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Discussions during the governance meetings of the 
World Heritage Convention concerning the management of nominations to the World Heritage List
The document below presents excerpts from the discussions and documents of the governance bodies of the World Heritage Convention, notably those concerning the practical problems of managing nominations to the World Heritage List. Links are provided to the texts of the documents.
	1977

01COM
	CC.77 /CONF.001/09
	Final report - List of Participants

	[…] 20. Hope was expressed that sufficient information would be provided to States to enable them to select properties that were truly eligible for inclusion in the List and that the criteria adopted would assist States in restricting their choice of properties nominated. In this connection, one proposal put forward sought to impose on States a limit in the number of properties that they might submit in the first instance but, on reflection this was not considered advisable. It was, however, decided that States would be advised to limit the number of nominations submitted at a given time, on the understanding that these nominations were not to be considered exhaustive. […]

38. The very tight calendar proposed was discussed in some detail, with many participants referring once more to the difficulties their own governments would have to face in preparing in time their nominations. The question of limiting the number of nominations to be submitted by States was again raised, and whereas the decision previously taken in plenary not to impose any limit was maintained, it was decided that States would be requested to indicate an order of priority among the nominations submitted. States would, at the same time, be reminded that the process of submitting nominations was ongoing and that nominations not considered at the second session of the Committee would be examined at later sessions. […]

	1978

02COM
	CC.78/CONF.010/03
	Report of Rapporteur [of first Bureau meeting]

	[…] 20. There was then some discussion as to the desirability of limiting the number of sites that could be nominated by each country onto the World Heritage List to two on this first occasion only, in view of the fact that the total number of nominations was not large and some States had put forward several nominations. The Bureau agreed that on this first occasion in order to have a reasonably balanced List, States should be limited to two nominations each, which could either be all cultural or all natural or a combination of both, and that any sites deferred to 1979 for this reason, which otherwise clearly met the criteria, should be placed on a waiting list. […]

	1978

02COM
	CC.78/CONF.010/10 Rev
	Final Report

	[…] 42. There followed considerable discussion as to whether the number of nominations per country and year should be limited or not, and how to solve the problem of the increasing workload for all parties involved in the evaluation process, which may become rather time-consuming and may even exceed the capacity of the advisory organizations, the Bureau, the Committee and the UNESCO Secretariat in the future.

43. In this connection, reference was made to Article 11 (1) of the Convention which stipulates no limit for the number of nominations by a single State Party. However, in recognizing this stipulation the Committee, for purely practical reasons, authorized the Chairman to convene, if necessary, a special Bureau meeting after the closing date for submission of nominations in order to examine, together with the advisory organizations and the Secretariat, the possibility of evaluating all new nominations and to adopt a procedure which would take into account the capacities of all parties involved in the processing of nominations.
45. The delegate of Poland then drew the attention of the Committee to paragraphs 20 and 21 of the report of the Rapporteur on the first meeting of the Bureau. As noted in the report, Poland was the only State affected by the decision that on this first occasion, States Parties would be limited to nominating only two properties each for inclusion in the World Heritage List, since it had nominated three sites which clearly qualified for inclusion and for which complete documentation had been submitted: Auschwitz, Cracow and the Salt Mines of Wieliczka. It would, therefore, appear justified that the nomination of Auschwitz be referred to the second session of the Bureau with a favourable recommendation.

46. In response to this proposal the Committee agreed that in all future cases where eligible nominations were deferred by the Bureau, such nominations would be given priority consideration at the following Bureau meeting, unless these nominations had in the meantime been withdrawn by the State concerned. […]

	1979

03COM
	CC.79/CONF.003/13
	Report of the rapporteur on the third session of the World Heritage Committee

	[…] 12. In reporting to the Committee on activities undertaken during the previous year, the former Chairman, Mr. David Hales […] laid stress on the vast increase in the number of nominations received for inscription on the World Heritage List. […]  He expressed his concern with respect to the extremely heavy workload for the Secretariat, the advisory organizations, the Bureau and the Committee itself, and he noted that the staff on the Secretariat of the Committee was still insufficient. [...]

34. On the general question of the number of inscriptions to be entered on the World Heritage List, as well as of the selection criteria to be applied, the Committee recalled that the Convention foresees in Article 11 paragraph I that each State Party “shall in so far as possible submit to the World Heritage Committee an inventory of property forming part of the cultural and natural heritage, situated in its territory and suitable for inclusion” in the World Heritage List […] This “inventory” and the nominations should be very restricted, it being understood however that no limit in the number of nominations should be imposed and that assurance be given to each State Party that it may submit nominations for cultural property relating to all the civilizations which have succeeded each other or which coexist in its territory. […]

44. The Committee considered that it would be desirable to be able to examine nominations at its fourth session within the framework of a national inventory of cultural and natural properties which the State Party considers suitable for inclusion in the World Heritage List. This would allow for a preliminary evaluation of the comparative value of properties within that State. The Committee therefore expressed the hope that each State Party concerned would make available to the Committee before its next session a list of those properties which it intends to nominate to the World Heritage List during the next five to ten years. […]

	1980

04COM
	CC.80/CONF.016/02
	Nominations to the World Heritage List

	[…] 40. The Bureau was unable to formulate a recommendation concerning the inscription of 20 properties, either because it was evident that the supporting documentation was incomplete or inadequate or because it had not been possible to complete the evaluation. […]

	1981

05COM
	CC.81/CONF.003/06
	Rapport of the rapporteur

	[…] 22. The Committee agreed that there was a need for a statement on the dual concepts of representativeness and selectivity to guide the Committee in the development of the World Heritage List. During the discussion, many delegates spoke of the need to ensure that the List was fully representative of all natural systems and cultures. Whilst it was acknowledged that the Convention itself implied selectivity and that in the short term at least there were other important reasons for limiting the overall size of the List, several delegates argued that the form of words used should not carry any suggestion of restriction on the range and variety of properties which might be inscribed in the List. It was therefore agreed that the concept of selectivity was best expressed by reference to the requirement in the Convention that properties should be “of outstanding universal value” and to the criteria adopted by the Committee for the inscription of natural and cultural properties. […]

25. To prevent the World Heritage list from becoming increasingly imbalanced, the Committee decided to encourage those countries which have several properties already inscribed on the list to exercise restraint in putting forward additional nominations (especially cultural nominations) at least for a limited period of time. This should not be interpreted as suggesting that countries which have not yet proposed properties for inscription on the List should in any way be deterred from bringing forward nominations. On the contrary, the Committee was anxious to ensure that a greater variety of properties should be included in the World Heritage List as soon as possible. […]

	1983

07COM
	SC.83/CONF.009/08
	Report of the rapporteur

	[…] 18. The nominations of cultural properties by States which had not submitted such a tentative list after this time period [1984] could not be examined thereafter by ICOMOS. The submission of tentative lists for natural sites is also requested in order to facilitate the evaluation of nominations by IUCN. […]

	1985

09BUR
	SC.85/CONF.007/09
	Report of the rapporteur

	[…] 4. Mr. B. von Droste, Director of the Division of Ecological Sciences […] made the remark that whilst the number of nominations to the World Heritage List increased regularly, there were still too few States who had furnished the tentative lists necessary for the evaluation of nominations. It was equally advisable to maintain a certain balance between cultural properties and natural properties, so as to respect the spirit of the Convention; he indicated that the present proportion was two thirds to one third. […]
11. The Bureau of the World Heritage Committee constituted a working group […] to look into the problem raised by the ever-increasing number of nominations for inscriptions submitted to the Committee and its consequences for the implementation of the Convention. At the stage reached in the application of the Convention, it was essential to ensure on the one hand the coherence of actions to be undertaken with respect to inscriptions secured and on the other hand the effective protection and management of properties inscribed. It is indispensable that henceforth the Committee spend a substantial part of its time in ensuring that the inscribed properties are effectively protected and managed. […]
15. […] Finally, it is advisable to take into account the actual means of the Secretariat and the NGOs who cannot deal simultaneously with the follow-up of sites already inscribed and the preliminary study of an important number of new nominations.

16. If these considerations are taken into account, it would be advisable in consequence to reduce the number of nominations examined each year, according to the following suggestions:

(i) a limitation by the Bureau of the overall number of properties examined each year (a maximum figure of 20 or 25 was put forward during the discussion)

(ii) a limitation of the number of properties that each State Party would be authorised to present (2 properties for example)

 (iii) a temporary and a voluntarily agreed halt in presenting new nominations by countries already having a high number of properties inscribed on the list. […]

	1985

09COM
	SC.85/CONF.008/INF.5
	Analysis of the evolution of nominations [comments of ICOMOS]

	[…] In reference to paragraph 16 of the Bureau report, ICOMOS considers that the limitation of the number of annual nominations presents the following inconveniences :

(i) the arbitrary limitation to 20 or 25 properties obviously will favour those States parties having important administrative structures that permitted them to constitute complete files during the first months of the year;

(ii) the limitation to 2 properties a year will favour the States parties whose cultural heritage is small (for example on account of the country’s size);

(iii) Only a temporary interruption voluntarily agreed to in the presentation of new nominations by countries already having a high number of properties inscribed on the List could be accepted, on the condition that it did not have a demobilizing effect and that it did not, over a short period, compromise the coherence of action undertaken. […]

	1985

09COM
	SC.85 /CONF.008/09
	Report of the Rapporteur

	[…] 15. In regard to the Bureau’s proposed measures to reduce the number of nominations to be processed each year, the Committee was of the view that it was preferable not to lay down strict rules but rather to appeal to States that already had a large number of properties on the List to restrict their nominations voluntarily. At the same time, the Committee recalled that ICOMOS could evaluate nominations only from States Parties which had submitted tentative lists. […]

	1986

10COM
	CC.86/CONF.003/10
	Report of the rapporteur

	[…] 10. The Secretariat recalled that the Committee had for several years been inviting States parties to submit tentative lists of cultural and natural properties which they were considering nominating to the World Heritage List, the aim of which was to enable the Committee and the non-governmental organisation concerned to carry out comparative studies necessary for a methodical approach in building up the World Heritage List. The Committee was reminded that it had decided that individual nominations of cultural properties would not be examined unless a tentative list had been presented by the State concerned. […]

	1987

11BUR
	SC.87/CONF.004/11
	Report of the Rapporteur

	[…] 5. […] It was recalled that the Committee had decided that individual nominations of cultural properties would not be examined unless a tentative list had been presented by the state concerned. […]

7. The Chairman suggested that the Bureau examine the problems raised by the high number of nominations submitted this year: 46 cultural properties, 14 natural properties and 3 mixed sites. This increase was particularly impressive as concerns cultural properties (so far the average number of nominations of cultural properties examined each year had been 21). Should this increase continue during the next years, certain difficulties would arise, in particular as to how such a high number of nominations could be examined thoroughly by the Committee and the Bureau, and also by the Secretariat and the Non-Governmental Organizations concerned.

8. During the debate which ensued a number of speakers recalled that in preceding years the Committee and the Bureau had already expressed their concern about this problem. A working group had even been constituted during the ninth session of the Bureau in 1985 to study this matter. After examining the findings of this group at its ninth session, the Committee had come to the conclusion that it was preferable not to lay down strict rules concerning the number of nominations to be processed each year, but rather to appeal to States that already had a large number of properties on the List to restrict their nominations voluntarily. However, the question of the ever-increasing number of World Heritage Sites, with all its consequences for the coherence of the World Heritage List and the monitoring of a great number of inscribed properties was no longer theoretical but had now become a practical and urgent problem.
9. A member of the Bureau suggested that States Parties should present not more than, for instance, six nominations the year they nominated sites for the first time or not more than three per year in other cases, and that the Committee make a recommendation on this matter. The speaker also indicated that the Committee could decide to apply the criteria even more rigorously and that a working group could work out more precise criteria.

10. The Chairman indicated that it would be desirable to provide the Committee with several alternative suggestions aimed at reducing the number of nominations to be examined each year. One possibility would be that States Parties be more selective in deciding which nominations they would present; another that their tentative lists be accompanied by a time-table indicating the date of submission of future nominations. The Chairman also suggested other possibilities: limiting nominations to 3 (for those States Parties which have already submitted nominations) and to 6 (for States not having submitted any) per period of three years, or limiting to 10 the nominations by each State over a 10 year period.

11. During the discussion, a member of the Secretariat pointed out that the question of the increasing number of nominations mainly concerned cultural properties. Another indicated that due to the great number of States Parties, even a limit on the number of nominations per country would not necessarily prevent an excessive number of submissions.
12. A member of the Bureau asked if ICOMOS had by now received a sufficient number of tentative lists to enable it to undertake a synthesis which would provide indications on a possible priority list of sites which it would be particularly desirable to inscribe in the near future. The speaker also evoked the possibility of analyzing the World Heritage List in order to establish priorities among future nominations.

13. The representative of ICOMOS indicated that the organization was ready to carry out these tasks but that the number of tentative Lists which had been received was relatively insufficient and, in spite of the growing number of meetings for the harmonization of lists, such a general list would be incomplete particularly as concerns certain regions.

14. A member of the Bureau stated that rather than adopting a priority system for the inscriptions, it would be better to adopt a solution allowing for proportionally more nominations from States Parties submitting nominations for the first time. The speaker added that the Committee could authorize its Chairman to address a letter to all the States Parties setting out a system for limiting the number of nominations.

