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1.
This document contains the summary records of the seventh session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, held in UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, from 3 to 7 December 2012.

2.
The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:

DRAFT DECISION 8.COM 4
The Committee,
1.
Having examined document ITH/13/8.COM/4,
2.
Adopts the summary records of the Committee’s seventh session contained in this document.
SUMMARY RECORDS OF THE SEVENTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
1. The seventh session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was held from 3 to 7 December 2012 in Paris, France, at UNESCO Headquarters.

2. Delegations from 24 States Members of the Committee attended the session: Albania, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Brazil, Burkina Faso, China, Czech Republic, Egypt, Greece, Grenada, Indonesia, Japan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Madagascar, Morocco, Namibia, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Peru, Spain, Tunisia, Uganda and Uruguay.

3. The attendees were as follows:

a) Delegations from 50 States Parties not Members of the Committee: Afghanistan, Argentina, Armenia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Bosnia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Denmark, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Eritrea, Ethiopia, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, France, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lithuania, Malawi, Mali, Mauritius, Mauritania, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Nepal, Netherlands, Niger, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, Philippines, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia, Slovakia, Sudan, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of), Viet Nam, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

b) Delegations from three States non Party to the Convention, Associate Members, Permanent Observer Missions: Angola, Bahrain, Canada, Finland, Germany, Israel, Kuwait, Russian Federation, San Marino, United States of America.

c) Intergovernmental organization: Arab League Educational, Cultural and Scientific Organization (ALECSO), League of Arab States.

d) Category 2 centres under the auspices of UNESCO: Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Latin America (CRESPIAL), International Information and Networking Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region (ICHCAP), International Research Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region (IRCI), International Training Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region (CRIHAP), Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in South-Eastern Europe and Regional Research Centre for Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage in West and Central Asia.
e) Accredited non-governmental organizations: Amis du Patrimoine de Madagascar, Asosiasi Tradisi Lisan (ATL), Association européenne des jeux et sports traditionnels, Association nationale cultures et traditions, Association pour la sauvegarde des masques, Associazione Culturale ‘Circolo della Zampogna’, Associazione Culturale Carpino Folk Festival, Associazione Culturale-Musicale-Etnica Totarella - Le Zampogne del Pollino, Associazione Extra Moenia, Associazione Musa - Musiche, Canti e Danze tradizionali delle Quattro Province, Azerbaijani Carpetmakers’ Union, Center for Peace Building and Poverty Reduction among Indigenous African Peoples, Center for Traditional Music and Dance, Centre régional de culture ethnologique et technique de Basse-Normandie, Centro de Estudios Borjanos de la Institucion ‘Fernando el Catolico’, Centro UNESCO de San Sebastián, CIOFF България, Conseil international des organisations de festivals de folklore et d’arts traditionnels, Conseil québécois du patrimoine vivant, Conservatorio de la Cultura Gastronómica Mexicana S.C., Contact Base, Dastum, Egyptian Society for Folk Traditions, Engabu Za Tooro, FARO Vlaams steunpunt voor cultureel erfgoed vzw, Fédération des amis des luttes et sports athlétiques et d’adresse de Bretagne, Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of the EU, Folkland, International Centre for Folklore and Culture, Foundation for the Protection of Natural and Cultural Heritage, Fundaçao INATEL, Fundación Erigaie, Global Development for Pygmee Minorities, Indigenous Cultural Society, Inter-City Intangible Cultural Cooperation Network, International Association for Falconry and Conservation of Birds of Prey (IAF), International Council for Traditional Music, International Council on Monuments and Sites, International Organization of Folk Arts (IOV), Korea Cultural Heritage Foundation, La Enciclopedia del Patrimonio Cultural Inmaterial A.C, La Maison de Sagesse, Lamar Kanuri Hutuye, Madhukali, Maison du patrimoine oral, Makedonsko Instrazhuvachko Drushtvo (MID), Museums Galleries Scotland, National Council of Traditional Healers and Herbalists Associations, Nederlands Centrum voor Volkscultuur, Norsk Handverksutvikling, Réseau Culturel Européen de Coopération au Développement, Rural Women Environmental Protection Association, Société française d’ethnomusicologie, Summer Institute of Linguistics, Inc., Tamil Nadu Rural Art Development Centre, Tapis plein vzw., Traditions pour demain, Uluslararası Mevlâna Vakfı, Unione Nazionale Pro Loco d’Italia, West Africa Coalition for Indigenous Peoples’ Rights, and World Martial Arts Union.

f) Three examiners (Ms Claudine-Augée Angoue [Gabon], Mr Egil Sigmund Bakka [Norway], and Ms Soledad Mujica [Peru], and two accredited NGOs (African Cultural Regeneration Institute – ACRI [Kenya] and Maison des cultures du monde [France]), as accredited NGOs, members of the Consultative Body. 
4. The full list of participants is available in document ITH/12/7.COM/INF.22 Rev.2.
5. The session was conducted in three languages: English and French, the two working languages of the Committee, and Spanish thanks to the generous support of the Spanish Government.

6. The Intangible Cultural Heritage Section of UNESCO provided the secretariat for the meeting.

7. The elected Members of the Bureau of the seventh session of the Committee were as follows:

Chairperson: 

Mr Arley Gill (Grenada) 

Vice-Chairpersons:
Spain, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Madagascar and Morocco
Rapporteur: 

Ms Gulnara Aitpaeva (Kyrgyzstan)

[Monday 3 December, morning session]
ITEM 1 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA:
OPENING OF THE SESSION

8. The Chairperson of the seventh session of the Intergovernmental Committee for Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, Mr Arley Gill, in the presence of the Director-General of UNESCO, Ms Irina Bokova, officially opened the meeting by welcoming the participants. Mr Gill noted the particular high turnout with more than 600 participants having registered for the meeting, reminding participants that live audio broadcast via the Internet would be made available throughout the week.

9. Welcoming the delegates, Ms Irina Bokova extended her best wishes to the 12 new members of the Committee elected in June as well as the Committee for a successful meeting. She recalled that the Convention was soon to celebrate its tenth anniversary, which represented a moment of maturity in the life of the Convention and a crucial stage in its implementation. She was pleased to note the progress made both in spirit and action as through the growing awareness and understanding of the notion of intangible cultural heritage, even though there was still work to be done in terms of safeguarding. Ms Bokova referred to the 16 periodic reports submitted in the current cycle, which together with the five reports previously submitted, showed that regulatory and institutional measures were being taken to implement the Convention at the national level. They also demonstrated the great leverage of intangible cultural heritage as a factor for social cohesion, creativity and sustainable development. Ms Bokova also spoke of how intangible cultural heritage played an integral part in the national development plans of Mongolia, the Seychelles, Viet Nam, Belarus and other countries, thereby influencing other tangible sectors of cultural heritage. For example, the protection of the Otomi Chichimecas in Mexico had enabled road improvement and water treatment programmes to take place, creating local jobs and tourism infrastructure, while the Za Križen procession in Croatia led to the protection of olive groves, vineyards and dry stone walls. These examples demonstrated the efforts devoted to promoting heritage, as well as showing the potential of culture as an entry point into previously segmented sectors of socio-economic life. Such work increased UNESCO’s advocacy of culture for sustainable development, while the work of the Committee brought UNESCO closer to its mission.
10. Ms Bokova recalled the concerns voiced by some that UNESCO sought to reduce intangible cultural heritage to folklore; the results, however, proved the contrary, as the Convention breathed life into cultural diversity and catalyzed innovation. She reflected on the commitment of the 148 States Parties to the Convention and the capacity-building programme carried out in 66 countries so far. The implementation of the Convention embodied UNESCO’s determination to work closely with States and communities so as to strengthen capacities and raise resources. Ms Bokova took the opportunity to thank States Parties that seconded staff to the Secretariat as well as their generous donors whose combined contributions amounted to US$11 million. She also noted that the Committee would examine nominations from all the world’s regions, with the process ever widening with Africa representing 27 per cent of nominations in 2012 – a positive development that she wholeheartedly welcomed. Nevertheless, she cautioned against allowing the Convention to fall victim of its own success whose principal goal was to safeguard endangered intangible cultural heritage, adding that inscriptions should not be the guiding objective but rather such values as equity, objectivity, clarity, commitment and solidarity that were carried in the hearts and minds of the people.
11. The Chairperson thanked Ms Bokova for her inspirational and encouraging words, remarking on the difficult work ahead with the likelihood that not all expectations would be satisfied. Nevertheless, the Chairperson spoke of his commitment and dedication to the meeting so as to help the Committee accomplish the meeting’s objectives.

[Ms Bokova left the room admist a round of applause]
12. The Secretary of the Convention, Ms Cécile Duvelle, welcomed the participants, informing them that the meeting was being broadcast live in the adjoining room for those unable to find seating. The meeting was audio broadcast via the Internet in the working languages of English and French, as well as in Spanish thanks to the generous contribution by Spain. However, video broadcast was unavailable this year for reasons of cost reduction. Additionally, the meeting was paper-free. It was noted that some documents were particularly long, but all documents were available on the website of the 2003 Convention. The Secretary noted that a record of 640 participants from 110 countries had registered for the meeting and requested that all attendees register their participation and include their names on the updated list of participants. The Secretary remarked that 59 participants had benefitted from the ICH Fund in order to attend the session, of which 11 delegates of the Committee, 28 State Party representatives and 17 NGOs, as well as the chairpersons and rapporteurs of the advisory bodies.
13. The Chairperson regretted the absence of video broadcasts of the sessions, but appreciated the availability of audiocasts. He reminded the Committee that it could nonetheless suspend the recordings at any time if deemed necessary, according to its Rules of Procedure. The Chairperson also appreciated the use of electronic copies in place of paper documents in an effort to cut down on human and environmental resources. Given the heavy workload, the Chairperson also appealed to the Committee to keep interventions brief and succinct.

ITEM 2 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA:

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA OF THE SEVENTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE

Documents
ITH/12/7.COM/2 Rev
ITH/12/7.COM/INF.2.1 Rev.3
ITH/12/7.COM/INF.2.2 Rev.2
Decision
7.COM 2

14. The Chairperson remarked on the important decisions to be taken during the meeting that included the inscription of elements to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Representative List, as well as the selection of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for international assistance. In addition, the Committee would receive periodic reports from States on their implementation of the Convention at the national level and the status of their elements inscribed on the Representative List that would help monitor the way the Convention was implemented in the different countries. Other important work involved reflecting on the different topics that had been debated by the Committee in Bali and the General Assembly. The Chairperson compared the Convention to a growing child, adding that it was important to frequently take stock so as to ensure that things were proceeding in the way intended. One of the reflections concerned the outcomes of the open-ended intergovernmental working group on the right scale or scope of an element of intangible cultural heritage that took place in October 2012. The Chairperson thus invited the Secretary to present the items on the agenda.

15. The Secretary introduced the provisional agenda and the 22 agenda items. She informed the Committee that nearly all the documents had been published before the statutory deadline of 5 November, but that the international assistance requests and the periodic reports of States had been made available earlier on 1 October, giving more time for members of the Committee to read the documents. A copy of the 2012 Edition of the Basic Texts, which integrated amendments to the Operational Directives adopted by the General Assembly in June 2012, as well as brochures on the inscribed elements of 2010 and 2011 had also been given to each delegation. The Secretariat took the opportunity to thank the International Information and Networking Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region (ICHCAP) and the Cultural Administration of the Republic of Korea for their generous contribution towards the excellent printing. The Secretary also informed the Committee that revised [REV] documents, corrigenda [COR] or addenda [ADD] were available on the Convention website.

16. The Secretary recalled that the provisional timetable of the five-day session had been adopted by the Bureau on 24 October, and would be revised as required by the Bureau during the course of the meeting. The Secretary then outlined the meeting’s schedule. Day 1: the adoption of the agenda; election of a new Rapporteur; admission of observers; and the adoption of the summary records of its sixth session. An information document, INF.5, would also provide a brief overview, results and challenges of the global capacity-building strategy. Item 6 would follow with the examination of the 16 periodic reports on the implementation of the Convention by States Parties, which were an obligation by States, as provided by Article 29 of the Convention
. The day’s afternoon session would include item 19 on voluntary supplementary contributions to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund, which appeared after the provisional agenda was first sent following a decision by three States Parties to contribute to the ICH Fund to support the global capacity-building strategy: US$1.75 million from Norway, US$167,000 from Spain and US$324,000 from the Netherlands, which in accordance with Article 25.5 of the Convention, had to be approved by the Committee. Then work would begin on the inscriptions to the lists (item 8 and 11), the selection of proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices (item 9) and the granting of international assistance (item 10). This would start with the report of the Consultative Body (document 7), which examined a total of 20 files. A document on the ‘transversal issues’ arising in the evaluation and examination of nominations, proposals and requests was also made available as document INF.7. This would be followed by the examination of the 7 nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List (document 8) – one file had been withdrawn – for which only 35 minutes would be allocated to each file. The examination would continue Day 2 during the morning session.
17. The Secretary further outlined Day 2 afternoon session: the examination of 2 proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices (document 9), and the 9 international assistance requests greater than US$25,000 (document 10) – one file had also been withdrawn. Day 3: before the Committee would start examining 35 files to the Representative List (document 11) – one file had been withdrawn – the Subsidiary Body would present the report on its work of the nominations submitted during this cycle. Composed of six States Parties, one from each electoral group, Spain, Croatia, Venezuela, Islamic Republic of Iran, Burkina Faso and Morocco, the Subsidiary Body met one week in September 2012 and evaluated 36 nominations. It was noted that there were 13 fewer files than in 2011. Day 4: the Committee would then discuss items 12 and 13 concerning a number of recurrent technical procedures on the Operational Directives, as well as several questions arising from the latest amendments to the Operational Directives by the General Assembly in June and from decisions in 6.COM. Discussion would continue on 12.a (System of rotation for the members of the Consultative Body), item 12.b (Establishment of the Consultative Body), item 12.c (Establishment of the Subsidiary Body), and item 12.d (Number of files that can be treated in the 2014 and 2015 cycles). The Secretary noted that items 12.b and 12.c were familiar, as they had been discussed in previous years. Item 12.a however concerned the establishment of a system of rotation that would replace the current system of the renewal of half its members so as to fairly determine the duration of office of the current members (document 12.a). Meanwhile, item 12.d came about from paragraph 33 of the amended Operational Directives, which reads, ‘The Committee determines two years beforehand […], the number of files that can be treated in the following cycles’ (document 12.d). The afternoon session would move to a series of reflections in item 13. Depending on how the reflections proceed, the Committee might wish to ask the Secretariat to propose draft amendments to the Operational Directives for discussion and adoption in the Committee’s eighth session, or the Committee may decide that it is too premature to make concrete amendments.

18. The Secretary outlined item 13.a (Reflection on the experience gained in implementing the referral option of the Representative List), recalling that it was the second time that the Committee had to deal with referrals. Item 13.b (Reflection on the right scale or scope of the element) and item 13.c (Reflection on the procedure for extended inscription of an element already inscribed) related directly to the debates of the open-ended working group that met in October 2012. The Secretary recalled that 13.b was requested by the sixth session of the Committee, while item 13.c was requested by the General Assembly. Item 13.d (Reflection on the use of the emblem), included on the agenda at the request of Belgium, sought to discuss how the current Operational Directives are adapted to the needs of States Parties and how they might be improved. Day 5: would be dedicated to two items that the Committee was unable to discuss in Bali owing to a lack of time. These were item 14 (Mechanism for sharing information to encourage multinational nominations), requested by the Committee in its decision 5.COM 6, followed by a debate on item 15 (Treatment of correspondence from the public or other concerned parties concerning nominations), which was also contained in decision 5.COM 6. This would be followed by item 16.a (Accreditation of non-governmental organization), and item, 16.b (Reflection on the criteria and modalities for accreditation of non-governmental organizations), as requested by the General Assembly at its last session. So far, the General Assembly has accredited 156 NGOs, with a further 10 NGOs recommended for accreditation. Thus, it was considered timely to reflect on how well the criteria for accreditation are adapted to the specific role of examining files in the Consultative Body. Other items include item 17 (Date and venue of the eighth Committee session), which will coincide with the tenth anniversary of the Convention, and item 18 (Election of the members of the Bureau of the eighth session), followed by the adoption of the List of Decisions and closure of the seventh session. The Secretary concluded that the possibility of extended sessions had been foreseen and suggested that morning sessions begin at 9.30 a.m.

19. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the Bureau was monitoring the timetable, and that it could be adjusted following the Bureau’s morning meetings prior to the day’s session. The Chairperson moved to the adoption of the agenda and its draft decision (document ITH/12/7.COM/2 Rev). With no voiced comments or objections the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 2.

20. The delegation of Grenada wished to explain that although the seventh Committee session was scheduled to take place in Grenada, its government was unable to host the meeting given its economic and political situation of recent months. On behalf of the government of Grenada, the delegation expressed sincere thanks to States Parties for their kind efforts in favourably responding to its request to collaborate and assist in the organization of the present meeting. The delegation thanked Bulgaria for its generous support of the NGO Forum that took place on 2 December 2012, and Colombia for pledging financial support to Grenada for the organization of the meeting, as well as all States Parties that supported and actively participated in parallel cultural events, including the United Arab Emirates, France, Venezuela, the Netherlands, and Brunei Darussalam. The delegation thanked the Secretariat for its efforts and cooperation in the preparation of the meeting, and concluded by wishing the Committee success in its endeavours.

21. The Chairperson invited the Committee to begin consultations within their electoral groups, particularly for agenda item 12.c (Establishment of a new Subsidiary Body for the 2013 cycle) and item 18 (Election of the members of the Bureau of the eighth session of the Committee). The Chairperson recalled that the previous Subsidiary Body had recommended that the Committee adopt an informal system of alternating mandates, like that of the Committee members, in which some of the members would be replaced every year in order to ensure continuity and coherence. For information, the Chairperson recalled the composition of the present Subsidiary Body: Group I – Spain; Group II – Croatia; Group III – Venezuela; Group IV – Islamic Republic of Iran; Group V(a) – Burkina Faso; and Group V(b) – Morocco. It was noted that according to the Operational Directives only Spain, Burkina Faso and Morocco continued to be eligible. Meanwhile, the Bureau is composed of a Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson(s) and a Rapporteur. The Rules of Procedure specify that the Bureau should be elected on the basis of equitable geographical representation and, inasmuch as possible, a balance among the various fields of intangible cultural heritage.

22. The Chairperson noted that States Members had already been consulting on the system of rotation for the Consultative Body and that the Secretariat had made a preliminary proposal. The Chairperson hoped that whether through consultations or a selection by lots that the system would easily be set in place. He also informed the Committee that the Bureau would meet every morning before the plenary sessions in an open meeting in which interpretation would be provided in French and English.

23. The Secretary closed the item with a number of announcements. The Permanent Delegation of Venezuela would be inaugurating an exhibition entitled ‘The Dancing Devils of Corpus Christi’. At 6.30 p.m, Ms Francine Chainaye, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary, Permanent Delegate of the Kingdom of Belgium to UNESCO invited all participants to a reception at the UNESCO restaurant. On Wednesday at 1 p.m., the Permanent Delegation of the Netherlands would present an exhibition of traditional arts and crafts of the Netherlands. On Thursday, the Permanent Delegation of Brazil would host a reception lunch at UNESCO’s restaurant (7th floor). Throughout the week, the Open UNESCO exhibition would feature non-stop videos of elements inscribed on the Lists and selected interviews on the importance of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage for sustainable development. Finally, the Quai Branly Museum, one of the Convention partners, generously offered free entrance to all participants to their current exhibitions. At 7 p.m., the delegation of Turkey organized a concert which would be followed by a reception.

