns of intangible cultural heritage, the Secretary explained that this was to be carried out by the States Parties themselves and/or by media organizations. She commented on Paragraph 107 by saying that the dual goals of education were to pass on knowledge as well as ensure respect and appreciation for intangible cultural heritage. With regards to the question by the delegation of Latvia, the Secretary explained that expert meetings or studies would give support to States Parties in defining these issues and to find a way to address these ethical issues, and implement them at the national level.
316. The delegation of Bolivia asked if paragraph 104 was truly referring to cultural rights.
317. The delegation of Turkey noted that paragraph 104 had no reference to the role played by research institutes and centres. 
318. The Secretary of the Convention reiterated Bolivia's question about cultural rights and the use of a more specific language. With regards to the question by Turkey, the Secretary suggested referring to paragraph 109, which mentioned the actors and their role.
319. The delegation of Romania suggested that research institutes and centres of expertise should also be mentioned in paragraph 109.
320. The delegation of Cuba referred to paragraph 116 and supported the comment made by the delegation of France regarding the dangers of commercial activity applied to intangible cultural heritage. 
321. The delegation of the Central African Republic wished to keep the idea of the potential of commercial activities but suggested a change in the language. 
322. The Secretary of the Convention said that the sub-chapter on raising awareness concluded with six paragraphs on raising awareness at the international level, in particular the responsibilities that the Committee itself might wish to undertake for the annual publication of the lists and registers (paragraph 119) or to encourage other publications (paragraph 120). Paragraph 121 reiterated concerns that awareness raising actions for an element that has been inscribed should take into consideration the significance of this element for its own community. Paragraph 122 referred to the Committee's responsibility of promoting awareness of best practices. Paragraph 123 concerned the use of the emblem of intangible cultural heritage. Paragraph 124 requested the Secretariat to assist the Committee with specific awareness raising efforts such as their website for information exchange, networking and so on.
323. The Chairperson asked for questions on the last section.
324. The delegation of Ethiopia asked if professional associations were included. 
325. The Secretary of the Convention explained that it was for the General Assembly to decide if professional associations should be included in paragraph 109 or 108.
326. The Chairperson proceeded to the adoption of sub-chapter IV.1 on raising awareness of intangible cultural heritage. The first three paragraphs on general provisions were adopted by the General Assembly.
327. With regard to paragraph 103, the delegation of Croatia asked for the sentence in paragraph 103 to be changed to ‘encouraged to develop ethical issues’. The delegations of Estonia and Mexico disagreed with the suggestion made by Croatia.
328. Paragraph 103 was adopted with the original language. 
329. With regard to paragraph 104, the delegation of Colombia supported the delegation of Bolivia and wished to be more specific with regards to the mention of cultural rights and suggested substituting ‘rights of the communities’ by ‘cultural rights of the communities’. The delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Pakistan agreed with the delegation of Colombia
330. The delegation of Bolivia asked to use the term ‘indigenous peoples’ for communities, to be in line with the UN terminology.
331. The delegation of the Côte d’Ivoire felt that adding the term ‘cultural rights’ seemed too restrictive. The delegations of Mexico and Morocco agreed with the Côte d’Ivoire, but regarding the Bolivian amendment, felt the reference to indigenous people was inappropriate.
332. The delegations of Belgium, Estonia, Turkey, Peru, Italy and Bangladesh preferred to retain the original text.
333. The Legal Advisor informed that the text of the Convention did not affect the rights and obligations of States Parties regarding intellectual property rights or the use of other traditional resources. In formulating this paragraph, and by using the language in the context of the Convention in a balanced way, the Committee awarded States Parties a right to privacy. 
334. The Chairperson said that this Directive would apply in each Member State but within very different social and legal situations, and a broader language was necessary to ensure applicability. This paragraph was adopted by the General Assembly with the original text.
335. The delegation of Uruguay did not support the adoption of paragraph 104 with the original text and wanted to distinguish between intellectual property rights and privacy rights. 
336. The Chairperson reminded the delegation of Uruguay that the text had been adopted already, but accepted to listen to its proposal.
337. The delegation of Uruguay wished to change the text and add a mention of the responsibility of States Parties by specifically referring to legal protection within their legal framework. The delegations of Venezuela and the Islamic Republic of Iran fully supported Uruguay's proposal.
338. The delegation of Pakistan wanted the text to refer explicitly to an existing national legal framework to avoid having a new legislative structure to protect these rights.