15. The Bureau decided to inform the Committee of this debate and of the different aspects of the problem and to inscribe this question under item 4 of the provisional agenda of the forthcoming session of the Committee. […]

	1987

11COM
	SC.87/CONF.005/09
	Report of the World Heritage Committee

	[…] 7. The Secretary for the session, Mr. B. von Droste, Director, Division of Ecological Sciences […reported that the] number of nominations also continued to increase and some measures had been considered by the Bureau of the Committee to manage the heavy work load which this entailed. […]

31. Given the high number of nominations and the problems that this situation might cause for their evaluation and the smooth running of the work of the committee, the Bureau had wished that the committee examine whether it was suitable and in which manner to eventually envisage a limitation to the number of nominations in the future. The Committee also expressed its concern that the examination of nominations had taken up most of the time available at the expense of the other items on the agenda, particularly financial matters.

32. Several members of the Committee considered that it was desirable to keep the World Heritage List, established under the increasingly popular World Heritage Convention, open to as many nominations as possible while ensuring quality control and adherence to the operational guidelines. One view was expressed that it should be possible to improve the working methods and procedures of the Committee, particularly for examining nominations more rapidly and effectively, by providing information on the categories of nominations already received and the States Parties concerned.

33. The Committee reviewed the means that could be envisaged for limiting the number of nominations in the future in as fair as possible a manner: several ideas were put forward such as limiting the maximum of nominations to be examined each year to say 25 or 30 giving priority to previously deferred nominations; the strict application of criteria; the review and updating of tentative lists particularly for cultural sites; the possibility of classifying nominations by types giving preference to nominations of sites corresponding to themes which were under or not represented on the World Heritage List; calling on States Parties to voluntarily limit the number of nominations submitted each year, etc.
34. A member of the Committee suggested that although the Convention did not oblige the States Parties to draw up lists of properties of national or regional importance, such lists could possibly be brought to the attention of the Committee for its information.

35. The Committee recognised that the question of the number and type of nominations was a complex issue which had already been raised at its previous sessions and which would need to be studied in some depth. The Committee decided to establish a working group, and the Chairman set out its terms of reference as follows: to review all the sites already inscribed on the World Heritage List; to review the tentative lists already received; to review ways and means of ensuring a rigorous application of the criteria established by the Committee; to review ways and means of better managing the agenda of the Committee sessions. The proposals of the working group on the above questions will be submitted to the Bureau at its next session. […]

	1988

12BUR
	SC.88/CONF.007/02
	Report of the group set up by the Committee at its eleventh session

	[…] 16. While endorsing the need for a fresh drive to obtain tentative lists from States Parties who had not yet submitted them as well as for a global approach, and reiterating the Committee’s earlier decision that nominations should not be examined unless the state concerned had submitted a tentative list, the Working Group did not favour the idea of limiting inscriptions during a defined period to those that were “self-evident.” While most participants stressed that the Committee should set no arbitrary numerical limit to the number of nominations that could be considered one member felt that there should in fact be such a numerical limit (e.g. 3 per year) for those states with a number of properties on the List already. Given the considerable numbers of nominations that the Committee was now receiving, however, the Working Group did accept the Chairman’s suggestions for ways and means of regulating this flow as a result of a more careful preparation of tentative lists, of a more rigorous process of verification by the Secretariat, and of a more rigorous process of evaluation by ICOMOS. […]

20. At its third meeting, the Working Group decided to begin drafting a series of recommendations on the basis of the results of its first two meetings. The Working Group accepted the Chairman’s suggestion that it deal first with the question of the timetable of the Committee sessions and to approach it as a “queueing problem” in management terms. The Chairman then invited the Working Group to consider the successive phases involved before and during the submission, processing and evaluation of nominations. […]

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Introduction

[…]

4.2 Appeal to States Parties

26. In anticipation of the implementation of the following recommendations and with a view to establishing the truly worldwide List envisaged by the World Heritage Convention, the Committee might consider:

a) renewing its invitation to States not yet Parties to ratify the Convention;

b) inviting States Parties to consider whether their cultural heritage is already well represented on the List and if so to slow down voluntarily their rate of submission of further nominations so as to provide an opportunity for the List to become more universally representative;

c) calling on States Parties whose cultural heritage is not yet adequately represented on the List and which might be in need of assistance in preparing nominations of cultural properties to seek such assistance from the Committee;

d) reminding States Parties that their delegations to the sessions of the Committee should include at least one qualified specialist.

4.3 Preparation and submission of nominations by States Parties

[…]

4.4 Verification of nominations by the Secretariat
[…]

4.5 Evaluation of nominations
[…]

4.6 Facilitating the work of the committee and Bureau
[…]

4.7 Global reference study and list
[…]

4.8 Suspension of the consideration of certain categories of cultural property pending further study

[…]

	1988

12BUR
	SC.88/CONF.007/13
	Report of the rapporteur

	[…] 6. The Bureau took note of document SC-88/CONF.007/2 summarizing the deliberations of the Working Group. The Bureau then examined its recommendations one by one, and approved them in their totality. […except for paragraphs 42-43] Summing up the discussion, the Chairman of the Committee observed that in fact further study appeared to be needed with regard to all the categories of properties mentioned in this section. The wording of the recommendations in paragraphs 42-43 should be harmonized accordingly. The Bureau so decided. […]

	1988

12COM
	SC.88/CONF.001/02
	Report of the Working Group set up by the Committee at its eleventh session

	As above, except for change in title of section 4.8:

4.8 Further study of certain categories of property […]

	1988

12COM
	SC.88/CONF.001/13
	Report of the World Heritage Committee

	[…] VII. REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ESTABLISHED BY THE COMMITTEE AT ITS ELEVENTH SESSION

12. The Chairman of the Working Group, H.E. Ananda Guruge (Sri Lanka) presented the recommendations drafted by the Working Group. He stressed how important it was that the work of the Committee be facilitated through careful preparation and submittance of nominations of cultural properties by States Members, a more active Secretariat contribution when checking files, and a selective presentation of proposals by ICOMOS and by the Bureau. He also noted the progress that could be achieved through a reorganization of the Committee’s agenda. The Chairman of the Working Group clarified that these recommendations had, in part, guided the revision of the Operational Guidelines. Furthermore, he presented the Group’s recommendation concerning a global study which might include an international tentative list of references designed to assist the States Parties in identifying their properties and the Committee in evaluating nominations. Finally, the attention of the Committee was drawn to the recommendation of complementary studies of rural landscapes, traditional villages and contemporary architecture.

VIII. REVISION OF THE OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES

20. The Secretary presented document SC-88/CONF.OOI/3 on the revision of the Operational Guidelines for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention. The Committee noted that the modifications proposed in this document resulted from three different actions, namely: […]

- changes resulting from the recommendations of the Working Group on the procedures for processing the nomination of cultural properties, for which the implications for the nominations of natural properties had been also taken into account, following the comments and suggestions of IUCN. […]

	1988

12COM
	
	Operational guidelines for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention

	[…] 7. The Committee requests each State Party to submit to it a tentative list of properties which it intends to nominate for inscription to the World Heritage List during the following five to ten years. This tentative list will constitute the “inventory” (provided for in Article 11 of the Convention) of the cultural and natural properties situated within the territory of each State Party and which it considers suitable for inclusion in the World Heritage List. The purpose of these tentative lists is to enable the Committee to evaluate within the widest possible- context the “outstanding universal value” of each property nominated to the List. The Committee hopes that States Parties that have not yet submitted a tentative list will do so as early as possible. States Parties are reminded of the Committee’s earlier decision not to consider cultural nominations unless such a list of cultural properties has been submitted. As concerns natural nominations, priority will be given to the consideration of nominations from States Parties which have submitted a tentative list, unless the State Party has given a specific explanation why it cannot be provided. […]

	1992

16BUR
	CLT.92/CONF.003/10
	Examination of elements in view of a strategy for the future

	EXPERT MEETING FOR STRATEGIC PLANNING UNDER THE WORLD HERITAGE CONVENTION IN WASHINGTON D.C. 22-24 JUNE 1992

[…] III IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION

1. World Heritage List

Summary of the discussion

The Group examined the means for limiting the number of inscriptions on the List, while progressively filling in the gaps which still exist. Although the Group did not consider it neither desirable or possible to set a quantitative limit to the List, it nevertheless examined the various means to slow down the rate of inscriptions while ensuring a rigorous examination of the nominations.

To fill the existing gaps, the simplest method remains to encourage the establishment of indicative lists. However, this can stimulate national and political biases, occasionally to the detriment of cultural minorities. Additionally, some countries are unable to establish these lists. It is the Centre’s task to avoid these risks by· encouraging regional consultations and more systematic provision of preparatory assistance to those countries.

The obligation of establishing an indicative list before proposing the inscription of a property must be considered flexible: it should not be applied when the inscription of a property is urgent, nor in the case of natural heritage.

The Group underlined the limits of the global study, particularly of the traditional art history approach which cannot be applied to all cultures. For these cultures, a new approach needs to be defined.

Concerning the criteria, the Group estimated that an expert meeting should be convened, namely to review the formulation of the criteria in the Operational Guidelines in the light of the difficulties encountered in their application and the developing concept of heritage. Additionally, the concepts of integrity and authenticity should not be Subject to an over-restrictive interpretation, which might lead to the exclusion from the former of the process of anthropisation, and from the latter of a whole category of properties made of degradable, therefore evolutive materials, or reconstructed periodically.

Recommendations

The Group recommended that no quantitative limitation be set for the List, but however to encourage states Parties to provide the Committee with indicative lists, and to provide those countries which have not yet established lists with preparatory assistance in a more systematic manner.

As to the proposals for inscription presented on an annual basis, the Group does not consider a quantitative limitation necessary. However, in order to deal with the difficulties encountered by the Committee for an objective and sound evaluation, the Group suggests that several complementary solutions could be considered: requirement from the states that they provide more complete files and respect the deadlines set by the Operational Guidelines; that the members of the Committee receive all available documentation; that the evaluators be given more time by forwarding the date for the annual Bureau meeting; and possibly to adopt a biannual cycle for the Committee’s agenda (see Recommendations on the Committee).

The Group has recommended that the possibility be considered of a clause requiring a periodical review of the properties inscribed on the World Heritage List, in order to evaluate at the end of a predetermined period whether the sites are still consistent to the criteria which justified their inscription.

With a view to ensuring a better representation on the List, the Group recommended that the Centre study with the competent and relevant experts the gaps in the list and their means of remedy. The Group furthermore recommended that a critical evaluation should be undertaken for revisiting the selection of criteria of cultural and natural heritage, including those of authenticity and integrity.

Finally, the Group recommended that the features justifying the inscription of the property on the List, and therefore guiding its future management, be specified for each inscription.

	Joint Canada-US proposal for improving work under the World Heritage Convention

Recommendation:

- Limit the number of annual site nominations for consideration to a number which will not dominate the Committee’s agenda, and specifically could be fully reviewed and discussed within 1-2 days.
Discussion:

The Committee, Secretariat, and the advisory-organizations have been increasingly overburdened with processing, review, and action on site nominations. 40-60 submissions per year has been the average. This not only taxes the ability of all levels to give thorough consideration to each nomination, it also dominates more and more of the annual meeting agenda. This prevents the committee from giving adequate attention to monitoring and other “management” aspects of its work.

We suggest the Committee adopt firm limits on the number of nominations to be reviewed each year and the following priorities for their selection:

-States never having submitted a nomination

-States having no designated sites

-States having refrained from submitting nominations for the longest number of years

-Cultural or natural heritage themes that are currently non- or underrepresented on the WH List

	Notes prepared by ICOMOS for Washington Meeting; Jun 22-24/92.
3. f. Limits on proposals for inscription

Both American and Canadian papers have suggested means to reduce the number of nominations reviewed in years to come: the American paper suggested a quota system; no more than 5 cultural or natural sites each year; the Canadian paper, a 5 year embargo on nominations of any kind.

ICOMOS while recognizing the need to maintain the integrity of nominations listed, would suggest the need to resist changes which would: 1. penalize countries who have recently signed the Convention; 2. penalize types of newly appreciated heritage such as industrial heritage; 3. create two lists of different perceived worth (pre 199X - post 199X.

If restrictions in numbers or time appear necessary, then perhaps these should be directed to countries or site types already well represented on the list; in any case, a moratorium on inscriptions must be preceded by a coherent and well designed study plan to address perceived defects in the listing process so that the time gained is well utilized. […]

	1992

16COM
	WHC.92/CONF.002/03
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the World Heritage Convention

	[…] This clearly shows that 44 states Parties have still not nominated properties for inclusion, an important conclusion for the future in view of attempts to make the list more universal. Furthermore, 45 states Parties have obtained the inclusion of 88 properties:

(18 states - 1 each;

12 states - 2 each;

15 States - 3 each;

whereas 4 States Parties have between them obtained the inclusion of 79 properties:

(2 States - 19 each;

2 States - 17 each). […]

	1992

16COM
	WHC.92/CONF.002/12
	Report of the Rapporteur

	Annex II: Strategic Orientations […]

III. Recommendations […]

Ill. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION

A. The World Heritage List

16. No quantitative limits should be set to the List, but encouragement should be given to the establishment of tentative lists with more systematic assistance being given with their preparation to countries which have not yet drawn up such lists.