ITEM 3 OF THE AGENDA:

REPLACEMENT OF THE RAPPORTEUR

Document
ITH/12/7.COM/3
Decision
7.COM 3

24. The Chairperson turned to the replacement of the Rapporteur of the seventh session of the Committee. He recalled that the Committee had elected the members of its Bureau at the end of its sixth session in Bali and whose term of office continue until the end of the current session with Mr Ion de la Riva Guzmán de Frutos [Spain] elected Rapporteur, while five Vice-Chairpersons were elected from each of the electoral groups [other than Electoral Group III, corresponding to the Chairperson’s group]. The current Vice-Chairpersons were Spain, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Madagascar and Morocco. However, as of March 2012, the elected Rapporteur ceased his functions as Ambassador of Spain to UNESCO and was therefore unable to act as Rapporteur. Thus, one of the Vice-Chairpersons would serve as his replacement.
25. Based on Rule 16.2 of the Rules of Procedure
, the Secretary explained that the Committee had to elect a new Rapporteur from among the five current Vice-Chairpersons, while assuring the Committee that the task of Rapporteur was not too burdensome. The Rapporteur simply had to verify that the decisions taken by the Committee during the day were faithfully recorded by the Secretariat and reflected the day’s deliberations.

26. The delegation of Japan proposed Ms Gulnara Aitpaeva of Kyrgyzstan, an expert on Kyrgyz traditional knowledge, as the Rapporteur, which was seconded by Indonesia.

27. With no voiced comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 3, inviting Ms Aitpaeva to join the podium and thanking Kyrgyzstan for accepting the invitation.
ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA:

ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS 

Document
ITH/12/7.COM/4 Rev.
Decision
7.COM 4

28. Before beginning the debates, the Chairperson invited the Committee to limit their number of interventions trying not to take the floor more than twice in a single debate, adding that a timer may be introduced if required. The floor would then be given to States Parties and observers during general debates or after a decision has been taken, should time permit. The Chairperson reminded observers that they could not intervene during the debates of draft decisions, recalling that the Committee was a representative body whose members were elected to fulfil the tasks specified in the Convention. The Chairperson then invited the Secretary to provide the background information to item 4.
29. The Secretary remarked that the admission of observers to a Committee session was an annual exercise, required by the Committee’s Rules of Procedure, which outlined several categories of participants. Rules 8.1 and 8.2 pertained to States Parties, States non-party, Associate Members, Permanent Observers and United Nations organizations, which were automatically admitted as observers. Rule 8.3 however referred to intergovernmental organizations other than UN bodies, as well as public and private bodies and private persons with recognized competence in the various fields of intangible cultural heritage that could attend a single session or several of its sessions as observers upon written request. Moreover, Rule 8.5 specified that the public meetings of the Committee shall be open to the public within the limitation of available space, who did not need to request observer status. The Secretary noted that the Secretariat had not received any requests for observer status to the Committee’s future sessions since 4 November 2012 when document 4 was published online. It was also noted that a number of other participants did not figure in the decision but were present at the meeting, as Rule 6 of the Rules of Procedure provides that accredited NGOs are automatically admitted to Committee sessions. Thus, all 156 NGOs accredited by the General Assembly at its third and fourth sessions had been sent an invitation; accepted by 63 NGOs, as contained in the list of participants. The Secretary recalled that in its Decision 6.COM 12, the Committee established a Consultative Body for the evaluation of files in the 2012 cycle, and its Chairperson, Ms Soledad Mujica (Peru) and its Rapporteur, Ms Claudine-Augée Angoué (Gabon) had been invited to participate in the present session. Similarly, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Mr Victor Rago (Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela) and the Rapporteur, Mr Tvrtko Zebec (Croatia), had also been invited. Additionally, several members of the advisory bodies were also present in different capacities. The Secretary further informed the Committee that at its fourth, fifth and sixth sessions, it authorized the participation of 42 entities as observers to the present session [as listed in paragraph 7 of Decision 4.COM 4; paragraph 6 of Decision 5.COM 3 and paragraph 6 of Decision 6.COM 3], all of whom had been duly invited. NGOs accredited by the General Assembly in 2012 were invited according to Rule 6 of the Rules of Procedure in their capacity as observers.

30. The Chairperson turned to the adoption of Decision 7.COM 4. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 4.
ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA:

ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY RECORDS OF THE SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION AND FOURTH EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE

Documents
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ITH/12/7.COM/INF.5
Decision
7.COM 5

31. The Chairperson moved to the approval of the draft summary records of the sixth session of the Committee held in Bali in November 2011, as presented in document 5. He noted that the document had been made available one week after the statutory deadline, which was easily understandable given the length and thoroughness of the document. The Chairperson described the summary records as very precious since they include the very important discussions on issues that directly concern the Committee’s on-going work. Included with the summary records of the sixth session were the records of the fourth extraordinary session of the Committee on 8 June 2012, which was convened in order to elect a new member of the Bureau for the present session. The Chairperson informed the Committee that the summary records of the debates of the open-ended working group to discuss the right scale or scope of an element, which met on 22 and 23 October 2012, would be made available early next year, but that the Chairperson of the working group, Mr Francesco Tafuri, would deliver his oral report on Thursday.

32. The delegation of Indonesia wished to correct the name of Mr Agung Laksono Coordinating Minister for People’s Welfare.

33. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared Decision 7.COM 5 adopted.
34. Before moving to item 6 of the agenda, the Chairperson wished to inform the Committee of the outcomes of the Bureau meetings that were convened on five occasions: two meetings at UNESCO Paris on 8 June and 24 October 2012, and three electronic consultations of Bureau members in January, May and August 2012, as foreseen in Rule 12.3 of the Rules of Procedure. All working documents of the Bureau and its decisions were available on the Convention website. The Chairperson explained that Bureau members were consulted electronically in January 2012 regarding four preparatory assistance requests to elaborate nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List. The Bureau decided in February to grant a total amount of US$44,745 to three countries: Honduras, Uganda and the Syrian Arab Republic. However, due to the situation in the Syrian Arab Republic, and following the Executive Board’s 189 EX/Decision 24 of March 2012, the two preparatory assistance would be granted to the Syrian Arab Republic ‘when the situation on the ground so allows’. Meanwhile, the nominations from Honduras and Uganda – for which preparatory assistance was granted – are to be submitted by 31 March 2013 for possible inscription in 2014.

35. The Chairperson also recalled that in Bali the Committee had adopted a provisional report on its activities between the third and the fourth sessions of the General Assembly, that is, between June 2010 and June 2012, and delegated to its Bureau the authority to approve the completed final report in order to include the results of its sixth session and to provide the States Parties with the most updated information. Bureau members consulted electronically again in May 2012 to approve the completed final report of the Committee’s activities between June 2010 and June 2012, which will be brought to the attention of the 2013 General Conference of UNESCO. On 8 June 2012, taking advantage of the General Assembly, the Chairperson convened another Bureau meeting to discuss a further two items, their decisions on these two items being subsequently taken electronically. Firstly, that the Bureau grant US$24,947 of international assistance to Malawi for a project entitled ‘Development of an inventory of intangible heritage of Malawi’, and U$25,000 to Viet Nam for a project entitled ‘Capacity building in designing, implementing and evaluating intangible cultural heritage projects in Viet Nam’. The Chairperson took this opportunity to inform the Committee that another 22 requests up to US$25,000 were currently in progress, either because the Secretariat had not yet had time to assess the completeness of 13 requests, or because States have not yet responded to the letters from the Secretariat requesting additional information on 9 files. Secondly, the Bureau approved a spending plan for the use of US$594,000 allocated to ‘other functions of the Committee’ of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund that had been approved by the General Assembly at its fourth session; an amount corresponding to a little more than half of the resources allocated by the General Assembly to this category under the Plan for 2012 and 2013. The largest part of the funds were allocated to capacity-building, followed by the publication of materials on the Convention and its mechanisms, the knowledge management services, and the promotion and dissemination of Best Safeguarding Practices.

36. The Chairperson convened another electronic consultation among Bureau members in August 2012 in order to change the date and venue of the Committee meeting, pursuant to Rule 4.1 of the Committee’s Rules of Procedure and in consultation with the Director-General. Finally the Bureau met in a face-to-face meeting on 24 October 2012, having taken advantage of the presence of Bureau members at the open-ended working group on the right scale or scope of an element. Three items were on the agenda. Firstly, the Bureau discussed and endorsed the provisional timetable of the seventh Committee session, though the timetable might be adjusted as necessary, as previously explained. Secondly, the revised proposal prepared by the Secretariat on the utilization of the funds allocated for ‘other functions of the Committee’ under the Plan for the use of the resources of the ICH Fund was examined and approved through subsequent electronic consultations for a total amount of U$767,250, equivalent to almost 70% of the total allocation for ‘other functions of the Committee’ for the biennium. The revised proposal replaced the plan approved by the Bureau in June. This revision, coming only a few months after the approval of the first proposal, was a technical matter to enable the Secretariat to benefit from a new contractual arrangement to ensure knowledge management services in a more efficient manner. An unallocated balance of approximately 12% of the biennial funds reserved for future needs will be the subject of a proposed spending plan to be submitted to the future Bureau in mid-2013. Thirdly, there were two international assistance requests greater than US$25,000 submitted by Mongolia and Uganda, which were pending from the 2011 cycle. The Chairperson recalled that the Committee in Bali did not approve four requests, but delegated that task to the Bureau. The Bureau members expressed divergent opinions during electronic consultations and had therefore decided to convene a private meeting this very evening to reach a final decision.
37. The Chairperson then invited the Secretary to inform the Committee on the implementation of the global capacity-building strategy, as presented in document INF.5, which he noted mobilized major efforts of the Secretariat, both at Headquarters and in the field, as well as very generous support from a large number of States Parties.

38. Referring to the report on the global capacity-building programme, document ITH/12/7.COM/INF.5, the Secretary drew attention to the fact that the principal objective of the strategy is to create an institutional and professional enabling environment for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage – and not the preparation of nomination files, even if it was part of the process. Another key objective is to increase public awareness and create visibility of intangible cultural heritage. The strategy was essentially focused at the field level with the large majority of funds (88%) channelled through UNESCO field offices for action on the ground. The multidimensional approach aimed to cover such broad aspects of safeguarding as policies, legislation, and institutional infrastructure dedicated to intangible cultural heritage. Another important aspect was the development of the inventory that was specific to intangible cultural heritage and established together with the communities concerned. The strategy also focused on mobilizing such actors as intra-ministerial government officials, NGOs and media partners, as well as strengthening technical capacities with regard to safeguarding measures, planning and budgets. The Secretary explained that the strategy focused on three axes of activities: 1) developing capacity-building content and pedagogic materials; 2) establishing and maintaining a network of expert facilitators; and 3) delivering training and capacity-building services to beneficiary countries and stakeholder groups, considered the most important activity. Within the first axe, four thematic areas were identified, namely: 1) ratification of the Convention; 2) implementing the Convention at the national level; 3) community-based inventorying; and 4) elaborating nominations to the Lists of the Convention with the participation of the communities concerned. In addition, other axes were being developed such as the establishment of a safeguarding plan and a complimentary training axis on the contribution of intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development, which was said to help States Parties integrate intangible cultural heritage into their national development plans.
39. With regard to the second axis and the network of facilitators, the Secretary reported that 77 experts covering all the world’s regions had been trained under the programme of which 43 per cent came from Africa and 40 per cent were women. The experts were now qualified to train others whose training was conducted for the most part in the national language. The facilitators had a dedicated website that enabled them to communicate online on workshop planning, implementation and evaluation, while supporting exchanges and the sharing of experiences, since each facilitator adapted the materials to his or her own context. With regard to the third axis on capacity-building services, the Secretary reported that there were 66 beneficiary countries at different scales of implementation from completed, ongoing to planned activities with Africa identified as a priority region, with the Pacific, Latin America, the Caribbean and Central Asia equally covered. The length of the programme typically lasted for 24 to 36 months, beginning with a needs assessment to identify the country’s specific needs over a period of 4 months, followed by a 20-30 month period of revision and adaptation of policies, legislation and institutional infrastructure, while at the same time workshops are held with a maximum of 30 persons covering the three thematic areas including the implementation of the Convention, community-based inventorying and nominations, as previously mentioned. Altogether, 1600 persons have been trained so far. The programme terminates with an overall evaluation of the project and the continuation of new projects in an ever-evolving landscape of different needs. Of the 80 workshops that had already taken place, 7 were on ratification, 57 on the implementation of the Convention at the national level, 12 on inventories, and 9 on nominations. The languages covered included English, French, Spanish, Russian, Portuguese, Uzbek, Arabic and Chinese, with the translation of the materials seen as an investment for the long term. Other intermittent activities included a Central African youth forum held in Brazzaville, Congo, and a Caribbean youth forum held in Grenada in which 16 Caribbean countries participated, and which had succeeded in inspiring and mobilizing the younger generation – the future actors of the Convention. Other activities included regional workshops for NGOs in Libreville, Gabon, and Quito, Ecuador, and a workshop for 25 African university lecturers in Mombasa, Kenya.
40. With regard to resource mobilization, the Secretary reported that almost US$12 million had been mobilized for the capacity-building strategy thanks to the many generous contributors of which Japan, Norway, the United Arab Emirates, and the EU were among the biggest donors. Of the total budget of the Convention, 86% was allocated to capacity-building and 14% allocated to governance and international cooperation mechanisms, with the majority spent on actions at the ground level, with little budget spend on statutory meetings. Monitoring activities was described as another important aspect that included: i) evaluations and follow-up by the workshop participants; ii) the periodic reports submitted by States Parties; and iii) the first internal review meeting of UNESCO’s global strategy held in Beijing, with the support of the International Training Centre for the Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region (CRIHAP). These evaluation mechanisms provided invaluable feedback on initial experiences, lessons learnt and recommended ways forward. The positive impacts of the strategy were already starting to be felt with regard to the strengthening of institutional capacities, as noted in the periodic reports, and the establishment of inventories, with an increasing number of requests for international assistance in this regard, and a better distribution of country participation across the regions. Nevertheless, there was no one-size-fits all model, and while the facilitators continued to accompany the countries in a long-term collaboration, the Secretariat sought to extend the network even further. The Secretary concluded that the success of the strategy rested on the full participation of all the actors working together in a complementary manner.
41. From the applause, the Chairperson noted that the report had been well received and opened the floor to comments and observations.

42. The delegation of Egypt thanked the Secretary for her report on the activities between the sixth and the seventh Committee meetings. With regard to the capacity-building strategy, the delegation found the workshops to be fruitful, but felt that the diverse situations in each country and their participation in the Convention should be considered, as every country had different knowledge and capacities. For example, two workshops were held in Egypt – one on a specific project and the other held by the Ministry of Culture and the department of intangible cultural heritage in which the meaning of the Convention was discussed. However, it was considered a waste of time and resources since the experts attending the workshop were already knowledgeable about the Convention. The workshop then focused on the nomination process and the inventories, which the delegation believed was more beneficial and worthwhile as it was directly applicable to their situation. The delegation therefore recommended that the module differentiate between countries that have a history of working towards safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and those that have little or no knowledge in this regard.

43. The delegation of Sudan congratulated the Secretary and her team for the good and important work accomplished, adding that it was happy to note that 86% of the budget was allocated to capacity-building. However, the delegation believed that capacity-building efforts and programmes should be considered at the language level and be devised with regard to the needs of specific groups so as to bring them together.

44. The delegation of Namibia was pleased to note the progress of the global capacity-building strategy over the last three years, congratulating the Secretariat for its efforts, which focused on building human and institutional capacity in developing States Parties for the effective implementation of the Convention. The delegation agreed with the long-term multi-phase approach of the strategy, as outlined in paragraph 2 of the document, which it described as crucial, and it wished to know more from the Secretariat in this regard. The delegation looked forward to the expansion of the thematic scope (in paragraph 7), particularly on intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development, and was enthusiastic about the network of exports to support the capacity-building efforts at the regional level, allowing countries to work alongside experts. The delegation concluded by thanking donors for their generous support, which enabled all States Parties to fully contribute to the Convention.

45. The delegation of Nigeria congratulated the Secretariat for its good work and for the initiatives taken place so far. However, it noted a geographical imbalance in the programme carried out in Africa, as most of the activities were focused in central and eastern Africa, yet western Africa comprised 16 countries.

46. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates congratulated the Chairperson on his appointment, and the Secretariat for its immense efforts as outlined in the report. The delegation recalled that since Abu Dhabi, it had always been favourable towards allocating financial assistance to States Parties and was happy to note that progress had been made in this regard. The delegation was also very pleased with the report and took the opportunity to emphasize the need for States Parties to conduct the necessary fieldwork and safeguarding, adding that the report provided answers with regard to the direction the Convention should be taking in identifying the needs of States Parties. The delegation believed that capacity-building would respond to most of the concerns in the identification and inventorying of intangible cultural heritage, adding that the nomination process was the final phase of that process. As submitted files improved, so the number of submitted files would also increase.

47. The delegation of Morocco thanked the Secretariat for its clear vision of the capacity-building strategy, which it described as crucial and without which the implementation of the Convention would not be attained. The delegation also highlighted the strategic importance of the inventories of intangible cultural heritage, and was happy to note that 88% of activities were carried out in the field.

48. The delegation of People’s Democratic Republic of Lao thanked the Secretariat for its report and the UNESCO Bangkok Office for working as an interface between UNESCO Paris and capacity-building at the national level. The delegation reiterated the importance of the capacity-building strategy, adding that UNESCO’s assistance had been invaluable. It therefore took the opportunity to thank the Secretariat for its financial and technical support, adding that it would seek further help in the inventorying process. The experience of other countries was also described as beneficial.

49. The delegation of Brazil thanked the Secretariat for its report and for its mention of broadening the scope of action in terms of capacity building. The delegation also believed that UNESCO’s existing regional category 2 centres such as CRESPIAL in Peru should be mobilized in this regard, adding that many activities had already been organized by CRESPIAL for the benefit of Latin American countries.

50. The delegation of Japan thanked the Secretariat for its excellent report and for its huge efforts in implementing the strategy. It recognized the importance of the capacity-building strategy for the effective safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, whose results would be particularly beneficial to developing countries.

51. The Chairperson thanked the delegations for their positive comments and recommendations, and was pleased to note that 86% of the budget had been used on capacity-building. He also appreciated the importance assigned to the strategy by the Secretariat, adding that it was on the right path to resolving any weaknesses. The Chairperson also wished to thank donor countries for their financial donations, urging States Parties to continue in their generosity.

ITEM 6 OF THE AGENDA:

EXAMINATION OF THE REPORTS OF STATES PARTIES ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION AND ON THE CURRENT STATUS OF ELEMENTS INSCRIBED ON THE REPRESENTATIVE LIST

Document
ITH/12/7.COM/6
Decision
7.COM 6
52. The Chairperson then turned to the examination of the reports submitted by States Parties in accordance with Article 29
 of the Convention, noting that according to Article 7 and Article 30, the Committee had to examine and summarize the reports and to prepare its report to the General Assembly. It was noted that sixteen States Parties were among the pioneer countries, having ratified the Convention in 2005, and had consequently prepared their reports, setting a good example to other States, together with the five States Parties that already submitted their reports in 2011.