339. The delegation of Central African Republic thought the original version was more understandable than the new versions proposed.
340. The delegations of Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Côte d’Ivoire, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, France, Guinea, Latvia, Monaco, the Philippines, Romania, Saint Lucia and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines supported the original text. The delegation of Estonia requested the Legal Advisor's opinion on the implications of the amendments proposed.
341. The Legal Advisor felt the original text was in accordance with the spirit of the Convention and in line with the idea of establishing a voluntary code of conduct as a recommendation to States Parties, so that a relation between public institutions, businesses and communities be based on legal principles inspired by human rights, intellectual property rights and the right to privacy. The amendment proposed by Uruguay ensured necessary legal protection whereas the original text implicitly referred to the principle enshrined in international instruments of human rights. 
342. The delegation of Bangladesh proposed replacing ‘States Parties shall’ by ‘States Parties are encouraged to’, which it felt would be less legally binding.
343. The Chairperson pointed out that the two options had very different legal meanings.
344. The delegation of Algeria suggested changing the paragraph to take out the condition by which rights are protected ‘when raising awareness’ as well as the reference to commercial activity to be in line with the philosophy of the Convention and avoid any negative connotations.
345. The delegation of Grenada wished to maintain the text within the framework of raising awareness.
346. The Chairperson said that the overall majority supported the original language and the section was therefore adopted by the General Assembly in its original form.
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347. The Chairperson announced the start of the election of the members of the Intergovernmental Committee and announced the attribution of seats for the next Committee: Group I: 3 seats, Group II: 4 seats, Group III: 5 seats, Group IV: 5 seats, 1 for a two year term, Group V(a): 4 seats, Group V(b): 3 seats.
348. The Secretary of the Convention recalled that in conformity with Rule 14 of the General Assembly’s Rules of Procedure, the Secretariat asked all states Parties three months prior to the opening of the General Assembly, whether they intend to stand for election to the Committee keeping in mind Article 6.6 of the Convention that says that a State Member of the Committee cannot be elected for two consecutive terms. She further explained to the General Assembly that the Secretariat sent to all States Parties the provisional list of candidate States Parties four weeks prior to the session, that was 25 May 2010, indicating the electoral groups to which they belong and the number of seats to be filled. The Secretariat further provided information on the status of all compulsory and voluntary contributions to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund by the candidates to the election. Each time a candidate wished to withdraw or its status with regard to its contribution to the Fund changed, the list has been revised accordingly. She further informed the General Assembly that all States Parties with a mandate until 2012 were not in arrears with payment and were thus eligible as Members of the Committee. 
349. The Chairperson explained that the election of the Committee was in two stages: firstly, for the seat vacated by Zimbabwe in Group IV, followed by the twelve seats of the Committee and informed the General Assembly on the need of appointing two tellers from the delegations present and not candidate to the election.
350. Ms Montserrat Vargas from the delegation of Costa Rica and Mr Abderrahman Ayoub from the delegation of Tunisia offered to be tellers.
351. The Secretary of the Convention read out the definitive list of names of the candidates for election: 
Group I: 
Spain, 
Group II: 
Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Latvia, the Republic of Moldova, the Czech Republic, 
Group III: 
Grenada and Nicaragua, 
Group IV: 
China, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Japan,
Group V(a): 
Burkina Faso, Madagascar, Mauritius and Namibia, 
Group V(b): 
Morocco.
352. The Chairperson stated that with regard to the seat attributed to Group IV for a term of two years and in the absence of no other candidate, the Islamic Republic of Iran was attributed the term of two years. With regard to the twelve vacancies for a term of four years, for group I, III, IV and V(b) the number of candidates equaled the number of seats. He informed the General Assembly that in the case of a ‘clean slate’ no election would be necessary. He invited the Secretariat to distribute to each State Party an envelope and two ballot papers, one for each electoral group for which elections were still needed, that were groups II and V(a). The Chairperson specified that the procedure consisted in encircling as many names of States indicated on the papers as there were seats to fill per electoral group. Ballot papers that contained no indication, no circle, would be considered invalid. Those that contained more circles than vacant seats would be considered invalid. The absence of a ballot paper in the envelope would be considered an abstention. The Secretary of the Convention then proceeded, under the surveillance of the two tellers, to call each State Party in alphabetical order to place its ballot paper in the urn prepared for this purpose.
[Thursday 24 June 2010, Room II, 3 p.m.]