17. It is not necessary to limit the number of nominations submitted each year. However, in order to take account of the difficulties that the Committee and the advisory bodies have had in making a more thorough evaluation and a more searching examination of nominations, consideration should be given to several solutions, which could complement each other. They include: States being asked to submit more detailed applications and adhering to the deadlines set by the Operational Guidelines; nominations received after the deadlines, and/or incomplete nominations should not be put forward for consideration; all available documentation should be sent to the members of the Committee early in the annual cycle of nomination review; and, the advisory bodies should be given more time for their reviews by: 

· expediting the referral of nomination files from the Secretariat; and, 

· producing a draft Bureau report during the Bureau meeting to confirm recommendations with respect to nominations. WHC.92/CONF.002/12. […]

	1993

17COM
	WHC.93/CONF.002/02
	Report of the Rapporteur of the seventeenth session of the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee

	[…] IX.2 The Bureau did not examine three cultural nominations, the Inca Temple of Huaytara (Peru), Coro and its Dunes (Venezuela) and the Town of Sintra and its Serra (Portugal), as the properties in question did not appear on the tentative lists of the States Parties concerned. The Bureau invited these States Parties to submit to the World Heritage Centre, before 1 October 1993, revised tentative lists so the Bureau may examine the nominations during its meeting in December 1993 and formulate recommendations to the World Heritage Committee at its seventeenth session. In this respect, the Bureau strongly recommended to the Committee to decide that the World Heritage Centre should no longer accept nominations for properties which do not appear on the tentative list submitted by the State Party concerned. […]

	1993

17COM 
	WHC.93/CONF.002/11
	Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention [February 1994]

	[…] 6 (vii) In view of the difficulty in handling the large numbers of cultural nominations now being received, however, the Committee invites States Parties to consider whether their cultural heritage is already well represented on the List and if so to slow down voluntarily their rate of submission of further nominations. This would help in making it possible for the List to become more universally representative. By the same token, the Committee calls on States Parties whose cultural heritage is not yet adequately represented on the List and who might need assistance in preparing nominations of cultural properties to seek such assistance from the Committee. […]

	1993

17COM 
	WHC.93/CONF.002/14
	Report of the Rapporteur

	[…] XI.6 The Committee invited the States Parties which have not yet done so, to pursue the preparation of tentative lists according the Operational Guidelines. The Committee took the following decisions and requested the Centre to ensure their implementation:

· During the next two-year period the highest priority should be given to the establishment and/or revision of tentative lists in accordance with the stipulations in the Operational Guidelines, paragraphs 7 and 8.

· Active collaboration with the States Parties should be sought and preparatory assistance be provided when necessary and requested by the State Party concerned.

· During this period nominations of cultural properties that are included in any of the tentative lists would be accepted and processed according to the Operational Guidelines.

· As of 1 October 1995 only nominations of cultural properties that are included in tentative lists which meet all requirements as stipulated in the Operational Guidelines would be processed.

· From 1994 onwards, the tentative lists that meet the requirements as stipulated in the Operational Guidelines would be published and presented as an information document to the Committee at its annual meetings. […]

	1995

19COM
	WHC.95/CONF.203/16
	Report of the Rapporteur of the 19th session of the Committee

	[…] XVI. IMPROVEMENT OF THE WORKING METHODS OF THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE

XVI.6 The adopted text reads as follows:

·Working methods of the World Heritage Committee
3. It is becoming increasingly difficult for the committee, in the limited time available at its annual meeting, to conscientiously discharge its responsibilities to :

(i) examine and evaluate nominations to the World Heritage List;
(ii) decide on an appropriate response to the increasing number of state of conservation reports;

(iii) discuss and determine the budgetary allocations for the coming year; and

(iv) refine and further develop procedures for the efficient implementation of the Convention.

4. Whatever mechanism the Committee chooses to adopt to improve its working methods it should take into account the need for :

(i) transparency of process, such that states Parties and interested organizations are afforded every opportunity to observe and participate in the debate;

(ii) the Committee to be seen to take seriously its responsibilities for inscription of properties and consideration of reports on their state of conservation;

(iii) the time between submission of a nomination and a decision by the committee not to be unnecessarily prolonged. […]

	1997

21COM
	WHC.97/CONF.208/04A
	Report of the Rapporteur of the twenty-first session of the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee (Paris, 23-28 June 1997)

	[…] V. INFORMATION ON TENTATIVE LISTS AND EXAMINATION OF NOMINATIONS OF CULTURAL AND NATURAL PROPERTIES TO THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST AND THE LIST OF WORLD HERITAGE IN DANGER

V.3 The Delegate of Germany, supported by the Delegate of Mexico and the Observers of Thailand and Lebanon, noted that this year’s nominations increase the imbalance between cultural and natural properties as well as between regions. He made a particular reference to paragraph 6 (viii) of the Operational Guidelines in which it is stated that the Convention provides for the protection of a select list of the most outstanding cultural and natural properties and in which the Committee invites States Parties to consider whether their cultural heritage is already well represented on the List and if so to slow down voluntarily their rate of submission of further nominations.
V.4 The Bureau concluded that this matter should be examined in great depth in the context of the global strategy for a representative World Heritage List. The Observer of Canada referred to the report of the 1994 global strategy meeting in which this matter is analysed and suggested that this report be made available, as a working document, to the forthcoming Committee session. […]

	1997

21COM
	WHC.97/CONF.208/17
	Report

	[…] VIII.12 During the debate, the Zimbabwe Delegation noted with serious concern the growing geographical imbalance between countries that are already over-represented on the World Heritage List and those that are grossly underrepresented. The fundamental problem is that despite the professed movement away from the emphasis on ‘monumentality’, criterion (i) is being used extensively. With the emphasis on ‘masterpieces’ of human creative genius supported by other criteria that emphasize architectural ensemble, the Global Strategy adopted by the World Heritage Committee is seriously undermined. A major achievement of the Global Strategy was that it sought the extension of the Convention to include the intangible heritage: in particular, criterion (vi), each property should be “directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas or with beliefs....”. Moreover, the Delegate noted that while criterion (i) and other criteria are being used “willy-nilly”, there is an injunction that criterion (vi) should be used sparingly. There is need for ICOMOS and the World Heritage Committee to refocus on the Global Strategy and to implement its provisions if the imbalance is to be corrected.

VIII.13 The Secretary General of ICOMOS noted that the discussions had raised several important questions. He considered that these in-depth debates were valuable and highly desirable. ICOMOS, in its capacity as advisory body to the Committee, was willing to contribute to these discussions with inputs from its professional network. On the one hand, clarification of the positions regarding the test of authenticity, the application of nomination criteria, and in general, the reference standards (Venice Charter and other texts) should be decided upon. On the other, from the fundamental viewpoint, concrete measures should be taken to improve representivity of the List, along the lines of pertinent interventions made by the Delegate of Zimbabwe. The questions were clearly posed and, in the framework of the Global Strategy, corrective measures have been taken. However, in reality, the proposals for nominations originating from States Parties continue, and even worsen, the imbalance. Other than the regional seminars to which ICOMOS is associated, it provides thematic studies of categories of under-represented properties and studies the various measures to limit nominations for submission to the consideration of the Committee. […]

VIII.15 The Chairperson announced that the issues raised during the debate will be examined by the Consultative Body, which will report to the twenty-second session of the Bureau in June 1998. […]

	1998

22BUR
	WHC-98/CONF.201/INF.11
	Discussion papers prepared for the Consultative Body meeting, 29-30 April 1998

	[…] ICOMOS has provided a background paper on the subject of balance of the cultural properties on the list, which has been made available to members of the Consultative Body. [i.e., ‘Proposals for achieving a more representative sample of the cultural heritage on the World Heritage list’]

The first part of the ICOMOS paper graphically outlines the regional and thematic imbalance.

ICOMOS has put forward a range of proposals for correcting the imbalance. These are, in brief:

(a) Limitation of new nominations from States parties already well represented on the list.

An invitation along these lines is already contained in the Operational Guidelines and ICOMOS suggests that this be restressed with State parties.

(b) Limitation of the total number of new nominations accepted for consideration by the committee each year.

This suggestion is made on the basis that limited new nominations could be more thoroughly dealt with, and other issues (monetary etc) allowed more resources. […]

	1998

22BUR
	WHC-98/CONF.201/4Corr.
	Report on the work of the Consultative Body of the Committee

	[paras. 26-30 – France, Lebanon and Mexico spoke against the ICOMOS proposals. Australia supported proposal (a), but not (b); the U.S.A. asked about rewording (b).]

[…] 35. Recommendations of the Consultative Body concerning the Balance of the World Heritage List and the Implementation of the Global Strategy

Noting that it had, in general, endorsed the outcomes of the Amsterdam meeting of experts, the Consultative Body referred them to the Bureau;

The Consultative Body recommended that:

[…]

· that when considering ways of improving the balance and representativeness of the World Heritage List, the sovereign rights of the States Parties be fully respected and reference is made to Paragraph 6 (vii) of the Operational Guidelines. […]

	1998

22COM
	WHC-98/CONF.203/18
	Report of the 22nd Session of the World Heritage Committee

	[…] IX. FOLLOW-UP TO THE WORK OF THE CONSULTATIVE BODY OF THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE

IX.16 On the question of the balance of the List, the Committee emphasized that it was less useful to simply refer to the numbers of properties on the List than to assess the expressions of cultural and natural diversity and of cultural and natural themes from different regions represented on the List. Whilst some delegates noted that there are obstacles to achieving representation on the List in some regions and countries (for example, because of lack of awareness of the Convention or of technical and financial capacity etc.), others referred to the high numbers of nominations being presented to the World Heritage Committee each year. A number of delegates noted that the decision by the Committee concerning nominations are sometimes disconnected from the implementation of the Global Strategy as had been seen by the high number of European sites the Committee had inscribed on the World Heritage List at its twenty-second session. It was also noted that the interests of national authorities might differ from the objectives of the Global Strategy in relation to the inclusion of properties on the List. Currently the work of the Convention is highly respected in many countries, but the pressures on the entire system are substantive.

IX.17 In this context, the need was stressed to move from recommendations to action and to assess the issue from a political perspective, basically founded on two aspects: the urgency of meeting the legitimate expectations of a substantial number of countries to be assisted in presenting applications for their sites; and the need for some countries to self-contain their ambitions. The Delegate of France expressed concern about the useful discussions concerning the balance of the List and the decisions taken by the Committee, emphasizing that the credibility of the latter was at stake. He insisted upon the importance of avoiding the perpetration of this imbalance. The Delegate of Finland proposed a moratorium on inscriptions, in order for the Committee and the World Heritage Centre to focus more on preparing applications for countries that are underrepresented on the List. […]

X. PROGRESS REPORT, SYNTHESIS AND ACTION PLAN ON THE GLOBAL STRATEGY FOR A REPRESENTATIVE AND CREDIBLE WORLD HERITAGE LIST

X.4 […] [The Secretariat] noted the continuing increase in the number of categories of sites already represented. It underlined that little consideration had been given to paragraph 6 (vii) of the Operational Guidelines which “invites States Parties to consider whether their cultural heritage is already well represented on the List, and if so to slow down voluntarily their rate of future nominations”. […]

	1999

23COM
	WHC.99/CONF.209/04
	Report of the Rapporteur on the twenty-third session of the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee (Paris, 5-10 July 1999)

	[…] X. PREPARATION OF THE TWELFTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF STATES PARTIES 

[see paras. X.4 to X.11 for summary of debate, resulting in revised draft resolution in Annex VII]

ANNEX VII: DRAFT RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE TWENTY-THIRD SESSION OF THE BUREAU OF THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE (PARIS, 5-10 JULY 1999)

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY […]

B. Invites the States Parties that already have a substantial number of sites inscribed on the World Heritage List to:

i) Apply paragraph 6 (vii) of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention:

a) by spacing voluntarily their nominations according to conditions that they will define, and/or

b) by proposing only properties falling into categories still under-represented, and/or

 c) by linking each of their nominations with a nomination presented by a State Party whose heritage is under-represented, or

d) by deciding, on a voluntary basis, to suspend the presentation of new nominations,

and to inform the Committee of the measures taken,

ii) Initiate and encourage bilateral and multilateral cooperation with States Parties whose heritage is still under-represented in the List within the framework of the preparation of tentative lists, nominations and training programmes,

iii) Give priority to the re-examination of their tentative lists within the framework of regional consultations and to the preparation of periodic reports. […]

	1999

12GA
	WHC.99/CONF.206/7
	Summary Record of the 12th General Assembly of States Parties

	[…] 5. In his opening address, the representative of the Director-General, Mr Crespo-Toral, Assistant Director-General for Culture, spoke of the incontestable success of the Convention which has been ratified by 157 States, and the World Heritage List which now includes 582 cultural and natural properties. He stressed the fact that the List does not yet include all the categories of properties, notably living traditions and modes of land-use – which determine the material and spiritual life of human groups and their relationships with their environment. He also evoked the categories of properties still under-represented on the List as, for example the cultural landscapes and routes.