53. The Secretary spoke of the challenging task in providing a summary of the reports given the wealth and depth of their analysis and information. She explained that twelve months prior to the deadline of 15 December 2011, the Secretariat informed twenty-three States Parties that their periodic reports were due, as they had ratified the Convention in 2005. Sixteen States Parties submitted their reports: Belarus, Croatia, Egypt, Gabon, Latvia, Lithuania, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Republic of Korea, Seychelles, Syrian Arab Republic and Viet Nam; from which the Secretariat’s report was based. Two States Parties submitted reports that were incomplete, but would be revised for the 2013 Committee. The report by another State was submitted too late for treatment in 2012, but would figure among the reports in 2013. Four States Parties did not submit reports, and it was hoped that they would do so in the next cycle. All the reports had been available online in their original languages from mid-October, while translations would have been available as they were completed. The Secretary apologized to Mongolia, Seychelles and Viet Nam for the late translations of their reports, adding that they would soon be available online in French.
54. The Secretary explained that document ITH/12/7.COM/6 presents a summary of the 2012 reports of States Parties. The introductory Part I of the Annex contains a full description of the working methods by the Secretariat and a general overview of the 2012 periodic reports. She noted that the number of submitting States had tripled compared to 2011, nevertheless the 16 reports still represented a small sample to draw general observations compared with the 148 States Parties, but allowed the Committee to begin to compose a picture of the situation after two reporting cycles. Part II of the Annex provides a complete overview of the measures taken by States Parties to implement the Convention, including institutional capacities for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, inventories, different types of safeguarding measures implemented, as well as cooperation at the bilateral, sub-regional, regional and international level. The Secretary highlighted the wide range of measures adopted by the 16 State Parties in their implementation of the Convention, particularly the different approaches and methodologies for inventorying intangible cultural heritage. However, more reports would be necessary to be able to assess the degree to which different inventorying efforts are in line with the Convention, though significant trends and preliminary conclusions could be drawn. In general, institutional capacities for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage vary widely. In some cases, the national legislation on intangible cultural heritage existed prior to the ratification of the Convention, as in Japan, the Republic of Korea or Algeria. Several other States revised existing legislation, enacted new legislation or were in the process of doing so since ratification, as in Belarus, Viet Nam, Mexico and Gabon.

55. The Secretary wished to underline the great variety of country contexts with regard to political structures, social realities, and geographical and environmental factors. Typically, an overall cultural policy body – usually the Ministry of Culture – implements safeguarding and management through a cultural heritage directorate or similar body; in some cases, a specialist committee is tasked with safeguarding and/or inventorying. In some countries, on-the-ground safeguarding activities and even policy-making are decentralized to local or regional administrative authorities. Traditional community level management of intangible cultural heritage still operates in certain States Parties, such as in Mali and Viet Nam, while indigenous populations form a significant interest group in Mexico and Peru, enjoying special constitutional safeguards that positively affect their intangible cultural heritage. However, well-developed capacities at the central government level may not necessarily extend to all regions of the country even though local authorities play a key role in supporting the safeguarding activities of local communities and practitioner associations such as in Croatia, Mali, Viet Nam and Peru. With regard to training in intangible cultural heritage management, some countries have well-developed systems that not only reach out to government officials and cultural professionals but also members of NGOs, civil society organizations and the communities. In several countries such as the Republic of Korea, Peru and Croatia, professional associations are linked to almost all listed intangible cultural heritage elements, and are active in identifying, inventorying, documenting, performing, researching, teaching and promoting intangible cultural heritage. Most States Parties have specialized documentation institutions such as national archives and/or library, national and local museums, research institutes, universities and some specialized NGOs or other associations.

56. The Secretary further underlined the importance of ethical considerations and intellectual property in the collection and public availability of documentary materials and recordings on intangible heritage. For example, there is a strong awareness in the Seychelles in this regard, which is covered by the 2008 Research Protocol and 1994 Copyright Act. Similarly, inclusion in Mexico’s inventory includes the principle that a code of ethics be drafted should communities not wish to disclose any information or if their intellectual property or collective knowledge is affected. The Secretary also noted that States had adopted different approaches for inventorying intangible cultural heritage; variations occurred from a territorial approach to a specific community-based approach. Methodological approaches generally reflected structures and categories similar to forms prepared by UNESCO (including criteria for inscription and assessment of the viability of elements). The viability of the intangible cultural heritage in the inventory was also a major concern for most States Parties. A few States Parties had not yet initiated the process of inventorying their intangible cultural heritage even though they have been collecting and documenting it in non-inventory programmes. Conversely the Republic of Korea has been undertaking intangible heritage inventorying since 1962. Typically, the lead directorate or a special committee of the ministry oversees the inventorying process. Additionally, most States were creating a single national inventory of intangible cultural heritage, although this may operate in tandem with other pre-existing registers or regional or topical inventories. The order of principles applied to inventories also varied with the most common being the domains of intangible cultural heritage, then territorial national or local principles, followed by the communities. It was noted that inventories were categorized according to domains that were usually similar to those in Article 2.2
 of the Convention, while the criteria used to include elements were often similar to those for nomination to the Representative List.

57. With regard to updating inventories, the Secretary noted three possible ways: through regular inspection, through the inclusion of a new element, or through re-evaluation by practitioners/bearers. Community participation in identifying and inventorying intangible cultural heritage also varied, and the Secretary cited examples of good practice such as in Croatia where the committee consults closely with relevant communities and bearers before entry on the register. In Belarus, the national inventory was designed with the broad participation of regions and communities, as well as special regional committees composed of community representatives, local authority officials and heritage bearers. In Viet Nam, local people participate in inventory questionnaires, propose elements, provide information, and are consulted on safeguarding plans. In Mali, the inventory is built up by using local interviewers, namely community members or representatives from local businesses, women’s and children’s associations, educational associations and so on. In Peru, the technical file is endorsed by the bearers/performers of the element who provide their informed consent. The Mongolian national committee includes representatives from relevant NGOs, communities and groups who fully participate in identifying, selecting and designating the elements and their bearers. Communities identify new elements for inclusion in the Nigerian inventory, and cultural officers are then dispatched to verify the claims and ascertain whether the element merits inclusion. NGOs also play a role as advisers to State organs in inventorying intangible cultural heritage, as in Lithuania.

58. With regard to safeguarding measures, the Secretary noted large variations between States. Some have introduced an extremely wide range of measures at the national and local level: regulatory measures, integration of intangible cultural heritage in the national development strategy, identification and documentation, field research, financial and institutional support for practitioners, conferences, workshops, dissemination and exhibitions in national museums, recording and digitalization, training, and apprenticeship programmes. In other cases, measures are more modest, but often include support for research and documentation, capacity building, and support to some bearers and practitioners. The Secretary highlighted the role of intangible cultural heritage in fostering sustainable development, adding that some government ministries (i.e. in Syria) have incorporated intangible heritage in their planning and development programmes. Some States Parties gave substantial attention to the tangible aspects of heritage associated with intangible cultural heritage and natural spaces. It was also noted that intangible cultural heritage is recognized and enhanced through the use of print and audio-visual materials via the Internet, and in the organization of festivals to raise awareness among the general public, particularly among the youth.

59. The Secretary also drew attention to the interesting trend by many States Parties of incorporating intangible cultural heritage into their higher education institutions, universities, specialist musical conservatories, and heritage institutions, which range from teaching skills and knowledge related to its practice and performance, research methodologies and field work, to cultural heritage management for future professionals. However, the lack of financial resources for inventorying and safeguarding were noted in several reports (Peru and Lithuania). The Secretary therefore suggested that the Committee encourage States to provide detailed information on the financial aspects of safeguarding intangible heritage when submitting their reports. Given the disparity of experience on safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, the Secretary spoke of the key role that international cooperation could play in developing capacities, sharing experience, and identifying good practices. She stressed the potentially important cooperation by category 2 centres, adding that the Republic of Korea is well-placed to promote regional networking and information sharing with other countries in the region through the category 2 centre (ICHCAP); CRESPIAL in Peru has also greatly strengthened cooperation across the 14 Latin American countries with regard to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and implementing the Convention, particularly as different regions and sub-regions often have common social, cultural, economic and environmental characteristics as well as shared elements. The main activities in such cooperative frameworks include: exchange of information and experience on safeguarding; sharing documentation on a common element; collaboration over developing inventorying methodologies; hosting joint seminars and workshops; and co-hosting festivals. Belarus, for example, carries out a lot of its work within the frameworks of the CIS (with Poland, Lithuania, Ukraine and Russia), and the Eurasian Economic Community (Belarus, Russia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan).

60. The Secretary spoke of another initiative related to the creation of a network of professionals, communities and centres of expertise for the Mvett – a common element of intangible heritage of the Fang community shared between four States of the Central African sub-region (Gabon, Cameroon, Congo and Equatorial Guinea) under the aegis of the International Centre for Bantu Civilizations (CICIBA). In the Mediterranean region, the Mediterranean Living Heritage (MEDLIHER), co-financed by the European Union and UNESCO, was also aimed at safeguarding the intangible heritage of Mediterranean countries such as Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan and Syria. International cooperation was also further encouraged by the existence of multinational inscriptions such as ‘Falconry, a living human heritage’, ‘Baltic song and dance celebrations’, ‘Nowrouz’, and the ‘Oral heritage and cultural manifestations of the Zápara people’.

61. Introducing Part III of the Annex, the Secretary explained that it provides a synthesis of the status of the 52 elements inscribed on the Representative List, as covered by the reports. She underlined the extremely broad range of elements among the various domains including oral traditions and expressions, performing arts, social practices, rituals and festive events, knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe, and traditional craftsmanship. It was noted that States Parties had provided detailed information on the social and cultural functions of the elements, their viability, the safeguarding measures adopted, and the participation of communities. These elements frequently provide communities and even nations with a sense of cultural identity with some elements reflecting intellectual traditions, the philosophy and worldview of a community, or have a religious or spiritual significance. In Mali for example, the function of intangible cultural heritage within society is strong, playing a central role in resolving social conflicts and creating social harmony. With regard to viability and the revitalization of intangible cultural heritage, some States Parties achieved this by encouraging initiatives from the communities through local measures or through organizations such as NGOs. States unanimously reported on the positive effects of international recognition on practitioners and the general public as this highlighted the shared commitment towards strengthening the element’s viability. Conversely, one of the most recurrent risks was linked to the inappropriate promotion and excessive marketing of inscribed elements in attracting public attention that could potentially lead to the standardization of artistic expressions and the violation of privacy, trade secrets or know-how.

62. The Secretary noted that elements are seen to contribute towards the goals of the Representative List in different ways: by fostering cultural diversity and inter-cultural dialogue; by instilling a sense of pride in both the communities and the wider national society; and by encouraging local communities and the authorities to take steps towards safeguarding. A very important aspect from the reports revealed that the communities and the individual bearers are identified as key actors in efforts to promote or reinforce the element, as well as in its safeguarding, although the reports did not describe to what extent the communities approved the written reports. The Secretary noted that the summary in Part III of the Annex does not enter into great detail on the status of the different elements and the impacts of inscription, although the set of reports submitted provides some detailed information that deserves careful reading. Finally, Part IV of the Annex provides general comments and conclusions about the challenging reporting exercise, with the Secretariat emphasizing some topics that could receive greater attention from the submitting States and from the Committee in future reporting cycles.

63. Noting the applause, the Chairperson commented on the hard work carried out by the Secretariat, thanking the Secretary for her detailed report. Following a few practical announcements, the Chairperson adjourned the morning session.

[Monday 3 December, afternoon session]

ITEM 6 OF THE AGENDA (CONT.):

EXAMINATION OF THE REPORTS OF STATES PARTIES ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION AND ON THE CURRENT STATUS OF ELEMENTS INSCRIBED ON THE REPRESENTATIVE LIST

64. The Chairperson welcomed the Assistant Director-General for Culture, Mr Francesco Bandarin to the podium, and thanked the Secretary for the useful overview of the task ahead. Referring to document 6, the Chairperson highlighted the comments in the latter section that he felt would be useful to States Parties, especially those now preparing reports. For instance, future reports might give greater attention to new or revised legislation in order to allow for comparative examination, particularly for States considering legislative reforms. It was noted that with the exception of the Seychelles, there was little or no reference made to government policies, legislative, administrative or other approaches towards respecting customary practices governing access to specific aspects of intangible heritage, which could be better addressed in future reports. Another related and important issue concerned the need for guidelines or a code of ethics for the conduct of research in and collection of intangible cultural heritage and related knowledge and practices, which also would have deserved greater attention in the reports. Other relevant issues that could be addressed include the treatment of ICH-related knowledge, skills, practices, and performances that give rise to moral and/or economic benefits for their creators and users such as intellectual property, audio-visual media, and the potential commercial exploitation of traditional knowledge with the risk of distorting intangible cultural heritage. Another closely linked issue was the question of access to documentation by communities relating to their own intangible cultural heritage.

65. The Chairperson also suggested that in future cycles States Parties provide more information on the role of NGOs and civil society organizations, as well as on the relationship between tourism and intangible cultural heritage. Similarly, States may wish to address the question of commercialization. Moreover, it would be useful to learn of measures taken to support craftspeople and artisans, such as tax exemptions, certificates of origin and/or authenticity, advice on packaging and design of products, marketing and so on. Document 6 also recommends highlighting the interaction between the intangible heritage of indigenous populations and their human rights with regard to the safeguarding measures proposed. In some cases, information was provided on the legislative and policy framework designed to support minority and indigenous languages as a means of safeguarding intangible heritage, which would have deserved fuller attention in States Parties’ reporting. The Chairperson opened the floor to comments on the sixteen periodic reports and the working document.

66. The delegation of Belgium emphasized the link between the report and the evolution of the Operational Directives, concluding that several sections of the Operational Directives could be fine-tuned accordingly. For example, the issue mentioned in paragraph 102 (also in paragraph 103 of the Operational Directives) highlighted the need for guidelines or a code of ethics, which had not yet been sufficiently addressed. The delegation believed that it is time that the Secretariat and international institutions begin working on a model code of ethics with regard to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, and proposed to discuss the issue at a future Committee meeting or at least to reflect it in Decision 7.COM 6. Other urgent issues include sustainable development (mentioned several times in the report), and access and benefit-sharing, which could draw inspiration from programmes of the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity. Additionally, the relationship between intangible cultural heritage and tourism are discussed in paragraph 105, but are not very constructive in the Operational Directives with regard to safeguarding and sustainable tourism, and this aspect could be further developed. The importance of NGOs and civil society organizations is mentioned in the report but the potential for NGO networks, as partners for developing and implementing the 2003 Convention, had not been fully utilized. Finally, paragraph 64 makes reference to intangible cultural heritage specialists instead of safeguarding specialists or specialists in participatory methods, and with scant information available it suggested a need for additional Operational Directives with regard to the important function and role of mediators, facilitators and heritage brokers. In this way, paragraph 109 of the Operational Directives could be completed in this regard or an additional directive could be added.

67. The delegation of Latvia congratulated the 16 States Parties for submitting their reports, as well as the Secretariat for its overview summarizing the impressive progress in the implementation of the Convention. For States Parties that had not submitted reports, the delegation asked the Secretariat whether it had communicated with them as to the reasons for the delay. The delegation noted the wide variety of experiences, contexts and approaches to national safeguarding, nevertheless commonalities become apparent when comparing the reports. For example, several States Parties had made huge efforts to establish favourable legislative and political frameworks for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, with some integrating them into their national development strategies, even though some policy documents were declarative in nature and did not always lead to practical results. The delegation drew attention to the lack of information on the effective coordination mechanisms facilitating the coordination of the various actors involved in safeguarding at the different levels and sectors. Although the reports revealed increased training in intangible cultural heritage management, there still appeared to be low human capacity among the responsible institutes and organizations, particularly at the local level, while the lack of an NGO sector appeared a main challenge in many States Parties, further emphasizing the need to continue with the capacity-building strategy. In addition, the digitization of intangible cultural heritage should be better addressed so as to keep up with the information age. The delegation added that intangible cultural heritage should be used as a resource for developing the creative and cultural industries, while cultural tourism relied on States Parties to report on their experiences and challenges. In the meantime, UNESCO should come up with a more proactive position with regard to the sustainable use of intangible cultural heritage in socio-economic development processes. The delegation appreciated the transmission of intangible cultural heritage through educational measures, as recognized by the majority of countries. However, the integration of intangible cultural heritage into formal education as well as the capacity of teachers to use intangible cultural heritage in a holistic way to organize learning processes remained unconvincing. The delegation noted that in the current reporting cycle, 9 out of the 16 States Parties submitting national reports shared multinational elements and suggested that they report on their shared heritage in the next reporting cycle. The delegation recalled the objectives of the Convention that sought multilateral representation of intangible cultural heritage and international cooperation, adding that a more coordinated approach in reporting would facilitate dialogue and the exchange of good practices for safeguarding shared heritage.

68. The delegation of Grenada welcomed the document concerning the reports and congratulated the States Parties for responding to their obligations, and encouraged those States Parties that had yet to submit their reports to do so. The delegation also commended the Secretariat for its detailed overview and summary, which informed States Parties on specific measures and good practices, while highlighting where they could find specific information, clearly showing that there was no one-fits-all model. The reports also showed that work was on-going in the field, and the delegation noted with satisfaction that many States Parties integrated intangible cultural heritage in their national development strategies and had revised or enacted new legislation. The reports also recall that safeguarding involves all stakeholders that include a multiplicity of actors such as government institutions, local authorities, community groups, NGOs, academic institutions, civil society, experts, national commissions, and also when and where possible category 2 centres. The capacity-building programme addressed to youth was also mentioned in the report, which strengthened the capacity of actors to actively identify elements and mobilize efforts in favour of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation noted the diverse initiatives to implement the protection of intellectual property and other forms of legal protection of intangible cultural heritage, which ensured that the communities concerned were the primary beneficiaries. For example, Peru respected the rights of communities to make decisions concerning their traditional ecological knowledge for their own benefit. Other notable points in the reports include the importance of community participation throughout the entire process and capacity-building at all levels. The delegation welcomed the use of new technologies whenever possible in support of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. The summary also showed that greater attention should be given to describing the current risks, which not only appeared in section B under ‘assessment of viability and current risks’ but were also spread throughout the summary under adaptation to changing social and political circumstances, challenges under globalization, rural to urban migration, and the dilution of the form of an element to make it easier and faster to acquire, and so on. The results of the work of the capacity-building strategy through UNESCO Headquarters and regional offices also produced concrete results at the national level.
69. The delegation of Morocco congratulated the States Parties for their submitted periodic reports and the Secretariat for its clear summary of the content and underlying trends. The reports had proved their usefulness by providing a status of the implementation of the Convention, while underscoring the gaps in legislative and institutional policy and financial and human resources in some States Parties. The summary also highlighted such important points as the notion of de-contextualization, denaturing, professionalization, and sustainable tourism, which are defined under certain contexts outside the Convention, but are not clearly defined within the Convention or the Operational Directives. The delegation explained that clear definitions are much needed and would help determine the effects resulting from these actions, which it surmised could be based on the practices described in the periodic reports.

70. The delegation of Egypt thanked the Secretary and her team for their excellent work and for their important comments to the report that Egypt submitted for the first time. The representative spoke of Egypt’s new database of intangible cultural heritage that is currently being prepared and translated into English, French and Spanish, which would help Egypt in the implementation of the Convention, adding that it would send it to the Secretariat for its comments and recommendations.

71. The representative of the accredited NGO Traditions for Tomorrow, official partner of UNESCO, Mr Diego Gradis took note of the informative annex of the report, adding that the NGO Forum held on 2 December had worked on the essential role of communities in the implementation of the Convention. Mr Gradis believed that it was important to highlight the importance of NGOs in the draft decision, as well as the determination of States Parties to integrate communities as widely as possible in the implementation of the Convention, as indicated in their activities described in the reports. Mr Gradis also appreciated the mention in the summary prepared by the Secretariat of the importance of protection of intellectual property rights.

72. The Chairperson thanked the speakers for their helpful observations, and asked the Secretary whether a report would be submitted to the General Assembly.

73. The Secretary explained that the duty of the Committee consisted of examining the periodic reports and submitting an overview to the General Assembly. She recalled that the first overview on periodic reports examined by the Committee in Bali was submitted to the General Assembly during its fourth session in June 2012. The Secretariat had provided this overview as an annex to document 6 so that the Secretariat could submit it to the General Assembly in 2014 together with the overview of the third reporting cycle that will be examined in 2013 by the Committee. Responding to the question by Latvia, the Secretary explained that some States had not submitted their reports because they had wished to thoroughly respond to the comments made by the Secretariat and had consequently missed the deadline. With regard to Egypt’s database, the Secretary replied that the Secretariat would be pleased to review it and give a feedback. Responding to Belgium’s comments on the Operational Directives, the Secretary explained that concrete amendments could be proposed to the draft decision.

74. The Chairperson noted the good recommendations from the floor, suggesting that States Parties propose them in writing to the Secretariat. The Chairperson then moved to the draft decision.