ITEM 12 OF THE AGENDA [cont.]: ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/12

Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.12.1 Rev.10
Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/INF.12.2
Resolution 3.GA 12
353. The Chairperson announced that the counting of ballots had been completed and reported the results: 106 States voted, 17 States were absent, there were no abstentions and 2 ballots were considered invalid. After having thanked the tellers, he announced the results of the vote:

Group II:

Albania : 86 votes; Armenia: 19 votes; Azerbaijan: 72 votes; Czech Republic: 75 votes; Latvia: 40 votes; the Republic of Moldova: 13 votes. There was 1 invalid vote but no abstention.
Group V(a):
Burkina Faso: 63 votes; Madagascar: 58 votes; Mauritius: 31 votes; Namibia: 57 votes. There was 1 invalid vote.
He declared therefore elected to the Intergovernmental Committee:

Group I:

Spain (four years term),

Group II: 

Albania (four years term), Azerbaijan (four years term), Czech Republic (four years term),

Group III: 

Grenada (four years term), Nicaragua (four years term),

Group IV: 

China (four years term), Indonesia (four years term), Japan (four years term), the Islamic Republic of Iran (two years term),

Group V(a): 
Burkina Faso (four years term), Madagascar (four years term),

Group V(b): 
Morocco (four years term). 
354. The General Assembly adopted the resolution to fill the vacancy created by Zimbabwe’s resignation and to elect the aforementioned States Parties to the Intergovernmental Committee for a four year term. 

355. The General Assembly decided that the principle of proportionality in accordance with that of geographical representation would be applied to future elections on the basis of mathematical calculations.

356. The delegation of Grenada reminded the General Assembly of the necessity of ‘strict’ mathematical calculations and felt that this should therefore be mentioned in the text. 

357. The delegation of Zimbabwe suggested the addition of a sentence such as ‘under no circumstances should there be a deviation from these mathematical calculations’.
358. The delegation of Senegal suggested the use of a different adverb such as ‘rigorously applied to future elections on the basis of strict mathematical calculations’.
359. The delegation of Nigeria suggested ‘strictly on the basis of mathematical calculations’.
360. The General Assembly adopted Resolution 3.GA 12 as amended and the Chairperson declared item 12 of the agenda closed. 

361. The delegation of France pointed out the fact that mathematics was always a strict science.

362. The delegation of Grenada explained that what was being asked for was a strict application of these mathematical calculations. 

363. The Chairperson reminded the General Assembly that the Resolution 3.GA 12 had been adopted.

364. The delegation of the Czech Republic thanked the General Assembly for placing its trust in them and reaffirmed their wish to preserve intangible cultural heritage.

365. The delegation of Sri Lanka thanked the entire African group for their cooperation in accordance with the Agreement reached in 2008. 

366. The delegation of Grenada thanked the delegations of Columbia, Brazil, Chili and Uruguay for deciding to withdraw their candidature and providing a clean slate for the elections.

367. The delegation of Burkina Faso thanked the States who placed their trust in them, and assured the General Assembly that they would do their best to work towards the preservation of intangible cultural heritage.

368. The delegation of Morocco congratulated the new Members of the Committee and expressed its pleasure in being elected. 

369. The delegation of the Central African Republic congratulated the new Members of the Committee as well as the outgoing Members who had made a contribution to moving the Convention forward. 

370. The delegation of Turkey congratulated the newly elected Members of the Committee. Turkey stated that a lot had been achieved in Turkey concerning the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, and that they had gained valuable experience. 

371. The delegation of Spain confirmed its determination to contribute to the Convention through the preservation of the different aspects of Spanish culture as well as through the preservation of the Spanish language.

372. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates also congratulated the newly elected Members and thanked the out-going Members, and commended the spirit of consensus and cooperation that was felt during the elections.

373. The delegation of Albania thanked the delegations that had voted in its favour and congratulated the newly elected Members.  

374. The delegation of Hungary expressed its appreciation for the work of the countries that hosted the Intergovernmental Committee Sessions and congratulated the newly elected countries.

375. The delegations of China, Indonesia and Azerbaijan expressed their honour in being elected to the Committee and congratulated all the newly elected Members.