6. He stressed the importance of item 8 of the agenda concerning the “Ways and means to ensure a representative World Heritage List” and suggested that the Convention was possibly a victim of its success. He emphasized the growing number of nominations and the concerns of the advisory bodies in this regard.
The advisory bodies have often expressed their concerns in view of the growing number of nominations. They feel that the current rate of new nominations:

· threaten the credibility of the List,

· require the availability of additional financial and human resources that could weigh on the already modest World Heritage funds,

· will result, for lack of time, in a reduction of the activities that should be devoted to conservation reports, strategic planning, thematic studies, and the strengthening of existing capacities,

· create difficulties in managing the timetable of the meetings of the Bureau and the World Heritage Committee, and also that the prolongation of the sessions will lead to additional financial outlay.

7. The Assistant-Director-General for Culture observed the imbalance in the List had deteriorated since 1994, in spite of the efforts of the Committee and the Secretariat, and the adoption of the Global Strategy by the Committee at its eighteenth session, because many States do not have the necessary conservation infrastructure that would allow them to prepare nominations at a sufficiently sustained rhythm to improve the representativity of the List.

8. Considering that the 1972 Convention main characteristic is to be an instrument for international co-operation, he requested the General Assembly to examine and approve the draft resolution presented under item 8 of the agenda, so that in the future the List will not only be associated with limited categories of properties mainly situated in States with a solid conservation record to the exclusion of those States which devote an important part of their resources to health, education and the fight against poverty. He stated that it behooved the General Assembly to take a historical decision in this regard. […]

Ways and means to ensure a more representative World Heritage List 

[…] 40. Thirty-eight (38) States participated in the debate. All the speakers expressed satisfaction with the text adopted by the Bureau at its twenty-third session. They thanked the Chairperson of the Committee, the Chairperson of the working group and the States Parties. They stressed the pertinence of the draft resolution, its structure that identifies the responsibilities of each of the partners involved in the implementation of the Global Strategy, and the choice of the measures proposed which aim to improve the representativity of the World Heritage List.

41. Moreover many countries, following France which had been the first speaker in the debate, declared that the principles set out in the draft resolution, when adopted, can only take effect if they are supported by the political will of the States. Indeed, the draft resolution requests the States that already have a substantial number of sites inscribed to limit the rate of new nominations, to make a concentrated effort to help strengthen the co-operative mechanisms and international solidarity, and to assist countries without sufficient capacity to prepare their nomination files and ensure the management of their properties.

42. France’s opinion that a strategy must be developed with three main components: (i) definition of the objectives, (ii) establishment of action plans with timetables, and (iii) an evaluation procedure, found an echo amongst the speakers who affirmed the need to move from recommendations to action.

43. Although Austria and France were the only States to declare, for the former, that it had limited the rate of nomination proposals to one site per year, and for the latter, that it had decided to abstain from presenting new sites in 2000, many States whose heritage is still under-represented stressed the importance of international co-operation and, referring to activities for which they had received assistance from States with substantial conservation capacities, they thanked the donor countries. […]

45. At the end of the debate a draft resolution was adopted by consensus and without modification (the full text is contained in Annex II). […]

	2000

24BUR
	WHC.00/CONF.202/08
(=WHC.00/CONF.204/INF.07)
	Report of the Task Force on the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention

	[…] 2.4 Inscription on World Heritage List

Issues

The quality of Committee consideration declines when too many nominations are handled each year, and nominations are handled several times due to referral and deferral mechanisms.

There is an excessive and poorly distributed workload for Advisory Bodies and Center due to overlapping cycles of review and evaluation of nominations.

The Committee receives inappropriate or delayed information, due to heavy workloads, affecting its decision-making.

Recommendations […]

2.4.4 B

The number of nominations for inscription that the Committee and the other bodies of the Convention examine each year should not exceed 40. (Note: needs a justification for this number) […]

	2000

24BUR
	WHC.00/CONF.202/10
(=WHC.00/CONF.204/INF.8)
	Report of the Working Group on the Representativity of the World Heritage List

	[…] 11. As result of its discussions, the Working Group recommends that the World Heritage Committee consider and adopt the following recommendations. The Working Group recommends that these take effect from the conclusion of the 24th session the World Heritage Committee: […]

Nominations

(iv) In order to address the issue of representativity, and at the same time to promote effective management of the increasing size of the World Heritage List, the Committee at each ordinary session will set the maximum number of nominations to be considered. All nominations received will be placed on a list for consideration in sequence. Such a list will be prepared by the World Heritage Centre in consultation with the Chairperson of the World Heritage Committee, and approved by the Bureau. The list shall be based on the following factors and in the priority order indicated:

(a) Nominations of sites proposed for immediate inscription on the List of the World Heritage in Danger.

(b) The nomination of a site submitted for the first time by an un-represented State Party, listed in date order, where the operative date is the date when the nomination is received.

(c) Nominations by other less-represented States Parties, to be listed in date order, where the operative date is the date when the nomination is received.

(d) Nominations deferred from previous meetings.

(e) Nominations from less-represented regions to be listed in date order, where the operative date is the date when the nomination is received.

(f) Nominations of sites from any State Party that illustrate un-represented or less-represented categories, as determined by analyses prepared by the Advisory Bodies, and reviewed and approved by the Committee.

(g) Joint or “sister” nominations of a common topic, including at least one nomination from a less-represented State Party.

(h) Nominations by those States Parties substantially represented in the List that have abstained from nominations (including those whose nominations have been deferred from previous annual cycles), with priority ranking given to those from States parties that have abstained from nomination for the greatest number of years.

(i) Nominations submitted in previous cycles and falling outside categories (a) to (h) above, not considered because they did not achieve sufficient priority at previous meetings, to be included in date order, when the operative date is the date when the completed nomination is received.

It is recommended that the priority listing proposal outlined above apply to nominations received by the World Heritage Centre after 1 July 2000 in order for progress to be made reasonably quickly towards achieving enhanced representativity in the World Heritage List. […]

	2000

24BUR
	WHC.00/CONF.202/17
(=WHC.00/CONF.204/02)
	Report of the Rapporteur on the twenty-fourth session of the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee (Paris, 26 June-1 July 2000)

	[…] VI. REPORTS OF THE WORKING GROUPS […]

VI.7 COLLATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND DISCUSSIONS OF THE BUREAU […]

2.3 Nominations

Representativity of the World Heritage List

The Observer of Italy requested that his reservations regarding the list of priorities for the examination of nominations for inscription (RL iv) be noted. He criticised the intellectual approach which, in his opinion, betrayed the spirit of the Convention, and remarked that this Working Group had adopted a short-term approach which would not resolve the problem of the representativity of the List. He considered that any limiting of the number of nominations for inscription would constitute a constraint and pose a problem to some countries which could not thus benefit from the investment they had agreed to make in favour of the Convention. Finally, he expressed the view that emphasis should be placed, rightly so, on the strengthening of capacities in the regions where hertiage was under-represented.

The Chairperson of the Working Group on the Representativity of the List recalled that his Group had a mandate to propose measures for a more balanced List on a voluntary basis. He asked the Observer of Italy to explain his reservations on the measures which, in his opinion, created problems. He recalled that the Working Group had adopted a set of measures aiming to strengthen the capacities in under-represented regions on the List and to slow down the number of nominations coming from regions or categories already well-represented. Ultimately, the goal is to implement an exercise which generates a movement of solidarity in the respect and the ethics of the Convention. He pointed out that the system of performance indicators should allow all the States Parties to be informed of the measures already undertaken by a number of countries with strong capabilities in the field of conservation in favour of rebalancing of the List and notably measures in favour of the increase of conservation capabilities in other regions. He pointed out that the exercise would not be obligatory. He concluded that solidarity could not be solicited but can only be on a voluntary basis.

The Delegate of Greece questioned the reasons for the imbalance of the List, and proceeded to point out the weakness or inexistence of legal protection, economic or political reasons. She referred to the Eurocentric concept of Article 1 of the Convention concerning the definition of the World Heritage monuments considered as “wonders of the world”.

Several representatives recalled that the heritage of vast regions (Africa, Asia and the Pacific), comprising notably living cultures were not yet inscribed on the List. During discussions, it was recalled that the Convention was an instrument for international cooperation, that the duty of solidarity and the moral obligation implies that one supports the efforts of the under-represented regions and on the other hand, the number of nominations submitted by certain States being limited voluntarily. In fact, the universality of the List can only be ensured if it reflects the diversity of the cultures of the world and if Parties are not too preoccupied with national concerns. Moreover, it was considered that, following the twenty-second session of the Committee (Kyoto) and the adoption of the resolution of the General Assembly on the representativity of the List, the time had come to act. In that spirit, the Observer of the United States recalled that the problem was not that a country had a large number of sites inscribed on the List, but of a moral and ethical obligation to protect the common heritage of humankind. This implies on the part of each State a permanent commitment to the ideals of the Convention which has a universal vocation. Several speakers were in favour of reducing the inequalities facing urgent needs of heritage protection. The Observer of France supported the idea of solidarity which, in his opinion was the key to redressing the problem.

The Delegate of Zimbabwe joined the previous speakers in supporting the results of the working group on the representativity of the World Heritage List. He noted that the statistical data shows that there is an interrelationship between the representativity on the List and the membership in the Committee. Those countries that have had several mandates in the Committee are those that have most sites on the World Heritage List, with two exceptions. He stressed that the unbalanced List was not just a matter of dynamics of the Convention but a larger issue of power politics. He advised the States Parties not to concentrate too much on theoretical discussions on heritage. What is needed is a moral commitment, as rightly stated by the Observer of the United States of America. He reminded the Bureau of the fact that most nominations are being presented by rich countries, to the detriment of those countries who cannot afford to conserve and promote their heritage.

Some representatives voiced their disagreement with the proposed system of “performance indicators” for the countries already having a large number of sites inscribed (RL 11 v). They requested that a test run of this system be carried out before its adoption. The Observer of the Netherlands indicated that this system had been elaborated as a management and information tool, based mainly on the measures indicated in the Resolution adopted by the General Assembly of States Parties, to encourage the countries to continue to bring a positive contribution to representativity. The imbalance of the List is a fact and it has continued to accentuate more so over the years. It is for this reason that it is important to attempt to redress the imbalance by using all available means. The system of performance indicators will be a useful exercise which deserves to be tested, even if it still requires improvements. The system of performance indicators will have an impact only if behaviour could be changed. 

In response to the call for international solidarity, the Observer of Italy declared that at all costs the undertakings of the twelfth General Assembly of States Parties (1999) had to be respected and asked that during its special session in October 2000, the Bureau should examine the following proposal that could change the existing situation. This proposal consists of taking a pause in 2001 of the examination of all nominations for inscription, with the exception of those sites that may potentially be included in the List of World Heritage in Danger and others coming from States not having any sites inscribed. This possibility would permit the advisory bodies to devote their time to an analysis of the tentative lists and to define parameters on the basis of which priorities for examination of nominations could be established. He added that such a period of reflection was necessary to conceive a new system and in this respect, Italy would abide by its undertakings to the international community.

The Delegate of Finland welcomed the proposal made by Italy which corresponded to the proposals made by Finland several years earlier. The Chairperson of the Working Group regretted that Italy had not made its proposal earlier on. Now, the recommendations of the Working Group need to be implemented.

Many speakers emphasized the need to define in a clear and effective manner the criteria for inscription as well as to define in a rigorous way the notion of outstanding universal value which remains trapped in by a Eurocentric vision. It was stressed that all the cultures had elements of an outstanding universal nature and that it was necessary to be able to identify the most significant sites that they have produced so as to increase the representativity of the List. It was suggested to prepare a Charter, and that the Committee adopt a policy with regard to inscription, so that all the types of heritage might, in time, be represented on the List. All the speakers underlined the central role of the advisory bodies in carrying out a reflection and an analysis at the philosophical and conceptual level, as well as in practical terms of the analysis of the tentative lists and, at this stage, the identification of the gaps of the List for both cultural and natural heritage.

The Representative of IUCN underlined that the concept of outstanding universal value should be applied in a scientific manner and thus be objective and credible. He emphasized the need to encourage nominations of natural sites to improve the representativity of the List. In particular, he noted that currently under-represented small island eco-systems such as those in the Pacific Islands must be considered for inscription, if and when more Pacific Island states become parties to the Convention. It is for this reason that IUCN has prepared a series of publications by themes and biomes which would enable an assessment of the outstanding universal value in a coherent and transparent manner. ICOMOS has also undertaken a similar commitment with a view to identifying the gaps of the List.

The Delegate of Australia and the Observer of Canada expressed their support for the proposal aiming at limiting to 40 the number of nominations to be examined by the Committee each year. It was estimated that the Bureau at its special session in October 2000 could review the order of priorities of the parameters announced by the Group. The Delegates of Finland, Morocco and Zimbabwe, and the Observers of Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Canada, Japan, the Netherlands, Saint Lucia and the United States of America, supported the overall recommendations of the Working Group on the Representativity of the List. […]

	2000

24COM
	WHC.00/CONF.204/03 Rev.
	Report of the Rapporteur on the Special Session of the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee, Budapest, Hungary (2-4 October 2000)

	[…] III. (B) REPRESENTIVITY OF THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST

III.3 After having examined and discussed the recommendations of the Working Group on the Representivity of the World Heritage List chaired by Ambassador Yai (Benin), the Bureau recommended that the World Heritage Committee consider the following recommendations. The Bureau recommended that any Committee decision be implemented immediately. […]

3. Nominations

(i) In order to address the issue of representivity, and at the same time to promote effective management of the increasing size of the World Heritage List, the Committee at each ordinary session will set the maximum number of nominations to be considered. In the first instance, it is proposed that as of the twenty-sixth session of the Committee in 2002 the number of nominations examined by the Committee be limited to a number of sites to be determined by the Committee. All nominations received will be placed on a list for consideration in sequence. Such a list will be prepared by the World Heritage Centre in consultation with the Chairperson of the World Heritage Committee, and approved by the Bureau (or appropriate sub-committee). The list shall be based on the following factors and in the priority order indicated:

(a) Nominations of sites whose values are threatened (on an emergency basis according to Paragraph 67 of the Operational Guidelines).