75. Presenting an amendment in paragraph 11, the delegation of Belgium proposed to invite the Secretariat to begin working with other organizations on an international model code of ethics, which would save States Parties time, since they could refer and adapt it to their own situation.

76. The delegation of Grenada made an editorial suggestion to the amendment that included mention of paragraph 103 of the Operational Directives. The delegation of Morocco also made an editorial correction in the French version.

77. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 6 as amended.
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78. The Chairperson remarked that the periodic reports had shown that many States Parties had embarked on a broad range of safeguarding measures while others seemed to be slower in developing effective safeguarding policies and institutions. Often this was due to human resources, which only emphasized the need to strengthen both professional and institutional resources. The periodic reports also showed that a number of States Parties had yet to fully benefit from the Convention’s opportunities for cooperation. In this regard, the Chairperson was honoured to welcome the generous offers of the Netherlands, Norway and Spain to support the capacity-building strategy through voluntary supplementary contributions to the ICH Fund. The Chairperson expressed his deepest gratitude to the States Parties concerned for their commitment towards reinforcing the capacities of developing States, adding that this was the best way to contribute sustainably to the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage. The Chairperson also noted that this was the second time that Norway and Spain had provided such valuable support, while the contribution by the Netherlands came just six months after its ratification. The Chairperson also thanked Japan for its voluntary contributions to the ICH Fund that covered the costs related to the two open-ended intergovernmental working groups in 2011 and 2012.

79. The Secretary recalled that during its fifth session, the Committee had accepted the generous offer of US$1.3 million from Norway to implement three capacity-building programmes in Lusophone African Countries (Angola, Mozambique, São Tomé and Príncipe), Central Asia (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan), and the Caribbean (Aruba, Cuba, Dominican Republic and Haiti), which had benefitted 150 key stakeholders to date, mobilizing colleagues in Headquarters and the field. Spain also contributed US$230,000 to the Fund to support capacity-building in Central America (Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras and Nicaragua). The Committee was now invited to consider three new voluntary contributions in accordance with Article 25.5 of the Convention that would allow them to be earmarked for specific projects. Other unrestricted voluntary contributions would be added to the Fund and spent according to the plan approved by the General Assembly.

80. The Secretary took the opportunity to apologize for the late online availability of document 19, adding that the Committee was invited to accept a total amount of approximately US$2.25 million to be used as indicated in paragraph 5 of the document. It was noted that 100% of the contribution from the Netherlands would go towards strengthening the capacities of Suriname and the Dutch Caribbean islands. Norway’s contribution would be divided into four projects: 35% for the second phase (following a successful first phase) of the project ‘Strengthening capacities of Portuguese-speaking countries in Africa for implementing the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage’ with special emphasis on São Tomé and Príncipe, and possible extension to Guinea Bissau and Cape Verde; 33% towards strengthening the capacities of Maghreb countries (Morocco, Mauritania, Tunisia); 16% towards strengthening the capacities of Myanmar; 16% for strengthening the capacities of Eritrea. It was noted that both Myanmar and Eritrea had made repeated calls for capacity-building. Meanwhile, 100% of Spain’s contribution would go towards strengthening the capacities of Niger. The projects would follow the model that had been presented earlier.
81. The Secretary explained that should the Committee approve the offers, the Secretariat would work alongside the beneficiary countries through UNESCO’s field offices to prepare concrete work plans for the implementation of the six projects. Consistent with the principles of Results-Based Management, the contributions would be credited to the Special Account for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage and governed by its Financial Regulations, as adopted by the Committee at its first extraordinary session in May 2007. Moreover, placing the cooperation within the framework of the implementation of the Convention and the decisions of its statutory bodies increases the impact of such projects, while providing donors with high visibility. The offers by the Netherlands, Norway and Spain, together with the funds from the ICH Fund, should enable the Secretariat to continue its work on the global strategy for strengthening Member States’ capacities for the effective safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage.
82. The Chairperson thanked the Secretary for the clear explanations, and was pleased to note that the Netherlands, Norway and Spain had put their faith in the Convention.

83. The delegation of the Netherlands was pleased and honoured to participate at the Committee meeting for the first time as State Party, adding that it fully supported UNESCO’s global capacity-building strategy. The delegation considered important that Suriname and the Dutch Caribbean be able to implement the Convention so as to safeguard their intangible cultural heritage. Capacity-building activities and training workshops would therefore be organized for policy workers, cultural organizations and intangible cultural heritage communities over the next two years, which the delegation hoped would increase awareness of intangible cultural heritage in the region and the world.

84. The delegation of Norway was of the opinion that the success of the Convention depended on two criteria. Firstly, the ability of States Parties to implement the Convention by creating favourable conditions for the different stakeholders, as well as the national obligation to cover the safeguarding measures. Secondly, the ability of States Parties to cooperate with the Committee to address the international issues of the Convention, including the lists and international assistance. Both cases required capacity-building to support States Parties in creating favourable institutional and professional environments. The delegation welcomed the decision by the third General Assembly to support the global capacity-building strategy, since it targeted tailor-made projects that addressed the level and needs of the beneficiary countries, which included institutional infrastructure that catered to specific safeguarding needs. This would prove to be a more adequate approach compared to a one-size-fits all model, and one that would strengthen the capacity of all actors concerned. Within the framework of cooperation between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway and UNESCO, the delegation informed the Committee that another voluntary contribution would be made in 2013 to support this timely and useful strategy. The delegation hoped to remain regularly informed of the projects as they develop, which could serve as a learning platform for the sustainable safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage.

85. The delegation of Spain explained that it had made its contribution as the result of a dual commitment to the young Convention so as to ensure its effective implementation and because intangible cultural heritage is one of Spain’s main priorities. It was also viewed as a priority for Spain’s overseas development in the Sahel region, an area with a wealth of intangible cultural heritage yet in great need of assistance.

86. The Chairperson reiterated his thanks to the three countries for their generous and important contributions towards the implementation of the Convention, particularly in view of the world’s economic situation.

87. Speaking on behalf of Group V(a), the delegation of Nigeria expressed its sincere thanks to the three countries for their generous contributions to Africa that targeted the special needs of the Lusophone countries as well as Eritrea.

88. The delegation of Morocco wished to thank all the countries that provided voluntary contributions to the Fund, notably the Netherlands, Spain and Japan, as well as Norway for allocating 33% of its contribution to the Maghreb region. The delegation of Tunisia also thanked Norway for its generous contribution.

89. The delegation of Grenada thanked the voluntary donors for their supplementary contributions, and invited other States Parties to contribute towards capacity-building in the wider Caribbean region.

90. The Chairperson moved to the adoption of the draft decision.

91. The delegation of Japan remarked that it had submitted a minor amendment, adding that there were two ways of supporting the capacity-building strategy: through voluntary contributions, for which it was thankful to the three contributing States Parties, but also through the Funds-in-Trust arrangement. In this way, States Parties could best select the way it wished to contribute to the Convention, which could be reflected in the decision. The Chairperson concurred with the remarks by Japan, adding that paragraph 7 had been amended accordingly to include the mention of ‘Funds-in-Trust arrangements’.
92. The delegation of Morocco took the opportunity to thank Japan for its enormous contributions to the Convention, and thus sought to include Japan among the countries commended for their contributions.

93. The Secretary agreed that Japan provided considerable assistance, but that there were in fact many important contributors. She suggested formulating a separate paragraph that would take into consideration these contributions, while highlighting the specific contributors to the ICH Fund.

94. The delegation of Grenada agreed with the Secretary that the purpose of the decision was to accept the specific earmarked funds as stipulated in the Operational Directives. It also supported the amendment by Japan, and proposed adding the names of the contributors to paragraph 7 in reference to those that had accepted the invitation extended to States Parties to support the global capacity-building strategy.

95. The Chairperson acknowledged that the draft decision served a specific purpose, but would consider a more general decision if the Committee so wished. With no further comments of objections, the Chairperson declared Decision 7.COM 19 adopted as amended.

96. The Chairperson took the opportunity to recall that at its third session in June 2010, the General Assembly established a dedicated sub-fund to be used exclusively for enhancing the human capacities of the Secretariat. To date, several countries had made contributions to the sub-fund, and the Chairperson wished to thank Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Indonesia, Japan, Republic of Korea and Spain. The Chairperson also encouraged other States Parties to consider strengthening the capacities of the Secretariat through small or large donations, particularly as the sub-fund was now largely depleted due to the severe financial constraints faced by UNESCO’s Regular Programme. The Chairperson concluded that without resources, the work of the Convention and the Secretariat would be hindered.
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97. The Chairperson then turned to the report and results of the Consultative Body, recalling that this was the second time the Committee would receive its report, as this mechanism was put in place at the third session of the General Assembly on an experimental basis. The Chairperson further recalled that when the General Assembly met in June 2012, it had decided that owing to the positive results, evaluations should be entrusted to the Consultative Body on a more sustained basis, with the Operational Directives accordingly amended. He reminded the Committee that the Consultative Body consisted of six accredited non-governmental organizations and six independent experts, and he invited the Chairperson of the Consultative Body, Ms Soledad Mujica, and its Rapporteur, Ms Claudine Augée Angoué, to join the podium. The Chairperson explained that Ms Angoué would present an oral report on the working methods of the Consultative Body, as well as the transversal issues that had emerged, which would be followed by a brief discussion of the issues raised in the report. The Chairperson made clear that the adoption of the overall decision would take place only after the evaluation of the individual files of the three mechanisms under item 8 [the seven nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List], item 9 [the two proposals for selection in 2012 to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices], and item 10 [the nine international assistance requests greater than US$25,000].

98. The Chairperson further explained that for each nomination, the Chairperson, Ms Mujica, would introduce the file and summarize the key findings and recommendations. The Committee would then begin to debate the draft decision for later adoption. Priority during the general debates would be given to the Committee, but observers would also be given the opportunity to speak, time permitting. Debates on specific nominations, proposals and requests would however be limited to members of the Committee. The Chairperson reminded the Committee to keep as closely as possible to the schedule, reiterating that the overall decision would be adopted once the discussion on the nominations and transversal issues had been concluded. The examination of the files under items 8, 9 and 10 would proceed according to the same plan, with the Rapporteur presenting a brief overview of the Consultative Body’s work followed by the presentation of the individual nomination files and the eventual adoption of the draft decision. The Chairperson would return to the adoption of the overall decision 7.COM 7 before concluding the work of the Consultative Body.

99. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body, Ms Angoué, presented the four parts of the report, beginning with the working methods of the Consultative Body as well as observations and remarks common to all three mechanisms. This would be followed by a general debate on the transversal issues, as well as specific observations within each of the mechanisms. The Rapporteur explained that the present Consultative Body was established by the Committee in its Decision 6.COM 12 and composed of six accredited NGOs and six independent experts selected on the basis of geographical representation and the various domains of intangible cultural heritage. The six NGOs were: Maison des cultures du monde (France), International Council for Traditional Music (Slovenia), Centro de Trabalho Indigenista (Brazil), Centre for Research, Support and Development of Culture (Viet Nam), African Cultural Regeneration Institute – ACRI (Kenya), and the Association Cont’Act pour l’éducation et les cultures (Morocco); and the independent experts were: Mr Egil Sigmund Bakka (Norway), Ms Rusudan Tsurtsumia (Georgia), Ms Soledad Mujica (Peru), Mr Rahul Goswami (India), Ms Claudine-Augée Angoué, (Gabon), and Mr Abderrahman Ayoub (Tunisia). In addition to the documents corresponding to items 8, 9, and 10, the Consultative Body also had to provide the Committee with an overview of all files and a report of its evaluation.
100. With regard to the working methods, the Rapporteur explained that the Consultative Body met in Paris on 22–23 March 2012 to determine its working methods and schedule, and on 3–7 September 2012 for the evaluation of the files. The Rapporteur recalled that the deadline for submission of files for the 2012 cycle was 31 March 2011 at which a total of 214 files were registered by the Secretariat (including 55 unexamined files submitted to the Representative List since the 2009 cycle). Once the Secretariat had confirmed the priorities, a total of 22 files were to be submitted to the Consultative Body for evaluation; with two States deciding they were unable to complete their files for the 2012 cycle, only 20 were evaluated by the Consultative Body. As with previous cycles, the Secretariat established a password-protected, dedicated website through which the members could consult the translated and original language files, any accompanying documentation, videos and photographs, as well as the original files and the Secretariat’s requests for additional information. The last file made available online to the Consultative Body was in mid-July, leaving members only a few weeks to complete their evaluations before its meeting in September. Each of the members evaluated every file and prepared a report explaining whether and how it responded to the applicable criteria, which was submitted online. These evaluation reports showed divergent opinions for all 20 files. It was during its September meeting that the Consultative Body debated its recommendations and formulated the draft decisions in the three respective working documents, reflecting the consensus reached during the often-long sessions. The draft decisions were the result of a first text prepared by the Secretariat based on the evaluation reports of the twelve members, which were amended during the debates. Revised versions were circulated in French and English to the members for correction and final adoption in the weeks immediately following the September meeting.
101. The Rapporteur introduced the section on General observations and recommendations, remarking with satisfaction that UNESCO’s global capacity-building strategy was beginning to bear fruit, with more files from Electoral Group V(a) than from any other group. Even though not all the nominations or requests were favourably met, the Consultative Body commended the submitting States Parties for their initiatives. The Consultative Body was also pleased to see that a number of files responded to the Committee’s appeal to give due attention to questions of sustainable development, and such topics as conflict resolution, peace-building, environmental sustainability, income generation and food security. The Consultative Body wished to emphasize that it did not seek to reach any conclusions concerning the intrinsic merits of the element, but that it only assessed the conformity of the information provided in the nomination, proposal or request with the relevant criteria and whose recommendations were based solely on the information contained within the submitted file. The Consultative Body regretted that some decisions were met unfavourably and endeavoured to provide constructive and specific feedback that could assist the submitting State Party in preparing a revised file or drawing up a new file. In several cases, there was an impression that the inscription of an element was a first step that would lead to greater safeguarding efforts. However, the submission of a file is not an end in itself but should be seen as a midway point in an on-going engagement by the State Party to ensure the safeguarding of the element, and the file should pay greater attention to the safeguarding measures that are already in place, as well as indicate the objectives pursued by the communities and the States Parties. States Parties were also encouraged to take into consideration the financial and human resources at their disposal before preparing their files. Firstly, so as to propose safeguarding strategies (notably for nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and international assistance requests) which are tailored to local and national contexts and that are sustainable. Secondly, so that the files mention the different actors in the coordination of safeguarding measures in each country and so benefit from their complementary knowledge.
102. The Rapporteur encouraged States Parties to present files of the highest possible quality both in their drafting and in their presentation of information. Moreover, States Parties should refer as much as possible to past Committee decisions, the assessments of the Secretariat and other forms of information available in order to reach their goal of inscription or financial assistance. The Consultative Body also wrestled with the problem of information that was not found in its proper place; a problem that had already been addressed in the past, and which led to differences of interpretation among members of the Consultative Body and would thus present problems to readers of the file following its successful inscription or selection. Additionally, files should be unique and coherent, and therefore sections should not contradict each other, while the text should be coherent with the accompanying photos and video. Among the files evaluated, the Rapporteur remarked that certain characterizations of practices within another State Party could easily provoke misunderstanding among the populations of the countries concerned. Although the characterizations encountered in the present cycle referred to the practices of non-State actors, the Consultative Body was concerned about formulations that could undermine the Convention’s fundamental principles of international cooperation and mutual respect, and it encouraged States Parties to make every effort to avoid extraneous and potentially problematic comments about the safeguarding efforts and practices within other countries.
103. With regard to the communities, the Rapporteur further explained that in the files evaluated, the Consultative Body sought to have clearer information about the internal segments or sub-groups within a community, while submitting States should justify the choice of a particular segment of a larger population as the focus of its safeguarding efforts. In its 2011 report the Consultative Body pointed to ‘the invisibility of women as participants in the elaboration of the files and implementation of safeguarding measures’, which was also a noted concern in 2012. The Consultative Body also wished to remind States Parties that communities should participate as widely as possible throughout the process of elaborating files, in the proposed actions and in its implementation, and not simply once the file has been successful. Moreover, States Parties should be attentive to the nature and quality of community participation. The Consultative Body does not underestimate the difficulty in fully implicating communities in the safeguarding of their own heritage, but that too often communities were considered as passive sources of information or providers of consent rather than as active participants in the planning and decision-making.
104. The Rapporteur also noted a number of issues concerning safeguarding pertaining to both the Urgent Safeguarding List and international assistance in which the Consultative Body encountered a number of files where the needs assessment, definition of threats or gap analysis was inadequate. In order to determine the adequacy of the safeguarding measures and so ensure the viability of the heritage, it was considered essential that a clear and specific set of safeguarding measures should concretely respond to the given situation. Additionally, a clear definition of the objectives in the both the short and long term should be given, even before the elaboration of the set of measures and activities. The Consultative Body also looked for a clear and direct connection between objectives, analysis/justification, expected results and activities in both Urgent Safeguarding List nominations and international assistance requests. The Consultative Body regretted that a number of the files it received lacked a clear and convincing formulation of such objectives or the objectives that were declared were either not derived from the situation analysis or not translated into concrete measures and activities. With regard to safeguarding methodologies, the Consultative Body found many cases where they were either insufficiently justified and described or were expected as taken for granted by the reader.
105. The Rapporteur reiterated the remarks made by the Subsidiary Body in its 2011 report on the subject of over-commercialization. It welcomed nominations or requests in which income-generation, remuneration to tradition-bearers or expansion of audiences aimed to contribute directly to ensuring the viability of the intangible cultural heritage in question, but it regretted that the objective of safeguarding seemed to be secondary. The Rapporteur cited the report, ‘The […] Body also considered that safeguarding measures should address excessive commercialization that may be detrimental to the social and cultural functions and the viability of intangible cultural heritage’ (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13).
106. Finally, with regard to the procedure, the Consultative Body wished to know the Committee’s position on the question of whether, during the course of an examination cycle, a State Party should be able to substitute a new file in place of the one initially submitted. It noted that the Operational Directives allowed submitting States to complete their files with additional information when the initial assessment of the Secretariat identifies gaps in the original file. However, one State Party chose to submit an entirely new file on a different topic in place of the one that had been submitted. The Consultative Body had accepted to examine the resubmitted file. Nevertheless it considered that the substitution of a new file on a different topic was not fair to other States Parties and it consequently encouraged the Committee to provide clear instructions to the Secretariat so as to guide its treatment of files should a similar situation arise in a subsequent cycle.
107. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for the Consultative Body’s impressive work, noting that a number of important areas had been raised.

108. The delegation of Belgium remarked on the rigorous and professional examination of files to the three mechanisms, though it regretted the low number of international assistance requests receiving a favourable outcome. In this regard efforts should continue to build capacity. Nevertheless, requests for international assistance should be clear, motivated and adapted to real needs, which was not always the case. The delegation thanked the Secretariat for its work on the index of transversal issues, which was a very useful working tool for the future. The delegation reiterated the importance of community involvement throughout the nomination process as well as in the implementation of the Convention.

109. The delegation of Czech Republic expressed thanks to the Consultative Body for its great work and useful report, which highlighted a number of issues faced by States Parties, as well as providing clear instructions and guidelines on compiling nomination files that should be heeded. The delegation appreciated the summary document on transversal issues, which indicated where to find relevant documents and information that would help increase the number of successful inscriptions. Drawing attention to paragraph 28 of the report in which a nomination was replaced by a new nomination file after the 31 March deadline, the delegation agreed with the Consultative Body that the nomination file should be treated as a separate nomination but be examined within the normal procedure in a subsequent cycle.

110. The delegation of Brazil expressed its gratitude to the Consultative Body for its outstanding work, but regretted the low number of submissions to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, adding that sharing practices across the world was a principal objective of the Convention. It also regretted the low number of successful requests for international assistance. The delegation expressed gratitude to the Secretariat for its preliminary in-depth examination of every nomination, adding that it was very helpful to have such feedback. The delegation drew attention to paragraph 19 in the report, which stated that ‘inscription should not be the main aim’, adding that inscription itself often triggered additional safeguarding measures and was thus an important action as more resources were channelled to the grassroots as a result. The delegation also thanked the Secretariat for the interesting document on transversal issues. It also believed that the substitution of a file by a completely new element was unfair to States Parties when it should be submitted in a subsequent cycle.