376. The Chairperson congratulated all new elected members of the Committee and declared item 12 of the agenda closed.
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377. With regard to paragraph 105, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran wished to change the sentence to ‘relevant forms of media’, but the majority supported the original language.

378. The General Assembly adopted paragraph 105.

379. With regard to paragraph 106, the delegation of Nigeria asked for clarification regarding the mention of the Convention, as it was felt to be repetitive. 

380. The Chairperson reminded Nigeria that this was done systematically throughout for the purpose of clarification. 

381. The delegation of Nigeria wished to add in some brackets. 

382. The Secretary of the Convention explained that this differentiated the Convention from the Rules and Procedures in the French translation, as both used the word ‘Article’ and the Chairperson declared adopted paragraphs 106 to 108.
383. With regard to paragraph 109, the delegation of Turkey proposed an amendment to the paragraph to include at the beginning ‘research institutes, experts and centres of expertise’. 

384. The Chairperson said ‘entities’ were enumerated so mentioning experts would not be appropriate.

385. The delegation of France supported the proposal by Turkey and the Chairperson’s comment.

386. The delegation of Romania wished to find another way to mention the contribution of experts. 

387. The delegation of Tunisia supported the proposal by Turkey, but felt that the use of the term ‘museum’ was inadequate, as museums did not necessarily help preserve intangible cultural heritage. 

388. The delegation of China suggested that a new type of entity be considered through the use of the term ‘Intangible Heritage Museum.’

389. The delegation of Belgium agreed with the delegations of Turkey, France and Romania, but disagreed with China and preferred to keep the term ‘unqualified’. 

390. The delegation of Monaco agreed with the delegation of Belgium.

391. The Chairperson asked the General Assembly whether it agreed to the change proposed by Turkey and Romania and to keep the rest of the paragraph unchanged, and announced paragraphs 109 to 115 as adopted. 

392. With regard to paragraph 116, the delegation of France suggested deleting the second part of the paragraph referring to commercial activities in order to avoid merchandization of intangible cultural heritage.

393. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the delegation of France and also suggested merging paragraphs 116 and 117 and to add ‘which could be derived from some forms of intangible cultural heritage’ when referring to commercial activities.

394. The delegation of Monaco agreed with the delegations of France and Morocco stating that a list of commercial activities should not be included in the text. The delegation also supported the idea that commercial activities should be developed with the communities.

395. The delegations of the Central African Republic and Belgium agreed with the suggestion of both France and Morocco.

396. The delegation of Kenya also supported the delegations of France and Morocco. 

397. The delegation of Peru disagreed with France and wished to retain the reference to commercial activities since they contributed to the local economy and to social cohesion. The delegations of Tunisia and Mexico supported the Peruvian proposal.

398. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with the proposal by France. The delegation of Colombia proposed to keep the French proposal but to include a reference to sustainable development in paragraph 117. The delegations of France and Estonia supported the Colombian proposal.
399. The Chairperson summarized the discussion by asking whether the second sentence in paragraph 116 should be kept or not.

400. The delegation of Argentina supported the Peruvian proposal to retain the second sentence of paragraph 116, and disagreed with the deletion of the reference to ‘raising awareness’. The delegation of Spain supported the delegation of Argentina.
401. The Chairperson asked the Secretariat to delete the third and fourth sentences of paragraph 116.

402. The delegation of France agreed to keep the second sentence but wished to merge paragraphs 116 and 117. 

403. The Chairperson asked the General Assembly whether the final proposal was acceptable. As there were no objections, the paragraph was adopted as well as paragraphs 118 to 124. 
404. With regard to chapter IV.2 ‘the use of the emblem’, the Secretary of the Convention explained the Directives for the use of the emblem by stating that as the emblem was always used alongside the logo of UNESCO, the Directives for the use of the emblem were consistent with those of the logo of UNESCO so that a single application to the Secretariat can be made satisfying both sets of Directives. 

405. The Secretariat then outlined each paragraph.
406. The Chairperson asked if these paragraphs could be adopted without entering into the details.

407. The delegation of France agreed but asked if a reference to the paragraphs of the Operational Directives could be included in paragraph 131.

408. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether some institutions (i.e.: Category 2 centres) could have specific authorizations to use the logos. 

409. In response to the question by Latvia, the Secretary of the Convention said that the issue of the use of the wording would be addressed in the graphic charter. With regards to the question by the delegation of the Republic of Korea, the Secretary said that a specific agreement between UNESCO and the Category 2 centres would have to be developed following approval of the Directives. 

410. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran asked whether a specific colour had been approved for the logo.

411. The Secretary of the Convention responded that this issue would also be addressed in the graphic charter.

412. The delegation of Japan asked when the emblem could be used.

413. The Secretary replied that this would be done as soon as possible.

414. The Chairperson asked whether any States had any specific amendments to propose to the paragraphs.

415. With regard to the proposed amendment of the delegation of Islamic Republic of Iran to paragraph 145 and to take out the reference to the prohibition of the alteration of the logo since the colours had not yet been agreed upon, the Chairperson replied that it was important to adopt this prohibitive language in order to avoid any misuse of the logo during the next two years. 

416. The delegation of Islamic Republic of Iran stated that alterations could still be made to the graphical standards. 

417. The Legal Advisor stated that paragraph 145 echoed the rules set for the UNESCO logo by analogy, and should thus be reproduced according to the graphical standards and not altered, stressing the importance of this analogy such that the text should not be changed. 

418. Following this explanation, the Chairperson declared the provisions on the use of the emblem as adopted by the General Assembly.
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419. The Chairperson invited the General Assembly to examine paragraphs 1 to 56 of the Operational Directives and explained that the open-ended Intergovernmental working group established by the Committee had examined some of the problems that arose from the Operational Directives and had drawn up a number of amendments to them. He suggested therefore to debate chapter I, part I.1 though 1.15, that were the proposed revision from the working group. Subchapter I.16 concerning the incorporation of the former Masterpieces, subchapter II.1 concerning the guidelines for the use of the resources of the Fund and all of chapter III were unchanged and therefore a debate should not take place. These were found in document INF.5. 
420. Mr Chérif Khaznadar, the Chairperson of the open-ended Intergovernmental working group of the Committee, gave a brief presentation. He noted that the working group realized that the procedures were so heavy that they have become stifling, and the results have not been able to meet the expectations of the States parties or those of communities. It was clear that a number of new and much simpler procedures had to be found in order to avoid that the Convention will sink under the weight of its own success. These various procedures have been widely discussed during the meetings of the working group. It was necessary to simplify the procedures, to streamline the examination of the nominations and to establish a clear distinction between the Representative List and the other mechanisms, which have different objectives, and should not therefore be treated the same way. Thus, he continued that for the Representative List, it was proposed to modify the forms to make them easier to complete, with multiple choice boxes in some cases, even if these proposals are not included in the amended Directives. Similarly, many discussions were held on how the Subsidiary Body could organize its work, to make his task easier. This issue has also been submitted to the Committee and the Body itself, and does not appear in the amended Directives. He invited the General Assembly to keep this context in mind when considering the revised Directives. Finally, the Secretariat will no longer engage in a thorough reading of the nominations, or translate them, and confine itself to verifying whether all the required technical elements are annexed to the nomination and it will be up to for members of the Subsidiary Body themselves whether they feel that additional information is needed, which will result in a request to the submitting state Party for additional information. Complete nominations will then be transmitted to the Subsidiary Body. With regard to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the international assistance greater than US$25,000, a Consultative Body will be established, allowing a certain continuity of the advisory opinions and comparability of a nomination to another, which is not the case actually. He added that is proposed that the same Consultative Body should be in charge of examining the proposed programs, projects and activities of the register of best practices (Article 18) as the consideration of these proposals at meetings of the Committee itself has proved very difficult. The other significant change proposed by the working group is the adoption of a single schedule for all procedures. Having streamlined the procedures themselves, it seems reasonable to harmonize their schedule to simplify the work of the States Parties and the Secretariat. He concluded that the document for which the working group have reached a consensus on Monday may not be perfect but is the result of a consensus that has carefully built over many meetings and several months. 
421. The Chairperson opened the floor for general debate after which the Secretariat would be asked to go through the document paragraph-by-paragraph for adoption.

422. The delegation of France stated that the criteria had not been discussed by the working group due to lack of time, and wanted this issue to be remembered for discussion at a later stage.

423. The delegations of Turkey and Colombia supported the comment made by the delegation of France and asked the Committee to consider this matter.

424. The Secretary introduced each paragraph. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1 concerning the criteria for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Secretary explained that a single change had been made to the header to bring it into conformity with paragraph 11 of the current Operational Directives that states that no other entity other than a State Party may submit a nomination, including in matters of extreme urgency. 