(b) Nominations of sites from any State Party that illustrate un-represented or less-represented categories, as determined by analyses prepared by the Advisory Bodies, and reviewed and approved by the Committee.

(c) Nomination of a site submitted for the first time by an un-represented State Party, listed in date order, where the operative date is the date when the nomination is received.

(d) Nominations by other less-represented States Parties, to be listed in date order, where the operative date is the date when the nomination is received.

(e) Nominations deferred from previous meetings.

(f) Nominations from less-represented regions to be listed in date order, where the operative date is the date when the nomination is received.

(g) Joint or “sister” nominations of a common topic, including at least one nomination from a less-represented State Party.

(h) Nominations by those States Parties substantially represented in the List that have abstained from nominations (including those whose nominations have been deferred from previous annual cycles), with priority ranking given to those from States Parties that have abstained from nomination for the greatest number of years.

(i) Nominations submitted in previous cycles and falling outside categories (a) to (h) above, not considered because they did not achieve sufficient priority at previous meetings, to be included in date order, when the operative date is the date when the completed nomination is received.

It is recommended that the priority listing proposal outlined above apply to nominations received by the World Heritage Centre after 1 July 2001 in order for progress to be made reasonably quickly towards achieving enhanced representivity in the World Heritage List.

4. Resolution of the Twelfth General Assembly, 1999

The Bureau particularly recommended that the Committee call on States Parties concerned to inform the Committee with a minimum of delay, of measures taken in the implementation of the clauses of the Resolution adopted by the Twelfth General Assembly (Paragraph B) that invites all States Parties that already have a substantial number of sites inscribed on the World Heritage List to:

(i) Apply paragraph 6 (vii) of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention:

a) by spacing voluntarily their nominations according to conditions that they will define, and/or

b) by proposing only properties falling into categories still under-represented, and/or

c) by linking each of their nominations with a nomination presented by a State Party whose heritage is under-represented, or

d) by deciding, on a voluntary basis, to suspend the presentation of new nominations.[…]

	2000

24COM
	WHC.00/CONF.204/21
	Report of the twenty-fourth session of the World Heritage Committee (Cairns, Australia, 27 November – 2 December 2000)

	[…] VI. WORK OF THE WORLD HERITAGE REFORM GROUPS

VI.1 The Committee noted the reports of the following four reform groups and sincerely thanked the States Parties who had participated in their work. […]

VI.2 In view of the large number of detailed recommendations prepared by the four groups listed above, and given that there was limited time for discussion, the Committee focused its discussions on the reform process by examining four specific issues as follows: […]

3. REPRESENTIVITY OF THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST

The Committee examined and discussed the recommendations of the Working Group on the Representivity of the World Heritage List chaired by Ambassador Yai (Benin), which had been transmitted by the Special Session of the Bureau with some changes.

The Committee recognized that the issue of representivity of the World Heritage List was the most difficult of the reform issues under consideration by the Committee. The Committee noted that more effective use of tentative lists and greater regulation of the ever-increasing number of nominations was required. It was agreed that other measures, such as assistance for capacity-building would be vital for ensuring the representation of sites from all regions on the World Heritage List.

The Committee therefore agreed on a decision presented in 5 sections:

1. Respecting the Convention 

2. Tentative Lists 

3. Nominations 

4. Resolution of the Twelfth General Assembly, 1999 

5. Capacity Building for under-represented Regions […]

3. Nominations

In order to promote the effective management of the increasing size of the World Heritage List, the Committee at each ordinary session will set the maximum number of nominations to be considered. In the first instance and on an interim basis, it is proposed that at the twenty-seventh session of the Committee in 2003, the number of nominations examined by the Committee will be limited to a maximum of 30 new sites.
In order to determine which sites should be given priority for consideration, all nominations to be considered at the twenty-seventh session of the Committee must be received in full by the new due date of 1 February 2002 agreed by the Committee as part of the change of cycle of meetings. No State Parties should submit more than one nomination, except those States Parties that have no sites inscribed on the World Heritage List who will have the opportunity to propose two or three nominations.

In order to address the issue of representivity of the List the following criteria will be applied in order of priority
: In the event that the number of nominations received exceeds the maximum number set by the Committee, the following priority system will be applied each year by the World Heritage Centre before nominations are transmitted to the advisory bodies for evaluation, in determining which sites should be taken forward for consideration:

1. Nominations of sites submitted by a State Party with no sites inscribed on the List;

2. Nominations of sites from any State Party that illustrate un-represented or less represented categories of natural and cultural properties, as determined by analyses prepared by the Secretariat and the Advisory Bodies and reviewed and approved by the Committee;

3. Other nominations.

When applying this priority system, date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World Heritage Centre shall be used as the secondary determining factor within the category where the number of nominations established by the Committee is reached.

In addition to the approved maximum number of sites, the Committee will also consider nominations deferred, or referred, from previous meetings and changes to the boundaries of already inscribed properties. The Committee may also decide to consider, on an emergency basis, situations falling under paragraph 67 of the Operational Guidelines.

Transition arrangements […]

Review

The system described above is to be reviewed by the Committee after two full years of operation.

4. Resolution of the Twelfth General Assembly, 1999

The Committee decided to call on States Parties concerned to inform the Committee with a minimum of delay, of measures taken in the implementation of the clauses of the Resolution adopted by the Twelfth General Assembly (Paragraph B) that invites all States Parties that already have a substantial number of sites inscribed on the World Heritage List to:
(i) Apply paragraph 6 (vii) of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention:

a) by spacing voluntarily their nominations according to conditions that they will define, and/or

b) by proposing only properties falling into categories still under-represented, and/or

c) by linking each of their nominations with a nomination presented by a State Party whose heritage is under-represented, or

d) by deciding, on a voluntary basis, to suspend the presentation of new nominations. […]

[see letter from the Ambassador of Italy, Annex IX, taking exception to the Bureau recommendation: …One can easily foresee that such a new priority order would in practice promote inscriptions aimed at offsetting the lack or insufficient level of representation on the List of a number of Member States, rather than acknowledge the intrinsic quality of the sites: all this would inevitably diminish the value of the entire List.

It seems to me that such an approach is both contrary to the spirit, if not to the letter of the Convention and counterproductive, for it will discourage a number of Member States from continuing to support the restoration and conservation system….] […]
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13GA
	WHC.01/CONF.206/05
	Representivity of the World Heritage List (follow-up to the Resolution adopted by the Twelfth General Assembly of States Parties)

	[…] The General Assembly is requested to take note of the decision of the twenty-fourth session of the World Heritage Committee in five parts (see Section II.6 of this document):

1. Respecting the Convention

2. Tentative Lists

3. Nominations

4. Resolution of the Twelfth General Assembly, 1999

5. Capacity Building for Under-Represented Regions […]
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13GA
	WHC.01/CONF.206/08 Rev
	Summary Record of the Thirteenth General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, 30-31 October 2001)

	[…] Item 8: Representivity of the World Heritage List (follow-up to the Resolution adopted by the twelfth General Assembly of States Parties)

53. The Chairperson referred to document WHC-2001/CONF.206/5 and requested the General Assembly to take note of the decision of the World Heritage Committee at its twenty-fourth session in Cairns 2000.

54. The Director of the World Heritage Centre recalled that a Resolution had been adopted by the 12th General Assembly concerning the protection of the world cultural and natural heritage. Furthermore, he acknowledged the work of the Working Group that was chaired by H.E. Ambassador Yai (Benin) in 2000 whose mandate was to make recommendations, based on the Resolution, towards improving the representivity of the World Heritage List.

55. The Director of the World Heritage Centre summarised the main points of the decision of the World Heritage Committee at its twenty-fourth session in Cairns 2000, which were based on the recommendations of the Working Group.

56. The Delegate of Argentina supported the decision of the World Heritage Committee and stressed the importance of the preparation of tentative lists as a first step to protecting heritage. He advised that a committee was recently established in Argentina for this purpose and there were already 10 sites on the tentative list that would be valid until 2010. Under-represented heritage such as cultural landscapes and intangible heritage had been considered as well as sites bordering neighbouring countries.

57. The Delegate of France welcomed the Committee decision but questioned the priority system to be used to select the 30 nominations to be considered by the Committee in 2003. He asked when information from the analysis of the World Heritage List and Tentative Lists (requested by the Committee at its twenty-fourth session) would be available to States Parties to assist them in prioritising their nominations. The Director of the World Heritage Centre responded that an initial analysis would be completed in early 2002.

58. The Delegate of Finland commented that the World Heritage List should be analysed according to a whole range of typologies and categories so that States Parties can identify when they had too much or not enough of a type of heritage represented on the List. He suggested that this would be an important discussion topic at the next World Heritage Committee meeting in Helsinki.

59. The Delegate of Israel referred to document WHC-2001/CONF.206/INF.5 “Distribution of World Heritage properties in States Parties” in which it was stated that 33 States Parties had no properties inscribed on the World Heritage List. He stated that by proposing a limit of 30 nominations to be examined, a “gate keeper” was created whereby underrepresented States Parties may be able to present only 1 or 2 properties, thus limiting their potential for representation on the List. He stated that a limitation of 30 nominations was too strict and suggested that the scale of contributions to the World Heritage Fund for each State Party be based on the number of properties it had inscribed on the World Heritage List.
60. The Director of the World Heritage Centre reminded the General Assembly that it was only asked to note the document on Representivity of the List (WHC-2001/CONF.206/5). He also recalled that the Committee had decided to limit the number of new nominations to be examined in 2003. The World Heritage Committee would decide on the number of nominations to be examined in future years.

61. The Delegate of Greece reiterated the comments made by the Delegate of France emphasizing that the results of the analysis of the World Heritage List and tentative lists were required by States Parties to prepare nominations of categories of heritage not well represented on the List. She stressed that the analysis should be a priority of the World Heritage Centre.

62. The Director of the World Heritage Centre provided a brief explanation of the analysis of the World Heritage List and tentative lists which had been requested by the World Heritage Committee in Cairns. The deadline for the report of the analysis was 30 September 2001, but the World Heritage Committee had not provided funding for the study and the World Heritage Centre was unable to find resources to initiate the study. He advised that the study would be funded in 2002.

63. The Delegate of New Zealand supported the work done to date to balance the World Heritage List and acknowledged that the Pacific region was underrepresented on the World Heritage List. He mentioned that the Pacific was under-resourced and welcomed assistance to prepare nominations. He noted that the General Assembly must not forget the objective of quality in the words “outstanding universal value”. He stated that New Zealand did not believe that properties of “outstanding universal value” should be restricted from being inscribed just because they were located within a State Party that was well represented on the List. He stressed that New Zealand did not want a distorted List or suppression of high quality nominations.

64. The Delegate of Chile shared the misgivings of the Delegate of France regarding the priority system to be used to select the 30 nominations to be examined by the Committee in 2003. He asked the Director of the World Heritage Centre to explain how joint nominations between two or more State Parties would be considered. The Director responded by noting that while this type of nomination had not been considered by the Cairns Committee, a solution would be proposed in Helsinki that might encourage more of these nominations in the future.

65. The Delegate of Lithuania supported the work conducted to date to balance the World Heritage List and stated that they eagerly awaited the results of the analysis of the World Heritage List and tentative lists. The Delegate of Denmark supported the decision of the Cairns Committee as indicated in the document (WHC-2001/CONF.206/5) and commented that Denmark had selected three natural/cultural areas in Greenland that they would like to nominate for inclusion in the World Heritage List. Furthermore, he informed the General Assembly that the government of Denmark would provide the expertise to assist in the preparation and co-ordination of these nominations.

66. The Delegate of Slovenia mentioned the importance of scientific research for World Heritage properties and suggested that Karstic phenomena be used as one of the criteria for inclusion in the World Heritage List. She also offered to host a seminar in Slovenia in 2002 on Karstic phenomena.

67. The Delegate of India agreed with the comments made by the Delegates of France, New Zealand and Chile. She stated that nominations of properties of quality should not be excluded from the List in the search for new categories, typologies and themes of heritage. She stated that the process for selecting which nominations were to be examined by the World Heritage Committee must be inclusive and consultative rather than exclusive.
68. The Delegate of Iceland welcomed the work to date to ensure a representative World Heritage List and mentioned that Iceland hoped to nominate a property in the near future.

69. The Delegate of Sudan supported the criteria for selecting nominations to be examined by the Committee in 2003. He stated that Sudan had no sites on the World Heritage List even though it covered a large land mass and contained a considerable number of cultural and natural sites. He commented that as part of the priority system for selecting nominations to be examined, the date when a State Party became a signatory to the World Heritage Convention should be considered as Sudan ratified the Convention 25 years ago.

70. The Delegates of Armenia, Iraq and Indonesia all supported the work achieved to date in trying to achieve a more representative and balanced World Heritage List and mentioned that they had cultural and natural sites that could potentially be inscribed on the World Heritage List.