111. The delegation of Latvia welcomed the strong reasoned position of the Consultative Body regarding the general requirement that States Parties demonstrate a long-term commitment and invest efforts in safeguarding activities at the national level before submitting its file, which would ensure the credibility of the lists and the Convention as a whole. The delegation agreed with Brazil and the Czech Republic on the question of substituted files and did not support the practice, although it did welcome the feedback approach to identify shortcomings in the files.

112. Thanking the Consultative Body for its hard work, the delegation of Indonesia appreciated the constructive comments, which were invaluable to States Parties for the future preparation of quality nominations. The delegation also thanked the Secretariat for preparing the useful information document that referenced other relevant documents and Committee decisions, and encouraged States Parties to refer to the document.

113. The delegation of Azerbaijan commended the Consultative Body for the quality of its work and the methodology used, and thanked the Secretariat for its assistance to the Consultative Body and its capacity-building activities that resulted in a greater number of nominations from Africa. The delegation remarked that some nomination files lacked essential information and it supported the methodology used to assess the conformity of the information contained within the form with the relevant criteria. The delegation agreed that wider community involvement was necessary in all stages of the preparation of nominations and regretted that this principle was not always observed. It took note of the emphasis placed on the issue of mutual respect and dialogue, and referred to past Committee decisions stipulating that nominations should avoid information that might provoke misunderstandings, which was essential to the credibility of the Convention. In this regard, the delegation supported the proposal by Belgium to introduce a code of ethics so that States Parties would consider the principle when preparing nominations.

114. The delegation of China congratulated the States Parties for submitting their periodic reports and extended its gratitude to the generous contributors to the ICH Fund. The delegation appreciated the great efforts of the Consultative Body and their valuable recommendations and comments, which would help improve nominations in future cycles. The delegation also thanked the Secretariat for its excellent work on the transversal issues.

115. The delegation of Grenada congratulated the Consultative Body for its extensive report as well as the Secretariat for the support given to the Consultative Body and for its follow-up on the files with the States Parties. The delegation agreed with the Consultative Body’s report that States Parties should carefully consider reading reports and past decisions when preparing their files, thus ensuring that information is contained in the right place in the form. The delegation also agreed that the substitution of one file by another was unfair to other States Parties and should not be accepted.

116. Thanking the Consultative Body for its careful examination of the nomination files, including its own file on ‘Ala-kiyiz and Shyrdak, art of Kyrgyz traditional felt carpets’, the delegation of Kyrgyzstan remarked that handicrafts were invariably linked to the local economy, as highlighted by the Consultative Body in its report, and that this did not decrease its cultural value. The delegation suggested that ‘commercialization’ be described as ‘sustainable development activities’, adding that businesses as well as governments could be involved in the safeguarding process through cultural tourism, museums and handicraft development, and that cultural and economic issues could be seen as complementary.
117. The delegation of Japan expressed gratitude to the Consultative Body for its excellent work and its comprehensive report, but was disappointed to note the small number of favourable recommendations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, which it considered useful in promoting the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage.
118. The delegation of Burkina Faso commended the Secretariat for the quality of the informative documents, and spoke of its satisfaction with the Consultative Body report, as inscriptions on the lists were important in terms of increasing visibility of intangible cultural heritage, but that inscriptions were not the prime objective. The delegation agreed with the Consultative Body that inscription was only one step in the overall process of safeguarding that called upon a number of actions prior to inscription and a number of safeguarding measures following inscription. The delegation considered the Secretariat’s assistance in requesting complementary information as an important step in the revision of nomination files, but did not accept the substitution of one file for another, which was unfair to other States Parties, suggesting that the Operational Directives explicitly cover the issue of revised files.
119. The delegation of Peru commended the Consultative Body for its report, adding that one of the objectives of the Convention was to promote international cooperation and dialogue and it encouraged States Parties wishing to inscribe elements to seek assistance from countries that have been successful.
120. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that it would return later to the adoption of draft decision 7.COM 7.

ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA:
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121. The Chairperson then proceeded with the Committee’s examination of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, as addressed in document 8. It was noted that there was a decrease in nominations in the 2012 cycle (eight submissions of which one was withdrawn) compared to the 2011 cycle with 23 submitted nominations. The Chairperson surmised that the Committee might wish to give some thought to the imbalance of interest in the Urgent Safeguarding List compared to the Representative List. For the sake of clarity, the Chairperson reminded the Committee of the five inscription criteria, adding that its task was to decide if each nomination satisfied all the criteria while drawing upon the Consultative Body’s recommendations. The Chairperson invited the Rapporteur of the Consultative Body to present a brief report on the Consultative Body’s work in this regard.

122. The Rapporteur reported that the Consultative Body had received eight nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List for the 2012 cycle, with none of the nominations receiving unanimous approbation by members during their individual evaluations. In each of the eight cases, at least one Body member concluded that not all of the criteria were satisfied. Conversely, one nomination received negative recommendations from all twelve members. For the other seven nominations, members were nevertheless able to achieve complete consensus on all the nominations during the course of their collegial discussions. The Rapporteur shared the Consultative Body’s appreciation of efforts by a number of States Parties that encouraged the safeguard of intangible cultural heritage in remote areas and in difficult socio-economic situations, and for having recognized the potential of intangible cultural heritage as an instrument of sustainable development for local communities.

123. The Rapporteur then presented an overview of the Consultative Body’s findings on a criteria-by-criteria basis. U.1: Generally speaking, the Consultative Body found that submitting States had not adequately demonstrated that the element constituted intangible cultural heritage, as defined in Article 2 of the Convention, which evidently was not a judgement on the element but rather on the information provided in the nomination form. The Consultative Body had found that although continued transmission of the element is an essential part of its definition, a number of files did not provide information in this regard. It also noted a tendency in certain nominations to criticize young people for lacking interest in learning or practising the element even though safeguarding in general and transmission in particular are the shared responsibility of both young and old. The Consultative Body wished to emphasize that a judicious balance needed to be found in the nomination file between the description and nature of the element and its function within the community; describing only one without the other was not considered sufficient. Furthermore, the Consultative Body found it difficult to fully grasp the element concerned when presented in a decontextualized and isolated way. In other cases, members sought a more vivid description of the nature and form of the element and not only its social functions.
124. The Rapporteur noted that U.2 had been problematic in two nominations where the submitting State had not clearly demonstrated that the element warranted inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, having emphasized elsewhere in the nomination that the element (or at least aspects of it) was thriving. As previously mentioned in the general report, members occasionally found internal contradictions in the same nomination file regarding the viability of the element; the element was sometimes presented as thriving while elsewhere the same practice was described as almost disappearing. States Parties were reminded to provide a clear and consistent picture of the viability of the element and the need for safeguarding. It was evident that submitting States continued to encounter difficulties in striking the proper balance in demonstrating that an element was facing serious threats but nonetheless remained sufficiently viable to be safeguarded. In a few nominations, the Body found a lack of evidence of any previous efforts of the communities and States Parties concerned to safeguard the element, as required in criterion U.2. Moreover, prior safeguarding efforts demonstrated the willingness and commitment of communities to work together to meet this challenge. The Consultative Body sought more thorough discussion in the nominations of intrinsic vulnerabilities both in the risk analysis for criterion U.2 and in the proposed safeguarding measures in criterion U.3. Members also found that certain elements had intrinsic qualities or characteristics that put the practice or expression at risk, independently of changing external circumstances. The Consultative Body encouraged submitting States to take into consideration possible characteristics of the context and the element itself that, if not properly acknowledged, might lead to a misguided safeguarding response, while being aware that inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List cannot be seen as a ‘miracle’ solution to resurrect an element that is no longer practiced.
125. The Rapporteur turned to U.3, which presented the greatest difficulties for submitting States Parties, as the sole eliminating factor in one nomination and a contributing factor in four other nominations. Firstly, the lack of information on prior efforts by the submitting State had cast a shadow over the feasibility and sustainability of the proposed safeguarding measures, especially as the will and support of the submitting State were considered essential prerequisites for the safeguard of intangible cultural heritage. Moreover, the Consultative Body found that safeguarding plans were often too general and weak. Very little information was provided about data and methodologies supporting the elaboration of the safeguarding measures, which were often expressed in conditional terms rather than in a precise and direct manner. The Consultative Body wished to remind States Parties that safeguarding plans should include clear and coherent information on objectives, results, activities, workplans, and overall cost in order to permit evaluation. As mentioned in the general report of the Consultative Body, it would prefer to see a small plan for which resources are committed rather than an overly ambitious one with funds to come from not-yet-identified donors or from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. The Rapporteur recalled that Urgent Safeguarding List nominations did not look for a detailed budget, but instead for an estimation of the costs of different safeguarding activities and a clear identification of their source. Moreover, inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List did in no way imply the availability of funds from the Convention to implement the safeguarding plan proposed. Indeed, in some cases a substantial amount of the funds needed for implementing the safeguarding measures was shown as constituting a ‘UNESCO share’ or ‘UNESCO contribution’, with the Consultative Body concluding that the safeguarding measures were not feasible and inscription could not be recommended. Conversely, the Consultative Body also regretted that in several instances a nomination for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List was submitted when it would apparently have been more beneficial to the community and State Party concerned to submit a request for international assistance. Indeed, if inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List can be an effective means of focusing the attention of the international community on the urgent need to safeguard an element and to unlock financial resources, States Parties might find that in certain cases a request for international assistance is the most appropriate response, rather than a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List.

126. The Rapporteur then turned to U.4, recalling the importance of the involvement of the communities, groups and individuals concerned throughout the entire process of a nomination. Their presence and the evidence of their participation should be evident throughout the whole file, i.e. in the definition of the element, the assessment of its viability and the identification of threats, the planning and design of safeguarding measures, as well as the elaboration of the inventory, which is required by the Convention. In this regard, the Consultative Body regretted the often-preferred top-down approach. With regard to U.4, the Consultative Body encouraged submitting States to provide a detailed explanation of the selection of the community involved in the nomination, especially when the element is practiced by several communities over an extended territory. The free, prior and informed consent of the community, group or individuals was typically less problematic than their widest possible participation in the elaboration of the nomination. Nevertheless, the Consultative Body wished to recall that this consent could not be obtained retroactively once the file has been elaborated.

127. Finally, the Rapporteur turned to U.5 where in a single case the Consultative Body considered that the submitting State had not sufficiently described the inclusion of the nominated element on an inventory of intangible cultural heritage, as defined in Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention. The Consultative Body also encountered difficulties in several cases where the State Party had not provided the requested documentary evidence of the element’s inclusion on an inventory, or an active link to a website where that inventory could be consulted, the Body noted that this documentary evidence had been requested in the nomination form ICH-01 on the basis of similar problems encountered in the first cycle of inscriptions to the Representative List. It therefore recommended to the Committee (paragraph 6 of draft Decision 7.COM 8) that submitting States be required to provide such evidence in order for their nomination to be evaluated so that future bodies will not be left to speculate whether or not the element was indeed included in an inventory. In this regard, while recognizing that every State Party can elaborate one or more inventories ‘in a manner geared to its own situation’ (Art. 12.1 of the Convention), the Consultative Body expects that an inventory is something more than a list of names of elements, since Art. 11 of the Convention requires that the element is not only identified, but also defined.
128. With regard to video documentation, the Rapporteur explained that in the 2012 nominations, the Consultative Body found discrepancies and a lack of coherence between the information included in the written file and that presented in the video and photographs. It therefore encouraged States Parties to insist on coherence and a close correspondence between the description of the element presented in the audiovisual materials and the information included in the nomination form. Moreover, the nomination files that included the video and photographs were permanently available online to the general public and it was therefore important that they were as informative and correct as possible.

129. Faced with the wide range of approaches and video styles, the Rapporteur suggested that the Committee might wish to consider how it might identify certain videos – whether submitted to the Representative List or to the Urgent Safeguarding List – as good examples that could be emulated by States Parties preparing future nominations.
130. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for the helpful overview of the eight nominations, adding that the draft decision 7.COM 8 would be addressed after the examination of all the nominations. He reminded the Committee that eight nominations were initially received, but that Kenya had decided to withdraw its file, leaving a total of seven nominations for examination. The Chairperson recalled the working methods that were based upon the experience of previous cycles, particularly the working methods of precedent year in Bali, with the Committee having the final say on whether or not to inscribe the element. He recalled that all the criteria for inscription had to be met for an element to be inscribed and that the submitting State had the duty to demonstrate in the nomination how the different criteria were met. Thus, the Committee had to assess the nominations and not judge a reality on the ground. Furthermore, the Chairperson surmised that the Committee might reach a different conclusion to the Consultative Body, which should result from the careful study of the information available and not on additional information known in any private capacity. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the same information was made available to the public and thus the method used to reach decisions must be respected so as to remain credible and respected by the international community. Additionally, it was important to recognize that behind every nomination laid the hopes of the community. In this way, States Parties had an immense responsibility to ensure that nominations were presented in a clear and convincing manner to the Committee.

131. Turning to the specific nominations and their draft decisions, the Chairperson explained how he intended to conduct the examination for each nomination, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body, Ms Soledad Mújica would present a brief description of the nominated element, while a selection of photographs submitted as part of the nomination would be projected on the screen. Turning to the draft decision proposed by the Consultative Body, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body would then inform the Committee which criteria were deemed satisfied and which, in its opinion, were not satisfied by the submitted nomination. Particularly in cases where the Consultative Body found that one or more criteria were not satisfied, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body would briefly present the factors that led the Consultative Body to its conclusion and then open debate on the draft decision as a whole.

132. Citing Rule 49
 of the Rules of Procedure, the delegation of Brazil proposed a motion to suspend the application of Rule 22.4, which establishes that submitting States should not take the floor during the examination of their own nomination. The delegation explained that the Convention celebrated cultural diversity, dialogue and rapprochement of cultures, whereas Rule 22.4 did not reflect this spirit since it prevented the State Party to provide the rationale of their nomination to the Committee. The delegation accepted that the Consultative Body had to solely rely on information provided in the file to draw its conclusions, but that it was important that the State Party be given the opportunity to provide its rationale on the criteria. The delegation believed that allowing the State Party to speak immediately after the presentation of its file would ultimately save time, as the submitting State could respond to any queries from the outset.

133. The Chairperson suggested that the matter be dealt on a case-by-case basis, not least as the situation had yet to arise, and the need to suspend Rule 22.4 had yet to be established.

134. The Legal Adviser clarified that the suspension of a Rule required a two-thirds majority decision and that the suspension on a case-by-case basis could lead to the unequal treatment of files. The Legal Adviser reminded the Committee that under rule 22.4 a State Party had the right to explain in reply to question raised with regard to the Consultative Body’s examination contained in its report. In effect, the Committee could ask a question to the submitting State Party with regard to a point that had been unconvincing. The Legal Adviser advised against setting a precedent to suspend the treatment of files on a case-by-case basis.

135. The delegation of Brazil fully understood the explanation given and therefore would not insist on the matter. Nevertheless, it still maintained that the submitting State Party should be given the opportunity to explain its position from the outset to avoid a sort of agreed beforehand type of questions, not least because the option to respond to a question already existed and would therefore save time, particularly when there were divergent opinions.
136. The Chairperson understood Brazil’s concern. Returning to the operational procedures, the Chairperson reminded the Committee that the debate on the draft decisions was limited to members of the Committee focusing on concrete amendments for an average of 35 minutes per file. Reiterating Rule 22.4 the Chairperson reminded the Committee that the submitting State would be given two minutes to offer its remarks to the Committee’s decision once all the nominations from the State concerned had been discussed. Noting that the session was drawing to a close, the Chairperson suggested starting the examinations in the next session. Following a number of practical announcements on the Bureau meeting, and the evening’s events, the Chairperson adjourned the day’s session.
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137. The Chairperson opened the morning session by informing the Committee that at its private session the Bureau had approved the two pending international assistance requests that were not approved by the Committee in 2011 and were delegated to the Bureau, namely ‘Safeguarding and revitalizing the Mongolian traditional epic’ by Mongolia for US$216,000 and ‘Inventorying the tangible cultural heritage of four communities in Uganda’ by Uganda for US$107,000. He congratulated the States Parties, adding that the press would be reserved access to the sessions over the next two days. The Chairperson reiterated that interventions would be limited to two minutes, adding that members could only intervene twice on the same issue in an effort to stay on schedule.
138. The delegation of Uganda thanked the Chairperson, the Secretariat and the Chairperson of the Consultative Body for approving its request for international assistance, as well as the General Assembly in which Uganda was elected to become a member of the Committee. The delegation assured the Committee that it would adhere to the work plan.

139. With Mongolia absent from the room, the Chairperson proceeded with the examination of the files.

140. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the first nomination on Earthenware pottery-making skills in Botswana’s Kgatleng District [draft decision 7.COM 8.1] submitted by Botswana. Earthenware pottery-making skills are practised among the Bakgatla ba Kgafela community in Botswana by women who use clay soil, weathered sandstone to make pots of different forms, designs and styles that relate to the traditional practices and beliefs of the community. Pots are used for storing beer, fermenting sorghum meal, fetching water, cooking, ancestral worship and traditional healing rituals. However, the practice is at risk of extinction because of the decreasing number of master potters, low prices for finished goods and the increasing use of mass-produced containers. The Consultative Body had concluded that the file fully satisfied all five criteria. With regard to U.1, the Chairperson explained that the file had adequately justified how pottery-making had been transmitted by the community, while linking the practice with the system of local beliefs. The file also demonstrated in U.2 that the element required urgent safeguarding, particular because of the low number of practitioners and their advanced age. In U.3, the Consultative Body had remarked that to ensure its viability and transmission, the production of alternative products to traditional pottery should be envisaged, given the many household tools being replaced by industrial products in the local market. The Consultative Body also noted in U.4 that the community concerned were consulted, and that the element was included in an inventory of intangible cultural heritage in Kgatleng district; a requirement in U.5. In recommending the inscription, the Consultative Body highlighted in paragraph 4 of the draft decision the importance of presenting spiritual aspects or those linked to nature and ecological sustainability. Furthermore, the Consultative Body had remarked positively on the number of efforts undertaken by the government of Botswana to safeguard the practice, notably in the revival of the women initiation school, as indicated in paragraph 5 of the draft decision. The Consultative Body also wished to remind the submitting State of the importance of maintaining pottery-making and its associated social interaction, ritual meaning and so on, as indicated in paragraph 6 of the draft decision.
141. The Chairperson was pleased to begin with a favourable recommendation, adding that it set a standard for comparison with the other files. He then moved to the adoption of the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. Noting that there were no comments or objections to the paragraphs of the decision, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.1 to inscribe Earthenware pottery-making skills in Botswana’s Kgatleng District on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
142. The delegation of Botswana thanked UNESCO and the Flanders Funds-in-Trust for supporting the project and many other intangible cultural heritage activities, and the Consultative Body for having recommended inscription of the element on the Urgent Safeguarding List, which was of great importance to the practising community, especially women, and to the country. The delegation spoke of its commitment towards fully respecting the context in which the practice takes place and the symbolic meaning of the pottery. Furthermore, the community and the government would ensure that efforts to diversity production and distribution did not denature the practice as intangible cultural heritage. Inscription would also respect customary restrictions in the use of raw materials and the spiritual aspects of the practice that are ecologically sustainable, adding that the proposed safeguarding measures were included in government development strategies.
143. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on Ongota oral tradition [draft decision 7.COM 8.2] submitted by Ethiopia. Ongota oral tradition comprises poems, legends, tales, myths and proverbs transmitted in the Ongota language among the Biraile community in southern Ethiopia. At present only twelve elderly people maintain the Ongota oral tradition. Bearers perform this heritage only when they encounter one of the other twelve bearers, for instance at coffee ceremonies with neighbours. They also perform Ongota songs during agricultural tasks. The Chairperson noted the file had been submitted for the first time in 2009, having been revised three times following remarks by the Secretariat for complementary information before its submission to the Consultative Body. It was noted that U.2 and U.5 were satisfied, but that U.1, U.3 and U.4 had not been sufficiently demonstrated by the submitting State. It was noted that the oral tradition is practised only by a dozen elderly practitioners and that it was being supplanted by the language and heritage of the neighbouring community. These threats to the element’s safeguard were well identified and therefore satisfied U.2. Additionally, the inclusion of the element in 2007 in an inventory of intangible cultural heritage elaborated by the Authority for Research and Conservation of Cultural Heritage satisfied U.5. However, in U.1, the submitting State had not demonstrated how the element provided a sense of identity and continuity to the community. Following a long debate on this criterion, the Consultative Body recognized that the Ongota oral tradition existed but that it seemed to have almost ceased and that it was supplanted by the oral traditions of the neighbouring Tsemay community. Thus, U.1 was not satisfied, as the submitting State did not demonstrate that the individuals recognized this cultural expression as part of their intangible cultural heritage and transmitted it from generation to generation. With regard to U.3, the Consultative Body found it difficult to determine from the safeguarding measures the financial commitment by the State in its implementation of a feasible safeguarding plan. Moreover, the proposed measures seemed to focus on formal education, while the Consultative Body would have liked to see greater detail on the working methodology, documentation and research in the revitalisation of the oral traditions, as well as on concrete activities to safeguard the tradition vis-à-vis younger generations. With regard to U.4, information provided by the State did not contain enough detail to demonstrate that the community participated in the nomination process. The Consultative Body therefore regretted that it could not recommend its inscription. Conversely, in paragraph 5 of the draft decision the Consultative Body remarked on the efforts by Ethiopia to seek recognition of oral expressions from communities under difficult circumstances in very remote areas. In paragraph 6, the Consultative Body took note that the Ongota oral tradition was directly linked to the survival of the Ongota language spoken by very few members of the community. Thus, in paragraph 7, the Consultative Body invited the State Party to cooperate with the Biraile community to document the language and Ongota oral traditions, and encourage its speakers.
144. The Chairperson thanked the Chairperson of the Consultative Body for her detailed explanation. He recalled an important point made earlier by the Rapporteur in her report that occasionally elements had shown poor prospects for safeguarding and that the State did not always take a realistic view of the measures needed. In this case, it was obvious that if the language were no longer spoken, it would be difficult to revitalize the oral traditions that depend on a community of speakers. Though this situation was regrettable, a clear vision was called for, and that even if the Committee leaned towards optimism, the submitting State had not provided sufficient evidence to warrant optimism. With no voiced comments, the Chairperson moved to the adoption of the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, pronouncing paragraphs 1 and 2 adopted.