425. The Chairperson announced the paragraph as adopted. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.2, concerning the criteria for the Representative List, there were no substantial amendments and the paragraph was adopted.

426. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.3, the Secretary introduced the five paragraphs by saying that they were drawn from the Operational Directives related to the criteria for the selection of programmes, projects and activities that best reflected the principles and objectives of the Convention. The main change was in paragraph 5 where the selection of good practices was limited to programmes in progress or already completed, and not for planned projects. 

427. The Chairperson announced the paragraph as adopted.

428. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.4 concerning eligibility criteria, there were no proposed amendments, and the Chairperson announced the paragraph as adopted.

429. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.5, the Secretary introduced the four paragraphs concerning multinational files. It was proposed that paragraph 14 specify the procedure to be applied in case one or more States Parties would like to join in the inscription of an element that has already been inscribed on the Representative List or on the Urgent Safeguarding List.

430. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the revision made to paragraph 14. The delegation however also presented an idea for future discussion, which was the implementation of a mechanism for States Parties to start joint nominations before an element was inscribed by asking States Parties to make public a list of elements they wished to propose for inscription. 

431. The delegations of Mongolia and the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with the suggestion.

432. The delegation of India also supported this suggestion and asked whether the Secretariat could be involved in taking it up in a formal manner.

433. The General Assembly declared the paragraph as adopted.

434. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.6, the Secretary of the Convention explained that this section was based very closely on the Operational Directives and that they had not been substantially amended.

435. The General Assembly declared the paragraph as adopted.

436. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.7, the Secretary of the convention stated that this section, describing the submission and examination of files, had significantly changed in order to simplify and harmonize the submission and examination of files. The section sets two models, one for the Urgent Safeguarding List, International Assistance greater that US$25,000 and proposals of programmes, projects and activities, and another for the Representative List. 

437. The delegation of Turkey agreed with the proposed changes, but with regard to paragraph 26, wished to mention the ‘six experts and six accredited NGOs as Members of the consultative body’, as well as to the ‘research institutes and centres of expertise’.
438. The Chairperson explained that this provision was introduced on an experimental basis, so there might not be a need to expand on what the consultative body would be.

439. The delegation of Saint Lucia stated that there was a distinction between the roles of the bodies and felt that the amendment proposed by Turkey was not in agreement with the Convention.

440. The delegation of Zimbabwe agreed with the delegation of Saint Lucia.

441. The Legal Advisor agreed that the question asked by Turkey was legitimate and proposed a change to the paragraph to read ‘the Committee shall select six accredited NGOs at each session and six independent assessors as members of the consultative body.’ These assessors would be the individuals to be consulted on the criteria to apply for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List.

442. The delegations of Mexico, Cyprus and Monaco supported Saint Lucia.

443. The delegation of Turkey stated that in Article 8 of the Convention, the Committee can temporarily establish consultative bodies and invite to its meetings any public or private body, so nothing in the text prevented centres of expertise and research institutes to participate as well as NGOs. 

444. The delegation of Romania asked for an explanation of the phrase ‘on an experimental basis’.
445. The Chairperson summarized by stating that the majority of the room supported the original text, and that the question was how the consultative body was to be organized. 

446. The delegation of Turkey wished to see centres of expertise and research institutes added to the list.

447. The delegation of France agreed with Turkey but stated that experts would participate in the consultative body because of their knowledge and expertise, not because of where they work.

448. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran stated that this would not be revised by the Committee.

449. The Chairperson disagreed and asked the General Assembly whether they could adopt the original language. The paragraph was duly adopted by the General Assembly.

450. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.8, the Secretariat explained that the two paragraphs regarding procedures for cases of extreme urgency had been amended slightly to delegate the establishment of the calendar for examination to the Bureau of the Committee. 

451. The General Assembly declared the two paragraphs as adopted.

452. The delegation of Pakistan asked the Bureau to reflect upon the tensions that could be caused if in cases of extreme urgency a proposal for nomination could be made by another State Party.

453. The Secretary of the Convention stated that the Committee had the prerogative, in extreme cases, to inscribe elements on the Urgent Safeguarding List in consultation with the State Party concerned, but that other States could draw the Committee’s attention to elements in urgent need of safeguarding. 