71. The Delegate from the Democratic Republic of the Congo stated that his country had a number of sites on the World Heritage List but due to war, one of the sites had been put on the List of World Heritage in Danger. He appealed to the General Assembly for appropriate funds to be allocated to enable restoration of the site. Furthermore, he stated that the Congo was full of cultural riches that were not on the World Heritage List and asked that a balance be made between cultural and natural sites.

72. Following these interventions, and at the request of the Chairperson, the General Assembly took note of the decision adopted at the twenty-fourth session of the World Heritage Committee as presented in document WHC-2001/CONF.206/5.

73. The Director of the World Heritage Centre reiterated that the priority system for limiting the number of nominations to be examined by the Committee each year would be evaluated by the Committee in one to two years’ time. He thanked the General Assembly for their words of appreciation and stated that there was a need to establish ongoing activities for States Parties with no sites on the World Heritage List such as Sudan. He advised that the World Heritage Centre had begun a process to identify desertic sites in this region that may have the potential to be inscribed on the World Heritage List. He also stated that with the assistance of a major grant from the United Nations Foundation work was now being conducted in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. He noted that the Director-General of UNESCO would visit the Congo in 2002. […]
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25COM
	WHC.01/CONF.208/24
	Report of the twenty-fifth session of the World Heritage Committee (Helsinki, Finland, 11 - 16 December 2001)

	[…] X. Information on Tentative Lists and Examination of Nominations of Cultural and Natural Properties to the List of World Heritage in Danger and the World Heritage List […]

The Identification of un-represented or less represented categories of natural and cultural properties

X.7
The Director of the World Heritage Centre introduced the topic by recalling the decision of the Committee at its twenty-fourth session in Cairns, Australia, in 2000 to limit, for a two-year trial period, the number of new nominations to be examined by the Committee in June 2003 to thirty.  The Committee agreed to implement the decision according to a priority system:

1. States Parties with no sites on the List may submit up to three new nominations;

2. All other States Parties may submit only one new nomination;

3. If the number of new nominations is greater than thirty, then a selection process will be applied, based on whether the nomination falls into one or more un-represented or less-represented categories. 

X.8
He noted that the Committee had also decided to consider nominations which had been deferred or referred from previous meetings, as well as extensions to sites already inscribed in addition to the thirty new nominations.  He invited the Committee to consider the case of transboundary nominations, which he proposed as another category of nomination which could be excluded from the 30-nomination limit, as a means to encourage more nominations of this type. 

X.9
The Director indicated that an examination of the number of States Parties which had actually submitted new nominations each year revealed that in only two cases over the life of the Convention had more than thirty States Parties submitted new nominations in any one year. The implication of this, he stressed, was that if each State Party submitted only one nomination, it was quite possible that the Secretariat would receive less than 30 nominations. In that case, no selection of nominations to be examined based on un- or less-represented categories would need to be made.

X.10
Finally, in the event that more than thirty nominations were received, the Director described several proposed selection processes that had been examined. In particular, he suggested that, to address the smaller number of natural sites on the World Heritage List, the Committee accept all natural nominations up to a certain specified limit. 

X.11
A long discussion followed the Director’s presentation. While some delegates questioned the decision of the previous Committee to limit the total number of nominations to be examined, and to limit the number of new nominations which a State Party could submit to one per year, other delegates recalled that these decisions had been taken as a result of long deliberation in the Twelfth and Thirteenth General Assemblies, in the Working Group on Representivity, and in the twenty-fourth session of the Committee in Cairns. These meetings had consistently argued for a limit on the number of nominations examined by the Committee. This limit would give the Committee more time to take on its important role of reviewing the state of conservation of sites already inscribed and to develop a proactive approach to Periodic Reporting, and to have time for strategic discussions. It would also relieve the Secretariat and the Advisory Bodies of a workload that had been growing larger each year. 

X.12
Several delegates mentioned that the application of these rules would disadvantage large States Parties with multi-ethnic populations whose diverse heritage should be reflected in nominations to the World Heritage List.

X.13
Several observers reminded the Committee of the voluntary restraints requested of States Parties well-represented on the List by the resolutions of the General Assembly. It was noted that while some well-represented States Parties had refrained from nominating new sites, seven of the ten States Parties with the greatest number of sites had had new sites inscribed on the World Heritage List this year. Several delegates reminded the Committee that the decision once taken by the Cairns Committee should not be reopened at this stage, before the two-year trial proposed by the Committee had actually taken place. The Committee also noted that the initial first phase of this experiment would only be for one year and was to be evaluated in 2003.

X.14
Concerning the selection process recommended in Working Document WHC‑01/CONF.208/12ADD, most delegates cautioned against using the preliminary cultural categories presented therein.  In addition, while the proposed priority for natural nominations might be appropriate to some regions, there are more natural than cultural properties in Africa for example.  The Committee regretted that the full analysis of the World Heritage List and Tentative Lists and the World Heritage List requested by the twenty-fourth session of the Committee in Cairns had not yet been undertaken. Delegates urged that in the budget discussions this activity be fully funded so that it could take place as soon as possible.

X.15
ICOMOS undertook to carry out a summary analysis of the existing List, to serve as the basis for a working group on a proposed methodology for selection of nominations, based on perceived under-represented regions and categories of property.

X.16
Several delegates took up the proposal that, for the nominations to be reviewed by the Committee in 2003 (to be received in the Centre by 1 February 2002), the April 2002 session of the Bureau should be asked for its guidance if the number of nominations exceeded the 30-nomination threshold.

The Committee came to the following consensus agreement:

X.17
The Committee confirmed that at its session in 2003 the number of new nominations examined would be limited to a maximum of thirty, as decided at its twenty-fourth session in Cairns. In addition to the approved maximum number of nominations, the Committee would also consider nominations deferred or referred from previous meetings and extensions to the boundaries of already inscribed properties.  The Committee may also decide to consider, on an emergency basis, situations falling under paragraph 67 of the Operational Guidelines.

X.18
The Committee also confirmed that only one nomination per State Party would be accepted, except for those States with no sites on the World Heritage List, which might present up to three nominations.

X.19
Transboundary nominations would not be counted within the limit of thirty nominations.

X.20
If more than thirty nominations are received, the date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World Heritage Centre would be considered as a secondary determining factor for the selection, as decided by the twenty-fourth session of the Committee in Cairns.

X.21
If for reasons of co-incidence in the dates of presentation, more than thirty nominations are still received and acceptable, the issue would be referred to the April 2002 Bureau for a decision. […]
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26COM
	WHC.02/CONF.202/INF.15
	Summary Record of the 26th session of the World Heritage Committee

	[…] 14 NOMINATIONS TO BE EXAMINED IN 2003 AND 2004

Ceiling of New Nominations to be examined by the Committee in 2004 and general discussion 

41. The Chairperson then invited the Committee to determine the number of nominations to be examined in 2004 recalling the Cairns decision: 

“In order to promote the effective management of the increasing size of the World Heritage List, the Committee at each ordinary session will set the maximum number of nominations to be considered.” 

42. Considering that the analyses of the World Heritage List and the Tentative Lists were still not available, the Delegate of Lebanon made three proposals. First, the Committee should retain the ceiling of 30 new nominations. Secondly, it should also retain the limit of one nomination per country (unless that country has no sites on the List). Thirdly, he recalled that the maintenance and management of the World Heritage properties is a very large task for countries with many sites on the List; it is thus an appropriate task for them to concentrate their efforts on management and preservation of those properties. The priority should be given to those States parties with no sites on the List. The Cairns decision was taken to address this imbalance. 

43. The Delegate of India asked to separate the issues. She recalled that the deadline for nominations to be examined in 2004 was 1 February 2003 and that the results of the analyses would not be available at that time. She wondered therefore how the Committee could take a decision on the number of nominations to examine in 2004. She recalled that the Cairns decision included an evaluation to be made in 2003. 

44. The Delegate of Greece proposed to postpone the discussion until it was known how many complete nominations were submitted by 1 February 2003. 

45. The Delegate of India noted that the evaluation should be a continuous process. She stated that the restriction of one site per country places unreasonable limits on large States Parties with a diverse heritage. 

46.  The Delegate of Nigeria raised the question of the regions which heritage was underrepresented on the World Heritage List. If the objective was to address the representativity, underrepresented States parties should be allowed at least two nominations a year. 

47. The Delegate of Saint Lucia noted that the Committee could not change the Cairns decision before the two-year cycle had been completed. 

48. The Chairperson invited the Committee to focus on the ceiling for 2004. 

49. The Delegate of Egypt, while appreciating the work provided by the Advisory Bodies, declared that it was not acceptable to invoke their workload to limit the number of nominations by States Parties. The heritage of many States parties was underrepresented on the World Heritage List and this needed to be addressed. He therefore supported the intervention made by the Delegate of India and expressed his reservation against any ceiling for the nominations. 

50. The Delegate of China stated that his delegation fully understood the reasons for limiting the number of nominations, but thought that the problem of an excess workload created by a large number of nominations should be solved through administrative measures available through UNESCO, or other efficiency measures. China’s representative held that setting of any ceiling for nominations does not conform with the purpose of the Convention concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage, which actively advocates international co-operation in the rescue of cultural and natural heritages of the whole of mankind. Any consideration of the balance of distribution or representativeness of world heritage should be given to the type, time and characteristics of the heritage itself instead of to a specific country or region whose situation may differ widely from that of other countries or regions, otherwise it may be unscientific, unprofessional, or even unfair. China supported the international community to provide greater assistance so as to help countries not fully developed in the cause of World Heritage protection to improve their unbalanced work in the field. China is also willing to contribute more towards this end. The Chinese Delegation held at the same time, however, that it would be extremely inappropriate to hold back nominations by any country or region under such an excuse, or, even worse, to prevent any sites with due qualifications from due attention or protection by denying them rescue. 

51. The Delegate of Greece noted that it was not the appropriate time to reopen the debate on the Cairns decision. 

52. The Delegate of Oman however wanted to reopen the debate at a certain time as the Cairns decision was perceived as unfair. 

53. The Delegate of Thailand noted that it could not be discussed without a separate agenda item and invited the secretariat to prepare a working document in due time. 

54. The Observer of Chile observed that apparently there were some problems related to the implementation of the Cairns decision and supported the intervention made by the Delegate of India. 

55. The Observer of France, who had taken part in the preparation of the Cairns decision, expressed his astonishment at the way in which the Cairns decision was being criticized. The purpose of the decision had been to find a solution to the imbalance between overrepresented and underrepresented countries and regions, and to assist States Parties in redressing that imbalance. After careful consideration, the Committee concluded that the best way of providing better balance and representativity was to have a ceiling. Without a ceiling, the best-represented countries, which have the best capacity to prepare nominations, would continue to submit nominations and the gap between well-represented countries and poorly represented countries would only increase. The Committee had set the limit at 30 nominations in order to concentrate its efforts and those of the World Heritage Centre on the unrepresented countries. He emphasised that the interpretation given to the Cairns decision was absolutely contrary to the Committee’s objective and he therefore invited the members of the Committee to reexamine the issue in this perspective. 

56. The Chairperson, supported by the Delegate of Nigeria, proposed that the ceiling be raised to 40 new nominations per year. No other delegates advocated this change. 

57. The Delegate of Greece objected to this change given that the whole system would be reviewed in 2003. She invited the Committee to define a process for the evaluation rather than modify the ceiling. The ceiling should not be changed every year. 

58. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that it was supposed to set a ceiling for the properties to be examined in 2004. 

59. The Observer of Australia supported the Observer of France. The so called Cairns decision was not the result of one meeting’s discussions but of a series of consultations and meetings of the Committee’s Working Group on Representativity with open membership held in Paris in 2000. All States Parties had had opportunities to voice their opinions during the working group sessions. 

60. The Delegate of the United Kingdom fully supported the intervention made by the Observer of France. He too was of the opinion that it was too early to proceed to an evaluation of the Cairns decision and supported the earlier intervention made by the Delegate of Greece in this regard. 

61. The Delegate of Nigeria also supported the intervention made by the Observer of France, adding that reopening of the decision at this stage would weaken the Committee. 

62. The Delegate of India expressed her full understanding and support for the issue of underrepresentation and overrepresentation on the World Heritage List and explained that she did not ask for a new regime. The Committee had adopted the Cairns decision but now it had to look at different modalities for its implementation. She questioned the wisdom of changing the global ceiling on the number of new nominations each year, as provided by the Cairns decision. Under those circumstances, States Parties would find it difficult to plan their schedule of nominations. The present session might not be the appropriate moment for an in depth discussion on the issue but the Committee should examine it in the near future. 

63. The Delegate of Saint Lucia noted that the same Delegates who were complimenting the Cairns decision because it eventually created a mechanism to address the issue of representativity, wanted to undermine it. She asked the Legal Advisor whether the Committee could change the Cairns decision at the present session. 

64. The Delegate of Thailand made a point of order. He stated that given the topic was not on the agenda, it was not the appropriate time to review the Cairns decision as such. He therefore asked to close the debate and was seconded by the Delegate of Saint Lucia. 

65. The Delegate of Oman spoke against it. 

66. The Chairperson declared that a vote must be taken. 

67. A point of order was presented by the Delegate of India who sought clarification from the Legal Advisor on the procedure. 