145. The delegation of Morocco spoke of the general threats to oral traditions of this type, noting a similar case in Bali in 2011 in which the Committee could not remain insensitive to the fact that there was a serious threat to the element owing to the limited number of practitioners. With regard to U.3 and the remarks by the Consultative Body that the safeguarding measures essentially focused on formal education and not on the working methodology, the delegation clarified that a programme of formal education could not be in place without a working methodology.

146. Noting that Morocco was referring to the Peruvian oral tradition of Eshuva, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body explained that there was a big difference in that although Eshuva is an oral sung tradition practiced by a few elderly practitioners, the entire community spoke the Eshuva language, making it possible to revitalize the tradition. The Chairperson also agreed that schools required a methodology, but that this had not been presented in the nomination file, which begged the question as to whether the twelve remaining speakers could teach the oral tradition in the context of formal education to children who did not speak Ongota, particularly as there was no sense of ownership since Ongota was not their language or culture. Thus, transmission would be based on rota learning with little opportunity to practice the tradition within a living community.

147. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 3 adopted. There were no further comments on paragraphs 4, 5, 6 and 7, which were duly adopted.

148. The delegation of Brazil proposed that instead of adopting each paragraph, the Committee could be asked to adopt the entire decision. It also proposed a new paragraph 8, which read, ‘Encourages the State Party to submit a request for international assistance for documentation of the Ongota language in close collaboration with the Biraile community’, adding that it would be unfortunate should the endangered language cease to exist.

149. The delegation of Spain appreciated Brazil’s statement, adding that it was unhappy with the adoption of the decision, as it relegated the element to extinction since the oral tradition was clearly endangered.

150. The delegation of Belgium remarked that neither the decision nor an inscription prevented the State Party from implementing safeguarding measures. The delegation also sought clarification on the source of Brazil’s proposal, i.e. whether Ethiopia had made the request.

151. The delegation of Uruguay was grateful to Brazil and Spain for its remarks, adding that it supported the proposal.

152. The delegation of Grenada agreed with the remarks made by Belgium, and thanked Brazil for not wishing to close the door on the element. It therefore encouraged the State Party to continue its efforts, but that the Committee could not directly make reference to international assistance as this implied immediate approval of a request, whereas it involved a different process for which criteria had to be met. The delegation therefore proposed an amendment to the proposal, which read, ‘Encourages the State Party to continue the documentation of the Ongota language in close collaboration with the Biraile community’.

153. The delegation of Morocco supported the remarks by Spain and the proposal by Brazil, which sought to document the Ongota language, adding that it should also make reference to the Ongota oral tradition.

154. The delegation of Burkina Faso spoke of its concern with regard to the endangered nature of the element, adding that paragraph 7 about documenting the endangered language already invited the State Party to implement all the necessary measures, which could include international assistance or multilateral cooperation, and to mobilize resources to document the language. Thus, it corresponded to the proposed paragraph 8, rendering it unnecessary.

155. The delegation of Brazil clarified that because the State Party had been invited to document the Ongota language it should be encouraged to submit a request for international assistance, on the understanding that the criteria had to be satisfied.

156. The delegation of Nicaragua firmly supported the proposal by Brazil, Spain and Uruguay to encourage the State Party to make all the necessary efforts in the context of international assistance to safeguard the element.

157. The delegation of Nigeria also supported the proposal by Brazil, and the comments by Uruguay and Nicaragua, adding that the key word was ‘encourage’, which was not a mandatory action.

158. The delegation of Tunisia found Brazil’s proposal to be reasonable as it placed an ethical and cultural responsibility on the international community with regard to the endangered element.

159. The delegation of Peru supported Brazil for its specific proposal, as paragraph 7 was not sufficiently clear.

160. The delegation of Namibia also supported Brazil’s proposal because there were only twelve elderly speakers of Ongota and urgent action was required to safeguard this oral tradition.

161. The delegation of Belgium supported Burkina Faso in that only documentation was mentioned in the proposed amendment when a safeguarding programme was required.

162. The delegation of Grenada supported the remarks by Belgium and the proposal by Burkina Faso to withdraw paragraph 8.

163. Summarizing the comments, the Chairperson noted a consensus in that Brazil’s proposal was largely acceptable with regard to documentation, but also safeguarding, which would bolster the proposal. The Chairperson recognized and appreciated Burkina Faso’s remarks with regard to paragraph 7, but also noted consensus for the new paragraph 8, as it strengthened paragraph 7. The Chairperson therefore proposed to adopt paragraph 8 with the amendment to Brazil’s proposal with regard to safeguarding the oral tradition, which would read: ‘Encourages the State Party to submit a request for international assistance for documentation in view of the safeguarding of the Ongota language in close collaboration with the Biraile community’. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 8 adopted. Thus, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.2 not to inscribe Ongota oral tradition on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
164. The delegation of Ethiopia regretted the decision with little expectation that the language will be revitalized in the years to come. The delegation appreciated Brazil’s proposal, adding that it would do all it could to seek international assistance to document, safeguard and perpetuate the Ongota language.
165. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on Noken multifunctional knotted or woven bag, handicraft of the people of Papua [draft decision 7.COM 8.3] submitted by Indonesia. Noken is a knotted net or woven bag handmade from wood fibre or leaves by communities in Papua and West Papua Provinces of Indonesia. It is used for carrying plantation produce, catch from the sea or lake, firewood, babies or small animals as well as for shopping and for storing things in the home. Noken may also be worn or given as peace offerings. However, the number of people making and using Noken is diminishing. Factors threatening its survival include lack of awareness, weakening of traditional transmission as a result of competition from factory-made bags, and the problems in obtaining the traditional raw materials. The Consultative Body concluded that the file fully satisfied all five criteria. The Consultative Body was positively impressed with the commitment and efforts past and present by the submitting State to safeguard the craft and practice of Noken through concrete action. It therefore recommended its inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List. With regard to paragraph 4 of the draft decision, the Consultative Body proposed to recognize the efforts by the State in its broad consultation with and participation of the communities throughout the nomination process as a whole. In paragraph 5, the State is encouraged to ensure the social function and cultural significance of Noken and to implement its safeguarding measures. Paragraph 6 proposed to encourage the State Party to respond specifically to the threats relating to the scarcity of raw materials and to seek to strengthen the capacities of Noken practitioners. 
166. The delegation of Japan expressed its sincere appreciation to Indonesia and the people of Papua for their efforts to safeguard Noken, and therefore strongly supported its inscription.
167. With no further comments, the Chairperson introduced the paragraphs one-by-one, with paragraph 1 pronounced adopted.
168. The delegation of Burkina Faso proposed an amendment to paragraph 2 under U.3, which replaced ‘informal’ education with ‘non-formal’, which was duly adopted.
169. With no further amendments to the paragraphs, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.3 to inscribe Noken multifunctional knotted or woven bag, handicraft of the people of Papua on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
170. The delegation of Indonesia was honoured to introduce the Vice-Minister for Culture of the Ministry of Education and Culture, Prof. Wiendu Nuryanti. On behalf of the communities, the Vice-Minister thanked all those who had supported the Noken nomination as well as those who participated in the preparation of the nomination file, which she said would stimulate its safeguarding. She introduced Mr Titus Pekei, member of the delegation and Chairman of the Papua Ecology Institute, who initiated the nomination. Prof. Nuryanti added that Noken was an important part of the intangible cultural heritage of more than 250 ethnic communities in Papua and as such comprised many cultural variations and contributed to mutual respect. She understood that inscription was the beginning of efforts to safeguard Noken and revive the social functions and cultural meaning of the element. She concluded by thanking the Secretariat, the Consultative Body and the Committee.
171. The Chairperson thanked the Vice-Minister and the Chairman for their presence.
172. With the withdrawal of the nomination from Kenya, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on Ala-kiyiz and Shyrdak, art of Kyrgyz traditional felt carpets [draft decision 7.COM 8.5] submitted by Kyrgyzstan. Traditional felt carpets are one of the foremost arts of the Kyrgyz people. Knowledge, skills, diversity, the semantics of ornamentation, and ceremonies provide Kyrgyz people with a sense of identity and continuity. The creation of felt carpets is a community-led tradition carried out by older women in rural mountainous areas. However, the tradition is in danger of disappearing due to the declining number of practitioners, the lack of government safeguarding, the disinterest of the younger generation, the dominance of inexpensive synthetic carpets, and the poor quality and low availability of raw materials, which are exacerbating the situation. The Consultative Body concluded that criteria U.1, U.2, U.4 and U.5 had been satisfied but not U.3 regarding the safeguarding measures. It found that the file had adequately demonstrated that the art of Kyrgyz traditional felt carpets provided a sense of identity to the nomadic life of the communities, but that its viability was threatened owing to a lack of a safeguarding policy and the scarcity of the raw materials. However, the submitting State did demonstrate the participation of carpet-makers in the preparation of the file as well as in the inscription of the element on the national inventory of intangible cultural heritage. Moreover, there were several shortcomings in U.3 on the safeguarding measures, which were common to a number of submitted files. The Consultative Body wished to highlight that U.3 was not a simple exercise of abstraction but a fundamental part of the nomination file to the Urgent Safeguarding List. In this case, several safeguarding measures such as outreach, documentation and capacity-building were mentioned, but was primarily focused on the economic aspects of the carpet industry with no information pertaining to the aspirations and priorities of the community concerned. Moreover, the contribution by the State Party appeared minor with regard to the ambitious safeguarding plan, with the Consultative Body having difficulty in understanding the feasibility and implementation of the proposed measures from the information given in the file. Consequently, it did not recommend its inscription. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body drew attention to the additional remarks made by the Consultative Body in paragraphs 5, 6, 8 and 9 of the decision. In paragraph 7, it reminded the submitting State to avoid characterizing practices within other States, which did not conform to the spirit of mutual respect.
173. The Chairperson remarked that the nomination clearly reflected the difficulties encountered by several submitting States in elaborating concrete and feasible safeguarding plans, which presented another challenging issue. The Chairperson suggested focusing the discussion on U.3.

174. The delegation of Japan commended Kyrgyzstan for its nomination, though noted from the Consultative Body’s report that the crucial participation of the community was not well demonstrated in the safeguarding plan. The delegation wished to ask Kyrgyzstan how it would secure the widest participation of the community in the safeguarding measures.
175. The delegation of Kyrgyzstan began by thanking the Consultative Body for its useful recommendations. With regard to Japan’s question, the delegation explained that it had involved all the main felt-carpet producers throughout the country and the 50 most important bearers, comprising 11 groups of felt-makers, who together had devised the safeguarding plan. Moreover, the chief representatives of all of the groups signed the consent letter. The delegation strongly believed that handicrafts should have strong links to the markets if it had any chance of survival, and the reason why the file had made reference to craft fairs and tourist organizations.
176. The delegation of Morocco found that the safeguarding measures were both significant and ambitious with seven noted action plans. Nevertheless, it understood the concerns by the Consultative Body with regard to aspects of over-commercialization, which come back frequently vis-à-vis the Committee. The question was whether States Parties should choose to discreetly ignore to mention the commercial dimension of crafts in their nominations or whether commercialization should be considered as an integral measure in safeguarding the element. A clear direction was therefore needed so as to strike a balance between safeguarding and commercialization, particularly with crafts, especially as the issue was a recurrent concern. For the sake of coherency, the Committee should therefore clearly pronounce its position in this regard.
177. The delegation of Brazil agreed that the economic aspects of craftsmanship should not be overlooked, as it was an interesting aspect of the creative economy. It believed marketing to be a safeguarding measure and therefore proposed to inscribe the element. The delegation also wished to allow Kyrgyzstan more time to explain its reasoning on the question of the financial sustainability of the different activities as listed in its nomination file, Brazil considered that marketing could be also a safeguarding measure and proposed to consider only half of the paragraph.
178. The Chairperson reiterated that the submitting State Party could only respond to a specific question.
179. The delegation of Brazil repeated that the question was specific and concerned the financial sustainability of the activities mentioned in the file.
180. The delegation of Czech Republic also agreed with the previous speakers that marketing was important in keeping crafts sustainable. However, the key issue concerned the involvement of the communities in the transmission of the element. The delegation added that young people could be enticed into the craft if they could imagine future perspectives.
181. The delegation of Peru welcomed the ambitious and wide-ranging nomination by Kyrgyzstan that demonstrated the huge efforts that had been undertaken by the submitting State. Referring to paragraph 3 of the draft decision, the delegation noted that the safeguarding measures did not appear to involve the community, yet in U.4 it was stated that the community had participated in the preparation of the file, suggesting that the issue of community participation should not be brought up in U.3. It also sought further information from the submitting State on the implementation of its safeguarding measures.
182. The delegation of Spain supported the remarks by Morocco and Brazil, adding that the issues of commercialization and safeguarding should be dealt with in a conciliatory manner rather to put commercialization and safeguarding in confrontation.
183. The delegation of Indonesia appreciated the fact that the Consultative Body based its evaluation purely on the information contained within the text of the file. However, having visited the carpet-making region in Kyrgyzstan, the delegation made known that the felt-makers were carrying out their craft at a cottage industry scale with no apparent commercialization or industrialization. The delegation therefore suggested that the Committee grant the submitting State the chance to have the element inscribed, with an additional comment in the draft decision that suggested Kyrgyzstan to concentrate on safeguarding aspects within its social and cultural framework rather than on its commercial aspects.
184. The delegation of Burkina Faso agreed with the remarks by Indonesia that craftsmanship could generate income for the community, which would contribute towards safeguarding and thus its sustainability. However, it was important that commercialization does not supplant the cultural essence of the element. The delegation also sought clarity with regard to the remark made by the Chairperson of the Consultative Body concerning the territorial boundary of the element.
185. The delegation of Belgium agreed with Morocco on the need to debate the relationship between safeguarding, the economic sphere and sustainable development with constructive guidance in the Operational Directives on how to progress on this matter. The delegation noted that questions arose on community participation and the involvement of the State Party based on information contained in the file, with page 5 of the nomination form suggesting that the State Party was not yet enough interested in the process. The delegation added that these questions could be solved in a future submission of the file.
186. The delegation of China described the element as valuable, important and endangered, and believed that the safeguarding plan was a solution albeit ambitious. With regard to the financial resources for implementation, it shared the opinion expressed by Morocco.
187. The Chairperson noted the important issues raised, notably the issue of commercialization that should be introduced into the Operational Directives, in line with the remark by Spain that commercialization and safeguarding should not oppose each other but instead coexist.
188. The delegation of Azerbaijan expressed appreciation for the enormous work carried out by the Consultative Body. Referring to the recurrent issue of over-commercialization, as was seen in files from Morocco and Belarus in previous cycle, the delegation agreed that endangered handicrafts needed marketing. Referring to the draft decision in which there was a lack of information on the financial resources of the safeguarding measures, the delegation drew attention to the fact that the different projects had referred to the responsible actors and budgetary resources. With regard to community participation, it noted that there were so few practitioners left in that field of art that it would hard to imagine that any of the bearers would oppose the inscription of the element on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
189. The Chairperson then turned to the submitting State Party with the two specific questions on the involvement of the communities and the sustainability of the practice.
190. The delegation of Kyrgyzstan replied that it had already responded to the first point on community participation in that all the practitioners as well as the government supported the nomination since the element symbolized Kyrgyz traditional handicrafts. With regard to sustainability, the delegation believed that marketing was the most effective tool to safeguard traditional handicrafts as part of intangible cultural heritage, adding that many of the activities were carried out to implement safeguarding, which was different to the production of tourist souvenirs. It further explained that the price of the items was three times the cost of raw materials, compared to souvenirs that were 17 times the base cost, making it virtually impossible to commercialize the product, which should be considered an art form. Based on a necessary marketing approach, sustainable practices would therefore be carried out along three routes: cultural tourism, museum activities, and handicraft activities.
191. With regard to the question by Burkina Faso on the characterization of territorial aspects of nominations, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body clarified that the Consultative Body had solely based its comments on the information provided in the file, and that the submitting Party could have provided additional information on how the safeguarding measures related to the communities and ensured the continuity of the element in its original context. The file had shown that traditional carpets were uncompetitive compared to industrial carpets with the Consultative Body suggesting safeguarding measures that improved the quality of the hand woven carpets so as to make them more competitive. The Consultative Body also found that the ambitious safeguarding plan did not substantively explain how it would be implemented or how it would be financed. With regard to commercialization, the Consultative Body recognized that traditional arts and crafts were often geared towards commercial sale, referring to the Botswana file on pottery-making that had proposed to diversify its product range to expand its commercial network, which was seen as an appropriate safeguarding measure. The Consultative Body was therefore not against commercialization in principle, but that the Kyrgyz file had placed too much emphasis on this aspect of the safeguarding plan instead of other safeguarding aspects such as strengthening transmission.
192. The Chairperson noted the divergent views and proposed to proceed with the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments on paragraph 1 it was duly adopted.
193. Having listened to the submitting State, the delegation of Brazil was satisfied that U.3 had been met and would enable the community to continue its practice, therefore proposing that U.3 join paragraph 2, as it currently appeared in paragraph 3 of the draft decision.
194. The Chairperson read out the amendment to paragraph 2 by Brazil, which read, ‘A five-year safeguarding plan involves various activities including legislative and policy measures, improving the availability of raw materials, strengthening transmission and promoting greater awareness, at home and abroad, of the Kyrgyz carpet-making art’.
195. The delegation of Morocco supported the amendment, which fully reflected the debate, proposing to insert an additional paragraph that would invite the submitting State to consider paragraphs 116 and 117 of the Operational Directives that cautioned against over-commercialization of intangible cultural heritage. The Chairperson suggested to first consider Brazil’s amendment, which was accepted by Morocco.
196. The delegation of Spain supported the amendment by Brazil and the remarks by Morocco.
197. The delegation of Greece thanked the Secretariat and the advisory bodies for their great work, and joined Brazil, Morocco and Spain in support of the amendment and the need for a wider discussion on the issue of commercialization versus safeguarding.
198. The delegation of Japan also joined Brazil’s amendment and Morocco’s remarks concerning the important issue of commercialization.  
199. The delegation of Belgium agreed that a discussion on sustainability, economics and safeguarding should take place, but that a number of issues raised by the Consultative Body had not been answered such as the lack of information on financial resources or sustainability on financing. Thus, it did not agree with the amendment.
200. Taking into account the priority status of the Urgent Safeguarding List, the delegation of China supported the proposal. The delegation of Egypt also supported the amendment, and the remarks by Morocco.
201. The delegation of Burkina Faso found alarming that the safeguarding measures were solely based on a strategy of commercialization, adding that the element belonged to a community, which was essentially its primary market. Thus, if the carpets were uncompetitive within the marketplace then it was destined to disappear.
202. The delegation of Madagascar began by thanking the Secretariat and the Consultative Body for their hard work. The delegation supported the amendment by Brazil, suggesting that it was important to consider safeguarding and commercialization, both reflected in the Operational Directives. It found important to look for a balance between safeguarding the element and the need to commercialise as it contributed to create livelihood within the community.
203. The delegation of Peru supported the amendment by Brazil, adding that the comments made by the Consultative Body were important and should be included in the paragraphs of the decision. The delegation felt that the question of markets for intangible cultural heritage should be tackled on a case-by-case basis, while it appeared that the communities had been involved in the preparation of the nomination file.