454. The delegation of Pakistan wanted the text to better reflect the language of the Convention.

455. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with the suggestion made by the delegation of Pakistan and stated that the State Party concerned should not be ‘informed’ but ‘consulted’.

456. The Chairperson stated that Article 34 authorized States Parties to draw the attention of the Bureau of the Committee to elements in urgent need of safeguarding in other countries. 

457. The delegation of Pakistan asked what action would be taken by the Bureau of the Committee once their attention had been drawn to an element in urgent need of safeguarding.

458. The Secretary of the Convention explained the rationale behind this Article in that no procedure had been put in place explaining how these elements would come to the attention to the Bureau of the Committee. 

459. The delegation of Bangladesh asked for a change to be made to the last sentence so that the Article read, ‘the State should be immediately informed’.
460. The delegation of Grenada asked whether objective criteria should be prepared in case of urgent safeguarding of elements was needed in extreme circumstances.

461. The delegation of Romania stated that the text was not precise enough and that it could be understood that either the State Party or the Committee should be compelled to inform the State Party concerned of the element in urgent need of safeguarding.

462. The delegation of Grenada asked whether examples of possible extreme cases could be included.

463. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the amendment proposed by Bangladesh. 

464. The delegation of India also wanted to change the word ‘informed’ to ‘consulted’.

465. The Legal Advisor stated that this question was settled by the Convention and reminded the General Assembly that the only change that had been made was to make the Bureau of the Committee responsible for dealing with elements in urgent need of safeguarding in extreme cases. 

466. The General Assembly declared the original text as adopted.

467. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.9, the Secretary explained that the section on the evaluation of the files by the Committee contained three paragraphs based on the current Directives, and that the only change was the addition of the possibility of referring a nomination back to the Nominating State.

468. The General Assembly declared the section as adopted. 

469. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.10, the Chairperson explained that for this section, which concerned the transfer of one item from one list to another, the two existing paragraphs had been merged. The General Assembly declared the section as adopted.
470. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.11, the Chairperson explained that there were no changes for this section regarding the withdrawal of an element from the lists, and the section was duly adopted by the General Assembly.

471. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.12, the Secretary of the Convention explained that this section was new and concerned the modification of the name of an inscribed element.

472. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran wished to add another paragraph stating that a change in the name should be considered by the Committee for files that had been submitted nationally, and were resubmitted as a multinational element at a later date.

473. The Secretary of the Convention responded by stating that this concern had been addressed by Articles 13 and 14, which referred to the submission of multinational elements. 

474. The General Assembly declared the section as adopted.

475. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.13, the Chairperson explained that this section regarding programmes, projects and activities selected as best reflecting the principles of the Convention was unchanged, apart from some technical adjustments.

476. The delegation of China asked for the logical reasoning behind the section and wished to know why the word ‘register’ had been used as it appeared here for the first time.

477. The Secretary of the Convention stated that the Committee was under the obligation to select some programmes, projects and activities as examples of good practice to be used as models and to draw up a register of them as opposed to a list, and this word was chosen in order to avoid confusion.

478. The delegation of China agreed with the use of this word but asked whether it could also be used at an earlier stage in the text. 

479. The Secretary of the Convention stated that paragraph 3 which defined the term ‘register’ had been deleted and asked the Committee to revise this deletion or insert a definition of the word.

480. The General Assembly declared the section as adopted.

481. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.14, the Secretary of the Convention explained that this section, dealing with International Assistance, was substantially unchanged, with the exception of paragraph 50, which also delegates to the Bureau of the Committee the examination of emergency requests for international assistance greater than 25 000 USD.

482. The General Assembly declared the section as adopted.

483. With regard to Chapter 1, Section 1.15, the Secretary of the Convention explained that this section proposed a single consolidated timetable with the deadline of 21 March for all files. The Secretariat had until 30 June to process the applications. Submitting States Parties would then have until 30 September to complete files and submit any additional information. The examination phase would run from December to May and would be carried out by the Subsidiary Body or the Advisory body, and their final meetings would be held in April to June. The evaluation by the Committee would be carried out in November. 

484. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked which body was responsible for requesting more information from a submitting State Party when a file was found to be incomplete.

485. The delegation of Zimbabwe supported the proposed schedule of examinations.

486. The Secretary of the Convention answered the delegation of the Republic of Korea’s question by saying that the Secretariat would be responsible for requesting more information. 

487. The delegation of Azerbaijan asked when the timetable would enter into force. The Secretary replied by saying that it would take effect immediately. 