68. Following clarification by the Legal Advisor who drew the attention to rule 26 of the Rules of Procedure, a vote was taken. The debate was closed by 12 votes in favour, 6 against and 2 abstentions. 

69. The Delegate of India began to explain her vote. The Delegate of Thailand presented a point of order noting that the Delegate of India’s intervention was not an explanation, but a reopening of the debate. 

70. The Delegate of Saint Lucia explained her vote in favour of the closure of the debate because it was not on the Committee’s agenda for this session. 

71. The Chairperson closed item 14 recalling that at its 28th session, the Committee would have a specific agenda item to deal with the nomination issue and that the secretariat would prepare a working document. […]
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	WHC.02/CONF.202/25
	Decisions of the twenty-sixth session of the World Heritage Committee (Budapest, Hungary, 24 - 29 June 2002)

	[…] Decision 26 COM 14

The World Heritage Committee, 

1. Accepts as “complete” all nominations listed as “complete” and “almost complete” in Table A of document WHC- 02/CONF.202/10 Rev and agrees that they be examined at the 27th session of the Committee in 2003; 

2. Accepts for examination at the 27th session of the Committee in June/July 2003, on an exceptional basis in view of the transitional period, the three nominations: Rock Shelters of Bhimbetka (India), Takht-e Soleyman (Iran), and Matobo Hills (Zimbabwe), which have been made complete following the deadline of 1 February 2002. (Consequently, the nomination of Rock Shelters of Bhimbetka, India, a site belonging to an underrepresented category, is by this action substituted for the nomination of Champaner-Pavagadh Archaeological Park, India, in Table A). In total, 28 nominations will be examined in 2003; 

3. Decides that, in the future, all nominations will be accepted only if they are “complete” - as defined in the Operational Guidelines - at the time of the deadline and abolishes hereafter the category of “almost complete”; 

4. Requests the Secretariat to establish and submit at each Committee session a list of all nominations received, including the date of reception, an indication of their status “complete” or “incomplete”, as well as the date at which they are considered as “complete” in conformity with the Operational Guidelines. […]
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06EXTCOM
	WHC.03/6 EXT.COM/INF.08
	Summary Record of the sixth extraordinary session of the World Heritage Committee (Paris, 17-22 March 2003)

	[…] 7. NOMINATIONS TO BE EXAMINED BY THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE IN 2004

7.6 The Delegation of Belgium noted that there would be 40 nominations to examine in 2004. It wondered if steps had been taken by the Centre with States Parties that already had a large number of sites inscribed on the World Heritage List so that they would apply the Resolution of the 12th General Assembly and therefore voluntarily defer their nominations.

7.7 The Chairperson remarked that there are often exceptions, extensions and transboundary sites. […]

7.15 The Observer Delegation of Morocco wished to come back to the question posed by the Delegation of Belgium. It pointed out that 5 countries with a large number of sites on the World Heritage List were each still presenting two nominations or more and that this was a failure to respect the decisions taken by the Committee and the General Assembly. It emphasized that it was necessary to stay as abide as closely as possible to the Committe’s decisions in order to try to obtain this much sought-after balance. The Delegation added that the Committee had opted for a threshold of 30 nominations per year on the basis of an analysis of the data from previous years. The Delegation mentioned that respecting the Committee’s decisions involved actions of solidarity and assistance on the part of the over-represented countries towards the less represented countries, but also strict discipline as to the number of sites proposed.

7.16 The Delegation of Mexico supported the observations made by the Observer Delegation of Morocco and remarked that it was an obligation of the Committee to find a solution for the representivity of the World Heritage List. It was not the World Heritage Centre, but the Committee that had to decide.

7.17 The Delegation of Zimbabwe, referring to the working document, underlined that this was a ‘pathetic document’ as ‘an entire continent was missing’.

7.18 The Observer Delegation of Italy noted that the representivity of the List was a great concern for many delegations, including its own. The Committee, had, in 2000, only on an interim basis, proposed that the number of nominations to be examined be limited to 30. This proposal would be reassessed at the 27th session of the Committee session in China (June/July 2003) and the number of 32 (that still had to undergo the scrutiny of the Advisory Bodies) did not, anyway, depart too much from 30. The 1972 Convention was not a ‘fishing convention’ where quotas must be established, but one that aimed at protecting the outstanding universal value of cultural and natural properties. Instead of establishing quotas, the Committee should insist on capacity building to allow under-represented countries to submit their nominations. The Observer Delegation of Italy supported Draft Decision 6 EXT.COM 7 which referred to 32 nominations. […]

7.21 The Delegation of India said that the decisions taken in Cairns were very well intended, but had not resulted in a more balanced World Heritage List, nor had it improved the nomination process. It recalled that at the time it had been decided to limit the ceiling to 30 new nominations, that each country should only be allowed one nomination per year, but that States Parties with no sites on the List could submit two or three new nominations, and that transboundary sites, deferred sites and extensions of existing sites would not count in the ceiling. The expected results of these measures are not reflected in the list of complete nominations that the Committee received this year. Concerning representivity, the Delegation remarked that the studies were under way. Capacitybuilding would still take some time. The ceiling of 30 nominations was imposing new problems on the Committee. The Delegation commended the new timetable, but felt that it should not be put in practice immediately. The Delegation proposed to find a win-win situation for all the parties.

7.22 The Delegation of Lebanon remarked that if there had not been the limit of ‘one nomination per country per year’, the imbalance between the different regions and cultures would have been even greater. It asserted that the decisions taken in Cairns have limited the damage, but that they might even need to be reinforced. […]
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	WHC.03/27.COM/13
	Implementation of the Global Strategy

	[…] Draft Decision 27 COM 13.3

The World Heritage Committee,

I. Noting with concern the continuing disparities between regions and States Parties in their capacity to prepare Tentative Lists and nominations of properties for inscription on the World Heritage List,

2. Noting the progress made in the analyses of the World Heritage List being undertaken by ICOMOS and IUCN for submission to the 28th session of the Committee in 2004;

3. Recognizing the progress in the preparation of studies to promote the revision of national tentative lists through regional consultations and the periodic reporting exercise;

4. Recalling the spirit of the Resolution of the 12th General Assembly of States Parties in 1999, notably in encouraging bilateral and multilateral cooperation for the benefit of States Parties whose heritage is under-represented in the List; and to promote their capacity-building and training,

5. Invites States Parties whose heritage is well represented on the List to voluntarily space new nominations and to assist the under-represented States Parties requiring technical cooperation to enhance conditions for the preparation and updating of Tentative Lists and the nomination of their cultural and natural heritage;

6. Requests the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies to (i) support the States Parties in the implementation of the Global Strategy for a credible, balanced and representative World Heritage List and Tentative Lists, (ii) report to the 28th session of the Committee (2004) on the results of the on-going analyses of the World Heritage List and (iii) propose practical and operational actions within the Regional Programmes to enhance the representivity of the World Heritage List in view of the world’s cultural and natural diversity, as part of the implementation of the Strategic Objective to strengthen the credibility of the World Heritage List. […]
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	WHC.03/27.COM/14
	Evaluation of the Cairns Decision

	[…] Draft Decision 27 COM 14 

The World Heritage Committee,

1. Decides to retain the limit of one new and complete nomination per State Party with properties already on the World Heritage List, as the best means of managing the workload of the Committee, the Advisory Bodies, and the World Heritage Centre, and of improving the geographic distribution of properties on the World Heritage List; States Parties that have no properties inscribed on the World Heritage List will have the opportunity to nominate two or three properties;

2. Decides to continue to exempt from this limit transboundary and emergency nominations, changes to the boundaries of properties already inscribed, as well as those nominations which have been deferred and referred by previous sessions of the Committee;

3. Invites States Parties nominating properties to keep in mind the desirability of achieving a reasonable balance between the numbers of cultural heritage and natural heritage properties included in the World Heritage List (Paragraph 15 of the Operational Guidelines, July 2002);

4. Decides to eliminate the annual limit on the number of new nominations it will review; and

5. Decides to maintain the deadline for the receipt of complete nominations as 1 February and encourages States Parties to submit draft nominations by 30 September to ensure that nominations have the maximum opportunity of being complete on 1 February (Decision 6 EXT.COM 5.1 annex 3.9). […]
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	WHC.03/27.COM/24
	Decisions adopted by the 27th Session of the World Heritage Committee in 2003

	[…] Decision 27 COM 13.3
The World Heritage Committee, 

1. Noting with concern the continuing disparities between regions and States Parties in their capacity to prepare Tentative Lists and nominations of properties for inscription on the World Heritage List; 

2. Noting the progress made in the analyses of the World Heritage List being undertaken by ICOMOS and IUCN for submission to the 28th session of the World Heritage Committee in 2004; 

3. Recognizing the progress in the preparation of studies to promote the revision of national tentative lists through regional consultations and the periodic reporting exercise; 

4. Recommends that States Parties link the revision of their Tentative Lists to the Periodic Report; 

5. Invites the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies to reinforce the links between the first Strategic Objective (1st C - reinforce the Credibility of the World Heritage List), the “Global Strategy for a representative, balanced and credible World Heritage List”, the Periodic Report on the implementation of the Convention and the Regional Programmes; 

6. Bearing in mind Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention, considers that the status of the tentative lists should be enhanced so that the inclusion of properties on this list would already entail, for the State Party, a form of international recognition; 

7. Recalling the spirit of the Resolution of the 12th General Assembly of States Parties in 1999, notably in encouraging bilateral and multilateral co-operation for the benefit of States Parties whose heritage is under-represented in the List; and to promote their capacity-building and training; 

8. Invites States Parties whose heritage is well represented on the List to voluntarily space new nominations and to assist the under-represented States Parties requiring technical co-operation to enhance conditions for the preparation and updating of Tentative Lists and the nomination of their cultural and natural heritage; 

9. Recalling its decision 26 COM 13 regarding the analyses of the World Heritage List and the Tentative Lists and the presentation of the results of these analyses at the 28th session in 2004; 

10. Requests the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies to support the States Parties: 

a. implementation of the Global Strategy for a credible, balanced and representative World Heritage List and Tentative Lists, and 

b. elaboration of practical and operational actions within the Regional Programmes to enhance the representivity of the World Heritage List in view of the world’s cultural and natural diversity, as part of the implementation of the Strategic Objective to strengthen the credibility of the World Heritage List. 
Decision 27 COM 14
The World Heritage Committee, 

1. Decides to retain the limit of one new and complete nomination per State Party with properties already on the World Heritage List, as the best means of managing the workload of the Committee, the Advisory Bodies, and the World Heritage Centre, and of improving the geographic distribution of properties on the World Heritage List; States Parties that have no properties inscribed on the World Heritage List will have the opportunity to nominate two or three properties; 
2. Decides to continue to exempt from this limit transboundary and emergency nominations, changes to the boundaries of properties already inscribed, as well as those nominations which have been deferred and referred by previous sessions of the Committee; 
3. Invites States Parties nominating properties to keep in mind the desirability of achieving a reasonable balance between the numbers of cultural heritage and natural heritage properties included in the World Heritage List (Paragraph 15 of the Operational Guidelines, July 2002); 

4. Decides to set at 40 the annual limit on the number of new nominations it will review, exclusive of nominations deferred and referred by previous sessions of the Committee, changes to the boundaries of properties already inscribed, transboundary nominations and nominations submitted on an emergency basis; 

5. Decides to maintain the deadline for the receipt of complete nominations as 1 February and encourages States Parties to submit draft nominations by 30 September to ensure that nominations have the maximum opportunity of being complete on 1 February (Decision 6 EXT.COM 5.1 Annex 3.9); 

6. Requests States Parties to send comments and proposals on the Cairns Decision to the World Heritage Centre by 31 December 2003. Comments, sent by post, by facsimile to +33 (0)1 4568 5570, or by e-mail to cairns@unesco.org, will be made available on the World Heritage web site at the following address: http://whc.unesco.org/cairns/; 

7. Decides to establish, at the beginning of the 28th session of the Committee in Suzhou, China (2004), an open-ended working group to review the comments of States Parties, documents (including the results of the Advisory Bodies’ analyses of the World Heritage List and Tentative Lists, and the Report of the 1999/2000 working group on the Representativity of the World Heritage List) and statistics relative to the operation of the Cairns Decision, and to make recommendations to the Committee. For this purpose, the World Heritage Centre will distribute the necessary documentation as early as possible prior to the 28th session to be held in 2004. […]
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	Summary Record of the 28th session of the World Heritage Committee (Suzhou, 2004)

	[…] ITEM 13 GLOBAL STRATEGY FOR A REPRESENTATIVE, BALANCED AND CREDIBLE WORLD HERITAGE LIST

[see initial discussion paragraphs 71-91]

Report of the Working Group on the Cairns Decision

[see further discussion paragraphs 1674-1719]

[see also background at http://whc.unesco.org/en/cairns and comments received from States Parties at Comments and proposals on the Cairns Decision] […]

	2004

28COM
	WHC-04/28 COM/26
	Decisions adopted at the 28th session of the World Heritage Committee (Suzhou, 2004)

	[…] Decision 28 COM 13.1 

The World Heritage Committee,

[…]

17. Also decides, on an experimental and transitory basis, to apply the following mechanism at its 30th session (2006):

a) examine up to two complete nominations per State Party, provided that at least one of such nominations concerns a natural property; and,

b) set at 45 the annual limit on the number of nominations it will review, inclusive of nominations deferred and referred by previous sessions of the Committee, extensions (except minor modifications of limits of the property), transboundary nominations, serial nominations and nominations submitted on an emergency basis,
c) the order of priorities for the examination of new nominations shall remain as decided by the Committee at its 24th session (2000):

(i) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with no properties inscribed on the List,

(ii) nominations of properties from any State Party that illustrate unrepresented or less represented categories of natural and cultural categories,

(iii) other nominations,

(iv) when applying this priority system, date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World Heritage Centre shall be used as secondary determining factor within the category where the number of nomination fixed by the Committee has been reached;

18. Further decides to examine the transitory mechanism set out in paragraph 17 at its 31st session (2007), on the basis of:

a) the results of the process set out in paragraphs 13 and 15 above,

b) the extent to which the nominations presented at its 30th session (2006) contribute to the aim of a representative World Heritage List. […]
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	Working methods of the World Heritage Committee: Annex III: Legal implications relating to the abstention from proposing nominations by the Members of World Heritage Committee

	LEGAL OPINION ON POSSIBLE IMPLICATIONS OF CERTAIN MEASURES PROPOSED DURING THE 28TH SESSION OF THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE REGARDING SUBMISSIONS OF NOMINATIONS BY ITS MEMBERS
[L.A. opinion on the question of whether Committee members could be prohibited from submitting nominations during their term of office; conclusion is that the Committee has the right to restrict the nominations it will consider but may not prohibit a State Party from submitting a nomination] […]

8. In order to manage a large number of nominations, the Committee has, in the past, adopted decisions, by which it limited the number of nominations submitted to the Committee by States Parties. For example, the Committee decided at its 24th session that “no States Parties should submit more than one nomination, except those States Parties that have no sites inscribed on the World Heritage List who will have the opportunity to propose two or three nominations”. (“The Cairns Decision”, 24 COM VI.2.3). This limit was retained by the Committee at its 27th session (27 COM 14.1). At its 28th session, the Committee, further decided (28 COM 13.1) to “examine up to two complete nominations per State Party, provided that at least one of such nominations concerns a natural property”. These decisions of the Committee are based on the powers explicitly conferred upon it by the Convention for the establishment of its working methods and rules (e.g. the adoption of rules of procedures, the drafting of criteria, etc.) or on its inherent functions as defined in the Convention. […]

20. In the light of the above, it should be concluded that if members of the Committee were to be prohibited from proposing a property during their tenure, they would not be able to fully exercise their rights as foreseen under the Convention. A prohibition to submit nominations applicable only to the members of the Committee would therefore contravene the provisions of the Convention, in particular, their right to have their properties considered by the Committee for inclusion in the World Heritage List. 

21. While it would be legally problematic to attempt to prohibit members of the Committee from submitting nominations, it does however appear to be possible that the Committee imposes on itself certain restrictions in examining nominations. The Committee is empowered to lay down rules, by which it imposes on itself a limit or a priority in the number or in the categories of nominations it examines during a session. 

22. For instance, the Committee, at its 24th session, decided to set at 30 the number of nominations examined by it at its 27th session (“The Cairns Decision”, 24 COM VI.2.3). Later, at its 27th session, it also set the limit at 40 (27 COM 14.4). At its 28th session, it further decided to “set at 45 the annual limit on the number of nominations it will review, inclusive of nominations deferred and referred by previous sessions of the Committee, extensions (except simple modifications of limits of the property), transboundary nominations, serial nominations and nominations submitted on an emergency basis”(28 COM 13.1, paragraph 16). 

23. It would be legally possible that when examining nominations submitted by States Parties, the Committee decides to set a low priority to the nominations submitted by its members or not to examine them during the session, with a view to rationalizing its activities and methods of work and to avoiding that membership of the Committee be used to obtain priority consideration for nominations submitted by members of the Committee. Such limitations would not impinge on the basic right of members to have their properties considered for inclusion in the World Heritage List. […]
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	Global Strategy: Evaluation of the Cairns-Suzhou Decision

	I. BACKGROUND

A. Description of the limits decided on nominations since Cairns, 2000.

1. Since its 24th session, (Cairns, 2000), the World Heritage Committee decided a series of measures aimed at: a) improving the representativity of the World Heritage List and b) managing the workload of the Committee, Advisory Bodies, and the World Heritage Centre. Originally, an overall limit of 30 new nominations and a limit of one new nomination per State Party (with exceptions for States Parties without properties on the World Heritage List) were established in an attempt to improve the geographic distribution of new nominations. At the 28th session of the Committee, (Suzhou, 2004) the limit per State Party was brought up to two nominations, “provided that at least one of such nominations concerns a natural property” (Point 17 of Decision 28 COM 13.1). An overall annual limit on the number of nominations (see Table 1 below for the evolution of this limit through the years) was established on an interim basis to manage the workload of the Committee, Advisory Bodies, and the World Heritage Centre.

2. The table here below recapitulates the evolution of the limits decided by the Committee over the past seven years:

Session / Year Decisions
Overall limit

Description of the limit
Description of the Exemptions
Limit per State Party
Description of the Exemptions
24th session, 2000
30
New Nominations
Deferrals, Referrals, Extensions and Nominations on an Emergency Basis
1 New Nomination
States Parties with no sites on the List
25th session, 2001
30
New Nominations
Deferrals, Referrals, Extensions, Nominations on an Emergency Basis + Transboundary/ Transnational Nominations
1 New Nomination 

States Parties with no sites on the List
27th session, 2003 

27 COM 14
40
New Nominations 

Deferrals, Referrals, Extensions, Nominations on an Emergency Basis + Transboundary/ Transnational Nominations

1 New Nomination
States Parties with no sites on the List 

28th session, 2004

28 COM 13

45

New Nominations, Deferrals, Referrals, Extensions, Nominations on an Emergency Basis + Transboundary/ Transnational Nominations 

Minor modifications to the boundaries 

2 Nominations Provided that at least 1 concerns a natural property 

7th Ex Com, 2004 

7 EXT COM 4B.1
45
New Nominations, Deferrals, Referrals, Extensions, Transboundary/ Transnational Nominations
Nominations on an Emergency Basis + Minor modifications to the boundaries
2 Nominations Provided that at least 1 concerns a natural property
29th session, 2005

29 COM 18A
45
New Nominations, Deferrals, Referrals, Extensions, Transboundary/ Transnational Nominations
Nominations on an Emergency Basis + Minor modifications to the boundaries
2 Nominations Provided that at least 1 concerns a natural property + Transboundary/ Transnational Nominations (it counts only on 1 State Party’s quota)
States Parties who participate in Transboundary/ Transnational nominations submitted on another State Party’s quota




B. Order of priorities set up in case the overall number of nominations submitted for a cycle is exceeding the limit.

3. In the event the number of complete nominations received exceeds the maximum number set by the Committee, a priority system was set up, but never actually applied as the number of nominations received for a cycle that were considered as complete never surpassed the limit imposed.
a) The following order of priorities is currently in force and would be used in case the ceiling of 45 complete nominations is surpassed, to select the nominations that can be transmitted to the Advisory Bodies for their evaluations:

1. Nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with no properties inscribed on the List,

2. Nominations of properties from any State Party that illustrate unrepresented or less represented categories of natural and cultural categories,

3. Other nominations,

4. When applying this priority system, date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World Heritage Centre shall be used as secondary determining factor within the category where the number of nomination fixed by the Committee has been reached;

4. However, a series of theoretical tests were undertaken by the Secretariat in cooperation with the Advisory Bodies in order to apply the priority system included in the Cairns Decision, as amended subsequently by the Cairns/Suzhou Decision. These tests revealed two major difficulties in the application of the priority system.

5. The first is an issue of calendar: the World Heritage Centre is asked to transmit to the Advisory Bodies the complete nominations received for a cycle in the month of March. If the number of complete nominations exceeds the overall limit, currently fixed at 45, it would be necessary to wait until the month of June/July for a Decision by the Committee applying the priority system. Therefore, the Advisory Bodies would lose 4 to 5 months time for their evaluation.

6. The second issue concerns the objective complexity to scientifically discern unrepresented or less represented categories of natural and cultural categories. For the latter reason, it would be highly recommended to review the current priority system in order to use more objective criteria to select the nominations considered as complete, in case the ceiling is surpassed. 

C. Proposal for amendments to the order of priorities set up by the Cairns/Suzhou Decision.

7. Concerning the categories’ break up of the 830 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List, currently 644 are cultural, 162 natural and 24 mixed. The predominance of cultural properties that are safeguarded by the Convention concerning the protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage is still evident. Consequently, it is proposed to give priority to nominations of properties for natural and mixed heritage.
8. The World Heritage Convention was designed as an instrument to encourage the joint and common responsibility for the conservation of the World’s Heritage through the means of the international cooperation. While, there is no better evidence of this joint responsibility than in transboundary/transnational nominations, at now, there are only 19 properties (2%) of this kind inscribed on the List. Consequently, it is proposed to give priority to nominations of transboundary/transnational properties.
9. For 22 years, from 1978 to 2000, States Parties to the World Heritage Convention could submit nominations without any limit. For the past seven years, following the Cairns Decision, in 2000, the limits applied have been more penalizing for those States Parties that have ratified the World Heritage Convention in the last decade. A revision of the priority system should take into account this discrepancy. Consequently, it is proposed to give priority to nominations of properties submitted by States Parties that ratified the World Heritage Convention over the last 10 years prior to their submission.
10. Other than in terms of time, the States Parties that have been more penalized by the restrictions imposed since 2000 can also be identified by the small number of properties inscribed on the World Heritage List. At present, 63% of the States Parties to the Convention, 115 out of 183, have equal or less than 3 properties inscribed on the List. Consequently, it is proposed to give priority to nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with equal or less than 3 properties inscribed on the List. […]

II. Draft Decision

Draft Decision 31 COM 10

The World Heritage Committee,

1. Having examined Document WHC-07/31.COM/10,

2. Recalling Decision 28 COM 13.1 adopted at its 28th session (Suzhou, 2004),

3. Adopts the following order of priorities for the examination of nominations to apply in case the overall annual limit of 45 nominations is exceeded:
a) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with no properties inscribed on the List,

b) nominations of properties for natural heritage,

c) nominations of properties for mixed heritage,

d) nominations of transboundary/transnational properties,

e) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties that ratified the World Heritage Convention over the last 10 years prior to their submission,

f) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with equal or less than 3 properties inscribed on the List,

g) when applying this priority system, date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World Heritage Centre shall be used as secondary factor to determine the priority between those nominations that would not be designated by the previous points;

4. Also decides to amend paragraph 61 of the Operational Guidelines accordingly. […]
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	Draft Summary Records

	[see paragraphs 1933-1975 and 2118-2146 for Committee debate of agenda item 10].
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	Decisions adopted at the 31st Session of the World Heritage Committee (Christchurch, 2007)

	[…] 10. GLOBAL STRATEGY: EVALUATION OF THE CAIRNS – SUZHOU DECISION

Decision: 31 COM 10

The World Heritage Committee,

1. Having examined Document WHC-07/31.COM/10,

2. Recalling Decision 28 COM 13.1 adopted at its 28th session (Suzhou, 2004),

3. While strongly recommending that the current practice of examining up to two complete nominations per State Party per year, provided that at least one of such nominations concerns a natural property, be maintained, decides, nevertheless, on an experimental basis of 4 years, that a State Party be permitted to decide on the nature of the nomination, whether natural or cultural, as per its national priorities, its history and geography;
4. Adopts the following order of priorities for the examination of nominations to apply in case the overall annual limit of 45 nominations is exceeded:
a) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with no properties inscribed on the List;

b) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties having up to 3 properties inscribed on the List,

c) nominations of properties that have been previously excluded due to the annual limit of 45 nominations and the application of these priorities,

d) nominations of properties for natural heritage,

e) nominations of properties for mixed heritage,

f) nominations of transboundary/transnational properties,

g) nominations from States Parties in Africa, the Pacific and the Caribbean,

h) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties that ratified the World Heritage Convention over the last 10 years prior to their submission,

i) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties that have not submitted nominations for ten years or more,

j) when applying this priority system, date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World Heritage Centre shall be used as a secondary factor to determine the priority between those nominations that would not be designated by the previous points;

5. Also decides to amend paragraph 61(c) of the Operational Guidelines accordingly, for a four- year period;

6. Further decides to revise paragraph 61 of the Operational Guidelines to confirm that the Committee will review the impact of this decision at the 35th session in 2011;

7. Recommends that the World Heritage Centre in cooperation with the Advisory Bodies organize a meeting to examine the implications of the Cairns-Suzhou decision for Africa and the question of Outstanding Universal Value in Africa;

8. Recommends further investment in capacity building through training in the preparation of nominations. Such training activities should be immediately carried out in Africa with funding provided from the World Heritage Fund in the 2008/09 Biennium (The Africa 2009 training for Francophone countries planned for July 2007 is a good example);

9. Decides to allocate the amount of USD 100 000 from the World Heritage Fund for the implementation of capacity building activities in Africa. […]


� In nominating properties to the List, States Parties are invited to keep in mind the desirability of achieving a reasonable balance between the numbers of cultural heritage and natural heritage properties included in the World Heritage List (Paragraph 15 of the Operational Guidelines)


� In evaluating these, and all other nominations, the Advisory Bodies should continue to apply a strict evaluation of criteria as set out in the Operational Guidelines.