488. The General Assembly declared the new calendar as adopted.

489. The Chairperson stated that this concluded the amended Directives, and asked the General Assembly to turn to the draft Resolution 3.GA 5.Rev.

490. The General Assembly adopted the amended Operational Directives (documents ITH/10/3GA/Conf 201/5, 201/6 and INF/5) and agreed to their implementation. 

491. The delegation of France proposed to change the sentence to ‘invites the Committee to commence a reflection on revising the criteria for inscription on the two Lists for the safeguarding of ICH and to report to the next General Assembly’. This was duly adopted by the General Assembly.

492. The General Assembly also requested the Director-General to publish and disseminate a single volume presenting the text developed by the Committee as well as the text of the Convention, and invited her to provide an introduction to the volume.

493. The delegation of Latvia suggested an online volume be published in order to reduce costs.

494. The Secretary of the Convention stated that small quantities could be printed without spending a large amount of money and insisted that it was important to have the printed version as well for accessibility.
495. The General Assembly adopted Resolution 3.GA 5Rev. and the Chairperson declared items 5 and 6 closed. 
[Arrival of the Director-General of UNESCO, Ms Irina Bokova]

496. The Chairperson introduced the Director-General of UNESCO, Ms Irina Bokova.

497. The Director-General thanked the Committee Members and congratulated the newly elected Members and stated that she had a very special connection with this Convention as she had chaired the Intangible Heritage Committee at its second extraordinary session, held in Sofia in February 2008 and commented on the growth of the Convention, which showed how it responded to a specific need around the world. She stated that the revisions that had been made would make it possible for countries to benefit more easily from the Convention and would help preserve cultural diversity. She spoke of the example of music as a metaphor for the dialogue between cultures and stated that there was still much work to do for the objectives of the Convention to become a reality. She thanked all the States and regions that had supported and continued to support UNESCO’s efforts to safeguard intangible cultural heritage. She thanked the countries that have supported UNESCO’s efforts to safeguard intangible cultural heritage, and said she was grateful that the General Assembly decided to create a sub-fund within the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund to reinforce the capacities of the Secretariat. She reminded the General Assembly that the anniversary of the Convention would be essential for raising awareness of intangible cultural heritage. She spoke of the idea of culture as a guarantee for sustainable development and about the importance of transforming these words into a commitment that will be acted upon and that culture was a way of promoting mutual understanding between cultures and nations. [For the complete speech: http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/index.php?lg=en&pg=00283].

498. The Chairperson warmly thanked the Director-General for her intervention and her steadfast support to the Convention and the safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage in general. 
ITEM 13 OF THE AGENDA: OTHER BUSINESS
[N/A]

ITEM 10 OF THE AGENDA: TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE ADOPTION OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE CONVENTION BY THE GENERAL CONFERENCE OF UNESCO

Document ITH/10/3.GA/CONF.201/10
Resolution 3.GA 10
499. The Chairperson asked the General Assembly to look at item 10 on the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the Convention.

500. The Secretary of the Convention explained that the Anniversary in 2013 would be a way to take stock of what has been achieved and of the main challenges ahead, as well as to promote the initiatives taken under the Convention. The Secretariat asked for proposals to be made during the fourth General Assembly.

501. The delegation of Azerbaijan asked that the tenth Session of the General Assembly be held in Baku, noting that it would be a Member of the Committee during that period. 

502. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran proposed the year 2013 as the year of intangible cultural heritage. 

503. The General Assembly decided that the tenth Anniversary of the Convention would be an occasion to conduct an initial assessment and to identify the main challenges facing the Convention, and invited the Committee to consider ways of celebrating the anniversary of the Convention, as well as to submit a programme and schedule for the celebration of the anniversary of the Convention at its fourth session. The General Assembly adopted Resolution 3.GA 10 and the Chairperson declared item 10 closed.
ITEM 14 OF THE AGENDA: CLOSURE
504. The Chairperson thanked the General Assembly for the work that had been achieved during the General Assembly, which would help confront some of the challenges faced by the Convention. The Chairperson stated that the Operational Guidelines and Budget agreed on would help support safeguarding, awareness raising and capacity building. The Chairperson concluded by thanking again the Director-General of UNESCO for her presence and the Secretariat for its tremendous work and support. He then declared the third session of the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention for Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage closed.