204. The delegation of Tunisia supported the amendment as it accurately reflected the debate, which was also supported by Nigeria.

205. The delegation of Grenada understood the rationale for the amendment, but it also recognized that inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List was neither the beginning nor the end of safeguarding, and that that there was insufficient information provided in the file, as underlined by the Consultative Body. The State should therefore be requested to complete the file so that it more fully responded to the criteria. Moreover, it was unclear how the practitioners would benefit from the commercialization of their products with the necessary intellectual property rights.

206. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported the proposal by Brazil and the view that the issue of over-commercialization should be more clearly defined in the Committee’s future work.

207. The Chairperson noted that the majority were in support of Brazil’s amendment and as such it was time to move to the adoption of paragraph 2 as amended. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 2 adopted. As a result, paragraph 3 was deleted. At the same time, paragraph would be amended to read, ‘Decides to inscribe…’, with the deletion of the latter part of the paragraph that ‘invites the State Party to submit a revised nomination’. The paragraph was duly adopted.
208. In line with its earlier remark, the delegation of Belgium wished to add a new paragraph that linked the adopted paragraph 3 to a number of concerns raised by the Consultative Body and several members of the Committee, which would encourage the State Party to take into account the sustainability of the financial resources and to ensure the participation of the practitioners in the implementation of the safeguarding measures.
209. The delegation of the Czech Republic supported Belgium, as the financial aspects of safeguarding plan were indeed important.
210. The delegation of Belgium thought that paragraph 4 was already adopted and wished to include its paragraph after the new paragraph 4.
211. The Chairperson then introduced paragraph 4, which began, ‘Takes note of the ambitious safeguarding plan…’.
212. The delegation of Grenada suggested that first part of paragraph 4 be completed with the first part of the amendment by Belgium, which would read, ‘Encourages the State Party to take into account the sustainable sources of funding’, and deleting the latter part of the Belgium amendment, as the reference to community participation was well defined in paragraph 8.
213. The Chairperson thus noted in the new paragraph 4 an amendment by Grenada to the additional text proposed by Belgium, which would now read: ‘Takes note of the ambitious safeguarding plan proposed by the submitting State and its strong focus on economic promotion, and encourages the State Party to take into account the sustainable sources of funding.’ The Chairperson then drew attention to the new paragraph 7 which ‘Invites the State Party to facilitate the widest possible participation of the practitioners […]’, which responded to the second part of Belgium’s proposal, adding that the amendment on community participation was therefore unnecessary, as it was already cited.
214. The delegation of Belgium agreed with the suggestion, but wished to clarify the wording of its amendment, which should read, ‘encourages the State Party to take into account funding sources and their sustainability’.
215. With no further comment or objections to the revised amendment, the Chairperson pronounced the new paragraph 4 adopted. Paragraph 5 was also adopted.

216. The delegation of Brazil proposed deleting the original paragraph 6, as it was general in nature and should in fact be inserted in draft decision 7.COM 8.

217. The delegation of Morocco supported the proposal by Brazil, as the paragraph made reference to a general statement addressed to all the States Parties. The delegations of Peru, Nigeria and Nicaragua also supported Brazil’s proposal.

218. The delegation of Grenada wished to remind States Parties that nomination files were made public and that the paragraph did in fact relate to the file, adding that leaving out ‘characterizing the practices within other States’ might be interpreted as being acceptable.

219. The delegation of Spain supported the deletion of the paragraph as it considered the general statement to be irrelevant in this case.

220. The delegation of Greece agreed that such a comment did not have a place in the decision, but it also agreed with Grenada’s logic that it should be known that it was an unacceptable point in the file.

221. The delegation of Azerbaijan fully agreed with Grenada that such characterization should be avoided. However, it was unable to locate the reference to safeguarding measures of other States and asked the Consultative Body for further information in this regard.

222. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body did not have the file at hand but nevertheless confirmed that a reference had been made about another State Party.

223. The Chairperson asked Brazil whether it would accept a compromise and move paragraph 7 to the end of the decision.

224. The delegation of Grenada wondered whether a reference to imported Kazakh carpets was the sentence in question.

225. The delegation of Burkina Faso wondered whether the sentence could in fact be removed in a revision of the file, otherwise paragraph 7 [new paragraph 6] should be maintained.

226. The Legal Adviser confirmed that the Committee could delete or modify the sentence in question. He also understood that Brazil sought to transfer the paragraph to the chapeau of the draft Decision 7.COM 8 as a general recommendation since it referred to all States Parties.

227. In the spirit of compromise, the delegation of Brazil suggested new wording specific to the file such as, ‘regrets that the nomination file made reference to practices in other territories’.

228. The delegation of Azerbaijan fully supported the proposal by Grenada that references should not be made about other States Parties, and favoured retaining the paragraph with a more specific oriented wording.

229. The Legal Adviser noted that both Brazil and Azerbaijan had expressed the Committee’s general opinion, which would read, ‘Regrets that the nomination file characterizes practices of other States’.

230. The Chairperson read aloud the new paragraph 6, and with no further comments it was pronounced adopted. New paragraphs 7 and 8 were also adopted.

231. The delegation of Morocco reminded the Committee that it had submitted a new paragraph. The Chairperson cited Morocco’s proposal, which read: ‘Invites the State Party to consider paragraphs 116 and 117 of the Operational Directives in the implementation of planned safeguarding measures.’
232. The delegations of Spain, Grenada, Burkina Faso and Egypt supported Morocco’s proposal.

233. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 9 adopted and moved to the whole decision. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.5 to inscribe Ala-kiyiz and Shyrdak, art of Kyrgyz traditional felt carpets on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
On behalf of the community, the delegation of Kyrgyzstan thanked the Chairperson, the Consultative Body and the Committee for its decision to inscribe the element, while reassuring all that the art of Kyrgyz traditional felt carpets would not become extinct. 
234. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on Letsema, villagers coming together to accomplish heavy tasks communally [draft decision 7.COM 8.6] submitted by Lesotho. ‘Letsema’ is a Sesotho word associated with a form of communal work to accomplish a difficult task that would otherwise take a single person days or weeks to complete. For example, in the collection of stones for house construction and the threshing of sorghum or wheat. Letsema has a festive character and is accompanied by food, singing, poetry and ululation. The element strengthens family ties and encourages solidarity. However, the popularity of Letsema is dwindling as a result of increased migration from rural to urban areas. The Consultative Body had many concerns with this nomination and unfortunately found that none of the criteria were satisfied. In U.1, the Consultative Body found that the definition and scope of the element in the nomination file lacked clarity. Moreover, more information would have been necessary to understand the cultural significance of the practice within the daily life of the community. With regard to U.2, the threats identified such as the lack of interest of the youth and population migration were not the result of a precise analysis of the safeguarding needs of Letsema. With regard to safeguarding measures in U.3, the Consultative Body found the proposed actions to be too general, while no financial resources were indicated in the file. In U.4, the Consultative Body sought wider community participation in the preparation of the nomination file reflected in the documents of free, prior consent that explicitly mention the nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List and Letsema. Finally, in U.5, more information was needed on the inclusion of the element on an inventory of intangible cultural heritage elaborated with the participation of the communities concerned, even if it was understood that the nomination emerged from a capacity-building project, including a pilot project on inventories. Thus, the Consultative Body concluded with a recommendation not to inscribe the element. Additional paragraphs to the draft decision had commended Lesotho for having presented a nomination that recognized a system of mutual assistance as an expression of intangible cultural heritage. Additionally, paragraphs 6 and 7 invited the submitting State to work closely with the communities to define the social and cultural significance of the element, while elaborating safeguarding measures that involved the practitioners in the long-term viability of the element. In paragraph 8, it encouraged the submitting State to pay careful attention to the requirements of the nomination form and to provide more detailed information in each of the sections. Finally, in paragraph 9, the Consultative Body wished to remind submitting States that the inscription of an element on the Urgent Safeguarding List did not imply the granting of financial assistance.
235. Noting that none of the criteria had been considered as satisfied, the Chairperson opened the floor.

236. The delegation of Namibia was pleased with Lesotho’s attempt to present its element for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, adding that Letsema was common to a number of Southern African countries with which many delegations could identify. The delegation hoped that Lesotho would pursue its efforts to ensure that the element – an expression of togetherness, mutual support and solidarity – could be safeguarded. The delegation concluded by thanking the Consultative Body for its guiding comments which would enable Lesotho to work harder and carry the process of nomination forward.

237. The delegation of Spain congratulated Lesotho for its nomination file, which clearly demonstrated intangible cultural heritage with strong underlying values of solidarity and classless social cohesion.

238. The delegation of Morocco also wished to congratulate Lesotho for presenting its interesting nomination, but regretted that the Consultative Body could not look favourably upon the file, as it would have broadened the understanding of intangible cultural heritage. It noted that many countries as Morocco had similar expressions of solidarity, particularly in rural areas to accomplish tasks that benefitted the entire community and reinforced the society.

239. The delegation of Burkina Faso agreed that the element was important, adding that it also existed in Burkina Faso to accomplish significant community tasks. It noted that the Consultative Body had remarked that its recommendation did not call into question the intrinsic value of the element. Thus, giving Lesotho an opportunity to revise its nomination.
240. The delegation of China joined the speakers in congratulating Lesotho on its nomination, but regretted that none of the criteria had been satisfied. The delegation was certain that Lesotho would return with an improved file for inscription in a future cycle. It also noted the exceptional nature of that case with no criteria satisfied, which further emphasized the importance of capacity-building at the national level in the preparation of nomination files.
241. Fully agreeing with China, the delegation of Egypt also congratulated Lesotho, reiterating the need for the capacity-building programme to meet the different needs of States Parties.
242. The delegation of Belgium also remarked on the originality of the nomination, but regretted that none of the criteria had been satisfied, although this did not imply that the nomination would not become an excellent multinational file to be submitted together with other neighbouring countries sharing similar practices. The delegation of Latvia supported Belgium’s suggestion.
243. The delegation of Tunisia also remarked that the nomination represented human values of sharing.
244. Noting that the comments represented the general sentiment of all, the Chairperson turned to the draft decision, and with no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.6 not to inscribe Letsema, villagers coming together to accomplish heavy tasks communally on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
245. Noting that Lesotho was not present in the room, the Chairperson recalled the important points raised, namely, the importance of capacity-building and assistance afforded to the submitting State in the re-submission of its file, and the potential submission of a multinational file suggesting that assistance of more experienced neighbouring countries could be provided. The Chairperson remarked that the file clearly showed its significant value and that the submitting State should be encouraged to re-submit an improved file, with perhaps offers of assistance from more experienced countries.
246. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on Bigwala, gourd trumpet music and dance of the Busoga Kingdom in Uganda [draft decision 7.COM 8.7] submitted by Uganda. Bigwala music and dance is a cultural practice of the Basoga people performed during royal celebrations and in social occasions. A set of five gourd trumpets is blown in hocket, which accompanies drummers, singers and dancers. The lyrics of the songs narrate the history of the Basoga, focusing in particular on their king. However, there are only four remaining old masters with skills in and knowledge of Bigwala. As a result, Bigwala is performed infrequently, which poses a real threat to its survival. Having remarked on the careful preparation of the file, the Consultative Body concluded that the file fully satisfied all five criteria. It took note of the importance of Bigwala music and dance during royal ceremonies, and in paragraph 4, it encouraged the submitting State to closely cooperate with the royal authorities in safeguarding the element. Paragraph 5 invited Uganda to pay particular attention to strengthening the capacities for the transmission of Bigwala to younger generations and to begin safeguarding measures in 2013 rather than in 2014, if possible. Finally, paragraphs 6 and 7 encouraged the State to establish a strict link between the planned activities, the stakeholders involved and the budget allotted during the implementation of the safeguarding measures, as well as an inventory of similar traditions elsewhere that might improve the safeguard of Bigwala within the Basoga community.

247. The Chairperson noted with satisfaction that two of the three nominations having received favourable recommendations had come from Africa. Moreover, Uganda was a beneficiary of the capacity-building programme supported by the UNESCO/Flanders Funds-in-Trust in that the inventory mentioned in the nomination was a direct result of that programme. With this in mind, the Chairperson suggested inserting a paragraph in the decision that underscores the importance of capacity-building efforts.

248. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.7 to inscribe Bigwala, gourd trumpet music and dance of the Busoga Kingdom in Uganda on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
249. The delegation of Uganda extended its appreciation of the Consultative Body’s work on all the nominations, recalling that Uganda had ratified the Convention in 2009 with the nomination representing its first submission to the Urgent Safeguarding List, which highlighted its importance as a benchmark for other nominations. On behalf of the Basoga community, the delegation also thanked the Committee for approving the inscription and pledged to commit to its safeguarding plan and more quality nominations in the future. The delegation also thanked the Secretariat for its guidance and the UNESCO/Flanders Funds-in-Trust for supporting its work on the inventory.
250. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on Ingubhamazwi, tanning and dyeing of the multi-coloured poncho of the Nyubi people of southern Zimbabwe [draft decision 7.COM 8.8] submitted by Zimbabwe. The practice of tanning and dyeing Ingubhamazwi multi-coloured ponchos is found among the Nyubi people of Southern Zimbabwe. The ponchos are traditionally much-prized as gifts by husbands to their wives, and signify an expression of beauty, status and love. The main material is animal skin, which is tanned and turned into a hide or soft leather, to which colouring from natural extracts of indigenous trees, decorations and designs are then applied. Only three elderly men possess the complete set of skills and knowledge to produce the garment. The Consultative Body found that only U.1 was satisfied, and that Zimbabwe had clearly demonstrated how the practice of tanning and dyeing the multi-coloured poncho is closely linked to the identity of the Nyubyi community. However, it sought a clearer explanation of the specific threats faced by this cultural practice, which would have satisfied U.2. In U.3, as seen in the previous cases, there was a noted lack of precise information on the safeguarding measures, which did not seem to respond to the threats directly linked to the situation of the practice concerned. Moreover, there was no evidence of commitment from the State Party – essential to safeguarding the element. In U.4, the Consultative Body sought broader community participation in the preparation of the file beyond the consent of the chief and several of the elders. Finally, in U.5, more information was required to demonstrate that the communities will be involved in the ongoing inventorying process. Paragraph 5 of the draft decision highlighted the Consultative Body’s concern vis-à-vis the viability of the practice, which seemed to have lost its social function as a result of the transformations of Nyubi life. Paragraph 6 highlighted the rapport between the submission of the file and UNESCO’s capacity-building programme, and paragraph 7 encouraged the State Party to take full advantage of the opportunities offered by the programme so as to devise effective safeguarding strategies for the tanning and dyeing of the poncho. Finally, paragraph 8, encouraged Zimbabwe to ensure that safeguarding measures aimed at revitalizing the production of the poncho did not lead to a loss of the element’s social functions and cultural significance within the community.

251. The delegation of Grenada congratulated the submitting State on nominating the element, and thanked the Consultative Body for its remarks and advice, noting that Zimbabwe also benefitted from the capacity-building programme hoping that Zimbawe would soon submit a file satisfying the requested criteria.

252. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson turned to the paragraphs of the draft decision and pronounced paragraphs 1–2 adopted. 
253. The delegation of Morocco suggested the deletion in paragraph 3 of the last part of the sentence concerning criterion U2 as it is was felt overly harsh, which was supported by the delegations of Grenada, Belgium, Egypt, Brazil and China.
254. With no further amendments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.8 not to inscribe Ingubhamazwi, tanning and dyeing of the multi-coloured poncho of the Nyubi people of southern Zimbabwe on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
255. The delegation of Zimbabwe was pleased to note that U.1 was satisfied, and appreciated the professionalism of the Consultative Body reflected in its suggestions and recommendations with regard to the four criteria that had not been met, which would provide guidance in the revision of the file.

256. The Chairperson remarked on the productive session, adding that unsuccessful States had demonstrated their resolve to improve their files for the next cycle, and highlighted that some work had to be done in terms of capacity building. Following a number of practical announcements, the Chairperson adjourned the morning session.
[Tuesday 4 December, afternoon session]
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257. The Chairperson returned to item 8 and the adoption of Decision 7.COM 8. He was pleased to note that from the seven nominations examined, four had been approved, of which two were from Africa. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the decision addressed several transversal issues relating to nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List in general and not any nomination in particular. Meanwhile, issues common to the different lists would be addressed in draft decision 7.COM 7.

258. With no comments forthcoming, the Chairperson turned to the paragraphs of the draft decision and pronounced paragraphs 1 and 2 adopted.
259. The delegation of Morocco wished to correct a grammatical error in the French version.

260. The Chairperson continued with paragraphs 3–6, which were duly adopted. 

261. The delegation of Peru suggested a paragraph that drew attention to potential assistance in the preparation of files for those elements that were not inscribed.

262. However, since the text of the amendment had not been submitted, and with no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 8.
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263. The Chairperson recalled Article 18 of the Convention by which the Committee shall periodically select and promote national, subregional and regional programmes, projects and activities for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage best reflecting the principles and objectives of the Convention. Altogether, there had been eight Best Safeguarding Practices already selected; three in 2009 and five in 2011. This year, both China and Mexico identified their proposals to Best Safeguarding Practices as their priority files for examination in 2012, and the Chairperson thanked them for prioritizing this important mechanism, adding that three other States had also decided to prioritize this mechanism in the 2013 cycle. The Chairperson then suggested to proceed to the examination in the same manner as the Urgent Safeguarding List, starting with the presentation by the Rapporteur on the work of the Consultative Body, followed by the examination of the proposals, and finally, the overall adoption of Decision 7.COM 9. The Chairperson reminded the Committee of the nine criteria by projecting them on the screen, as found in paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives.

264. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body remarked that the Consultative Body appreciated the decision by the two submitting States to grant priority to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, but regretted that a larger number of proposals had not been received in 2012. The Consultative Body wished to reiterate its 2011 message to the submitting States and to the communities associated with proposals that its recommendation not to select a proposed programme or project did not imply that it was not a good practice. The Body had to decide which programmes constituted best practices that could serve as models for other communities and States Parties, particularly in developing countries. Like its predecessor, it did not seek uniqueness but rather exemplary safeguarding programmes that were inspirational. Even though almost any programme might serve as a model, in order to be considered as a Best Safeguarding Practice, there should be convincing evidence provided by the submitting State. The criteria for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices are not all obligatory, and the Consultative Body understood its task, as in 2011, to recommend those programmes, projects or activities that most fully responded to the largest number of criteria. Nevertheless, certain criteria seem to have an obligatory character such as P.1 (‘The programme, project or activity involves safeguarding, as defined in Article 2.3 of the Convention’), P.3 (‘The programme, project or activity reflects the principles and objectives of the Convention’), criterion P.5 (‘implemented with the participation of the community, with their free, prior and informed consent’), or criterion P.6 (‘The programme, project or activity may serve as a subregional, regional or international model for safeguarding activities’). Criterion 4 that the Consultative Body identified as obligatory in its 2011 report again proved to be decisive in this cycle, requiring that the programme ‘has demonstrated effectiveness in contributing to the viability of the intangible cultural heritage concerned’, which was considered together with criterion P.8 (‘The programme, project or activity features experiences that are susceptible to an assessment of their results’). Indeed, in evaluating the efficacy of a safeguarding programme, the Consultative Body sought to use not only quantitative but also qualitative indicators. As in the previous cycle, this requirement seemed to exclude programmes with a short life cycle.

265. The Rapporteur continued that the Consultative Body had lengthy and very interesting discussions on criterion P.9 (‘The programme, project or activity is primarily applicable to the particular needs of developing countries’), regarding what the ‘particular needs of developing countries’ might be. The Consultative Body also sought to discover whether the capacity of a programme to meet those needs should be measured in terms of financial resources and the potential of its approaches to inspire. It ultimately agreed that in either case the State Party concerned had not sufficiently engaged the question of how its experience could be useful to developing countries, as requested in the proposal form. Finally, criterion P.2 (‘The programme, project or activity promotes the coordination of efforts for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage on regional, subregional and/or international levels’), which although desirable was not obligatory, as it was evident that most proposals submitted concerned programmes that were implemented at the national level and thus did not satisfy criterion P.2. Thus, the Consultative Body concluded that the selection criteria were not well-adapted to the goal of identifying Best Safeguarding Practices. In particular, the criteria did not lend themselves to clearly distinguishing a good safeguarding practice from a best safeguarding practice. It believed that the difficulties faced by its members in applying the selection criteria was also experienced by the submitting States when they drew up their proposals. The Consultative Body therefore proposed in the draft decision 7.COM 9 that the Committee might wish to reflect on whether the existing criteria adequately distinguishes best safeguarding practices from a larger number of good safeguarding practices.

266. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for the thoughtful presentation that sought to distinguish best safeguarding practices from good safeguarding practices, and noted that the Consultative Body had underscored the need to consider the adequacy of the selection criteria. He suggested that the Committee return to the general decision after the examination of the two proposals.

267. Congratulating the Consultative Body and the Secretariat for the quality of their work, the delegation of Morocco drew attention to paragraph 13 of the working document on the application of criteria, noting that the task of identifying Best Safeguarding Practices could have been facilitated with a higher number of proposals to compare, which was difficult in this cycle with only two proposals. The delegation wondered therefore whether the application of criteria should be applied in the absolute terms regardless of the number of proposals, or whether there should be a larger number of proposals for the application of the criteria.

268. The delegation of Latvia thanked the Consultative Body for its work, but regretted the small number of proposals submitted, noting that the mechanism was underrepresented within the Convention. The delegation supported a study of the application of the criteria as well as the difficulties faced by States Parties in preparing proposals.

269. The delegation of China expressed appreciation of the efforts by the Secretariat and the Consultative Body. The delegation remarked that the goal of the Register was to encourage States Parties to propose programmes that promote good practices and international cooperation, while considering the needs of developing countries in particular. It noted paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives that states, ‘the Committee shall select those that best satisfy all of the following criteria’, which was unlike the criteria for the other two lists that had to be all satisfied, and which had thus posed difficulties to the Consultative Body in distinguishing the best from the good. It also noted that this cycle was the first time the new nomination form ICH-3 had been applied and that States Parties had also encountered the similar difficulties in elaborating the proposals. The delegation hoped that the evaluation of the effectiveness of the safeguarding measures reflected in the good practices was an ongoing process, adding that according to Art. 18 of the Convention and paragraphs 42–46 of the Operational Directives, the Committee should encourage research and evaluation of the effectiveness of the safeguarding measures after their selection for the Register. Thus, it was important that the selected proposals will serve to inspire States Parties and communities in developing their own safeguarding measures in other contexts. The delegation noted that only 8 proposals had been selected by the Committee so far when States Parties needed a broad range of good practices to help develop their safeguarding measures at the national level and so promote international cooperation. The delegation therefore sought a more inclusive mechanism, and agreed with the Consultative Body on the necessity of greater reflection on the adequacy of the selection criteria to distinguish best from good practices.
270. The delegation of Brazil thanked China and Mexico for their interesting programmes and the Consultative Body for its good work, adding that Best Safeguarding Practices was very much in line with the Convention as a means for information and knowledge-sharing, and lesson-learning. The delegation remarked that Brazil would continue to prepare proposals, having already presented five proposals, of which two had already been selected for the Register. It agreed that States Parties should be encouraged to submit proposals, suggesting that the periodic reports could serve as a way of identifying programmes of potential interest to the Register. The delegation spoke of the diverse realities of developing countries, to which a one-size-fits-all approach could not be applied, suggesting that caution should be exercised when applying criterion P.9. The delegation asked the Secretariat to explain what would be done to a programme after its selection to the Register, since the selection was not an end in itself and could be used to share information and learn from one another.

271. The delegation of Japan commended the Consultative Body for its excellent work and Mexico and China for their constructive contributions to the Register. The delegation remarked that the register not only promoted safeguarding practices through awareness-raising but also provided other communities with very useful information by sharing successful experiences, and therefore regretted the small number of proposals. One of the merits of the mechanism was that it did not necessarily accompany access to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund and was thus a very cost-effective tool that could be better utilized for information sharing. From the report, the delegation noted that the Consultative Body considered the criteria as being ill-conceived and therefore supported the idea of reflecting on them.

272. The delegation of Belgium drew attention to paragraph 4
 of the Operational Directives, suggesting that the Committee make greater use of the directive.

273. Congratulating the Consultative Body for its report, the delegation of Nicaragua remarked that improvements could indeed be made in the evaluation process, noting the Consultative Body’s concerns regarding the criteria. The delegation therefore agreed with the Body’s recommendation to revise Chapter I.3
 of the Operational Directives to improve the process of selection of proposals in the future. With regard to P.9, the delegation noted that there were no guidelines in the Operational Directives to help determine the needs of developing countries, as required in P.9. For example, how can new strategies in documentation, community participation, safeguarding measures or funding be identified as being most useful for and applicable in developing countries.

274. The delegation of Grenada thanked the Consultative Body for its observations, and agreed with Nicaragua that the needs of developing countries were difficult to define, and differed from one developing country to another, as highlighted by Brazil. However, the delegation recalled that the Convention not only addressed developing countries but also developed countries where the most endangered elements were often found as a result of modernity and the disinterest of youth. The delegation also supported the initiative to reflect on possible amendments to the selection criteria.

275. The delegation of Uganda congratulated China and Mexico for submitting files to the Register. It noted the Consultative Body’s regret about the low number of submissions, yet stated that quality should take precedence over quantity given the time limitations for examinations and the limited resources of the Body. The delegation also requested that the Consultative Body highlight aspects of the proposals that could benefit other States Parties to learn.
276. Taking note of the proposal to revise the criteria, the delegation of Indonesia recalled the first debate on the subject in Nairobi, which took the form of a circular consultation, followed by an open-ended working group that focused mainly on the criteria of the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List. At the time, States Parties did not feel it was necessary to revise the criteria. The delegation remarked that the nomination forms closely follow the articles of the Convention and the Operational Directives, and had become clearer with every revision. Having submitted two nominations to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, the delegation remarked that it had not experienced problems with the current criteria and cautioned against hasty revisions that would only exacerbate the workload and time spent understanding new criteria.

277. The delegation of Peru drew attention to paragraph 4 of the Operational Directives in which the Committee could call upon proposals, asking that the Committee take into account successful nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List that could be used thereafter as a benchmark for Best Safeguarding Practices.

278. The Chairperson opened the floor to observers. With no comments forthcoming, the Chairperson turned to the two questions posed by Morocco and Brazil addressed to the Chairperson of the Consultative Body and the Secretariat.

279. In response to the question by Morocco on the criteria and the evaluation of Best Safeguarding Practices, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body remarked that in its evaluation the Consultative Body had highlighted Best Safeguarding Practices as examples to be shared with the world. In this regard, the aim of selection was not to have infinite numbers of examples but rather best practices that had proved their success and worthy results. When assessing the proposals, the Consultative Body sought not best practices better than others but those with the certainty of successful implementation to serve as real and applicable models. The Chairperson also referred to Nicaragua’s comment in which the Consultative Body considered the ways how Best Safeguarding Practices could be best adapted to the specific needs of developing countries. She remarked that the importance was that a submitting State should consider what aspects of its own programme could be adapted to other developing countries.

280. The Chairperson then turned to the question by Brazil addressed to the Secretariat.

281. The Secretary concurred with Brazil on the special nature of the mechanism, especially since a programme, and not an element, is inscribed on the Register, and also because the work of the Committee did not cease at the selection of the proposal: the Committee had to promote the selected Best Safeguarding Practices. In order to help this task and thanks to the ICH Fund, some promotional activities had already begun – one related to the Indonesian batik museum and the other to the Fandango’s Living Museum – aiming at researching and collecting materials to help understand why these programmes were successful and how the results could be evaluated. In addition, the brochures published by the Secretariat explained more of Best Safeguarding Practices for the purpose of promotion, compared to the elements inscribed on the Lists, while a special promotional website would be developed for the mechanism of Best Safeguarding Practices. The Secretary agreed with Brazil that the mechanism did indeed reflect the real spirit of the Convention in seeking to share successes. With regard to the small number of submissions, it reflected the reality that States could only select one priority nomination from all the mechanisms in a given cycle. For this reason, the Secretary wished to acknowledge the positive choice made by Mexico and China in presenting their proposal.
282. The Chairperson remarked on the stimulating discussion, and suggested turning to the examination of proposals using the same methodology as for item 8.

283. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body introduced the first proposal on Strategy for training coming generations of Fujian puppetry practitioners [draft decision 7.COM 9.1] submitted by China. Fujian puppetry is a Chinese performing art consisting mainly of string and hand puppetry. In response to new threats to its transmission, concerned communities formulated the 2008–2020 strategy for the training of future generations of Fujian puppeteers to enhance its sustainability through professional training, the compilation of teaching materials, the setting up of performance venues, public awareness, regional and international cooperation, and artistic exchange. The Consultative Body concluded that the proposal responded well to several criteria: the programme aims at formalizing the process of transmission by training young puppeteers and by raising public awareness through formal and non-formal education, and it contributes to strengthening the transmission and preservation of Fujian puppetry in accordance with the objectives of the Convention, and thus satisfied criteria P.1 and P.3. Criterion P.4 was also satisfied in that the proposal had demonstrated the effectiveness of its strategy, for example, through the training of a number of practitioners, the twelve new training centres, and the establishment of a database. The same applies to P.6 as the programme could serve as a safeguarding model for traditional performing arts, especially those from Asia, even if they did not have an international reach. This strategy attracted widespread participation of practitioners, local people and institutions in the development and implementation of the project, as required in P.5, with many willing to cooperate in the promotion of the programme if selected as a best safeguarding practice, as required in P.7. Despite the positive aspects, the Consultative Body concluded that the proposal did not sufficiently meet the criteria in its entirety. Indeed, it found that the proposal was submitted before the programme had matured in that the strategy began in 2008 while the proposal was submitted in early 2011. Although the proposal cites several international exchanges prior to the strategy, it did not clearly demonstrate how the programme helped in coordinating safeguarding efforts at the international level, as required in P.2. Similarly, the case presented some evaluation measures that had not yet been conducted, but could be performed in the future. These assessments were essentially quantitative and did not adequately address the issue of its impact on the safeguarding of puppetry for the communities of Fujian, as required in P.8. It was also noted that the strategy had been successful in terms of number of students, but more concrete information was sought regarding its effectiveness to safeguard the element so that the programme could serve as a safeguarding model. With regard to P.9, the proposal did not adequately describe how it satisfied the needs of developing countries. In particular, the Consultative Body sought more information on how such a large-scale strategy could be adapted to the context of a country with limited financial resources. The Consultative Body therefore concluded that the strategy had been submitted too prematurely to serve as a best practice model, even if it was said to be very interesting.

284. The Chairperson opened the floor for comments and opinions.

285. The delegation of Indonesia reiterated thanks to the Consultative Body for its detailed analysis. With regard to international coordination and exchange, the delegation spoke of China’s recent participation in an international puppetry festival in Indonesia, which had contributed towards international cooperation, asking China to elaborate further. The delegation also sought a clearer explanation from China on the quantitative and qualitative evaluation of the programme written in the proposal, adding that quantitative assessment could be easier to define than qualitative assessment. With regard to the observation that the large-scale programme might not be relevant to developing countries, the delegation replied that with China being one of the biggest countries in the world this did not mean that smaller countries could not apply the same strategy on its own scale. The delegation drew attention to paragraph 10 of the report that read, ‘Other members considered that developing countries without comparable resources could nevertheless take inspiration from a high-budget programme and adopt some of its components or approaches’, which suggested that the financial scale of the programme should not be a deciding factor.
286. The delegation of Brazil turned to the three criteria that had not been satisfied. With regard to P.2, the delegation noted that the proposal mentioned a number of international festivals and interesting international exchanges, thus satisfying the criterion. With regard to P.9, the delegation also made reference to China’s great size, adding that other countries could nonetheless get some inspirations from the methodology. Moreover, despite the size of its economy, China was still considered a developing country and thus the project proved in itself that it was viable in a developing country context. With regard to P.8, the delegation sought more information from China on the quantitative and qualitative assessments carried out over the past four years and those that would be carried out in the future.

287. Puzzled by the recommendation by the Consultative Body, the delegation of Latvia believed that the stated lack of qualitative results was in fact debatable and thus sought an explanation from China in this regard. Moreover, the delegation saw potential in the nomination and suggested that China be given the opportunity to revise the nomination rather than reject the proposal.

288. With regard to P.2, the delegation of Morocco believed that safeguarding efforts occur at different levels and that ‘regional’ efforts was equally accountable in criterion P.2, not least because the criterion cites ‘regional, subregional and/or international levels’ in addition to the fact that the nomination also clearly demonstrated international efforts. With regard to P.8, the delegation drew attention to the criterion ‘the programme, project or activity features experiences that are susceptible to an assessment of their results’, which suggested that an assessment of the results could occur at a later date rather than already having had been carried out at the time of the file’s submission. With regard to P.9, the delegation drew attention to the criterion ‘the programme, project or activity is primarily applicable to the particular needs of developing countries’, which did not imply exclusively and could therefore be addressed to all countries regardless of their economic context. The delegation thus explained its interpretation of the criteria, different to the one explained by the Consultative Body, and stated that China should not be penalized in this regard.
289. The delegation of the Czech Republic was pleased that China had submitted its interesting proposal, but believed that the three-year project period was too short to assess the impacts and sustainability of the programme, as it was uncertain what would happen with the practitioners in 5–10 years. In this regard, the delegation believed that qualitative assessment was very important and a best practice model should have clearly demonstrable results that proved its success. It encouraged China to continue the programme in order to submit it as Best Safeguarding Practice at a later stage.

290. The delegation of Japan congratulated China for its proposal. With regard to the three criteria the Body found not sufficiently satisfied, it noted the Body’s attribution of non-satisfaction of the quantitative and qualitative requirements to the short life of the programme. The delegation wished to hear from China to clarify the qualitative aspects of the programme.

291. The Chairperson noted that the issue of quantitative and qualitative assessment of the programme required some clarification, thereby asking China to clarify on the assessments carried out so far. Additionally, the Chairperson sought an explanation with regard to the short life of the programme as well as its international activities of cooperation.

292. With regard to P.8, the delegation of China admitted that it had been somewhat confused when elaborating the proposal as the nomination form had asked that past and future qualitative and quantitative assessments should be mentioned, adding that it had chosen the more future oriented approach. The delegation explained that the training strategy in the programme had first been formulated in 2006 with the primary assessments carried out in 2007, namely, the identification of the inheritors, evaluation and incentive mechanisms though competitions, and surveys and questionnaires that were sent to over 100 communities and schools. As a result, 16 traditional bearers were identified as representative inheritors and more than 30 individuals were awarded for their professional competence. These activities had considerably raised awareness of puppetry art, especially among children. The delegation also believed that the qualitative results had been presented whose strategy had greatly promoted inter-generational transmission of the art through school education and apprenticeships, and troupe training. With regard to international cooperation, the delegation spoke of the Quanzhou Puppetry Troupe that in 2005 had been approved as the United Nations South-South Cooperation Network Puppetry Art Demonstration Base, which since 2007 had performed and conducted academic activities internationally in more than 30 countries in cooperation with puppetry groups from other countries. The troupe had also accepted artists from more than ten developing countries, including 300 puppetry students who came to Fujian to learn the art and puppet-making skills, and had thus widely contributed towards regional and international cooperation in puppetry arts.

293. Having listened to the Consultative Body, the Committee members and the submitting State, the Chairperson then turned to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 1 adopted.

294. The delegation of Indonesia proposed to examine paragraph 2 sub-paragraph by sub-paragraph.

295. The Chairperson read the sub-paragraphs for each of the criteria. With no change proposed, sub-paragraph P.1 was adopted.

296. With regard to sub-paragraph P.2, the delegation of Morocco proposed deleting the second part of the sub-paragraph, which read, ‘however, it is not clearly demonstrated how the current programme promotes international coordination’. The delegations of Japan, Kyrgyzstan, and Egypt supported Morocco’s proposal.
297. The delegation of Brazil also supported Morocco, with a slight amendment to the first part that would read, ‘the programme has continued earlier examples […]’. The delegation of Spain fully agreed with Brazil and Morocco.
298. Seeing the consensus of the floor, the Chairperson declared adoption of sub-paragraph P.2 as amended. With no change proposed, sub-paragraphs 3–7 were adopted.

299. With regard to sub-paragraph P.8, the delegation of Grenada noted that despite the explanations given by China, the Consultative Body had stated in its report that evidence had not been provided by the submitting State in the file. The delegation recalled that the Committee had agreed that no additional information during a debate should be introduced into the file, since questions to the submitting State should serve only to clarify information already provided and the Committee heard the State Party clarify information. Moreover, the delegation drew attention to the different interpretation of P.8 in the French version of the nomination form compared to the English version
 with regard to requested information from the State Party. Consequently, China had responded to the requirement as stated in the English version, while the Consultative Body sought information as described in the French version. Consequently sub-paragraph P.8 should be amended.

300. The delegation of Indonesia proposed an amendment to sub-paragraph 8, which would read, ‘The proposal has provided some evidence that assessment has been conducted during the four years of the programme’s existence, and a set of assessment measures is proposed for the future’.
301. The delegation of Czech Republic agreed with the first part of the amendment, but wished to retain the last part of the original sentence.
302. The delegation of Spain supported Indonesia’s proposal, adding that the submitting State had first submitted the nomination in 2006 and provided additional information on the work that had taken place since.
303. The delegation of Brazil echoed Spain remarks in support of Indonesia’s amendment. Additionally, it requested the Secretariat to correct the French version of the nomination form, as earlier highlighted by Grenada. The delegations of Egypt and Morocco also supported the amendment.
304. The delegation of the Czech Republic sought to amend the last part of the sentence to, ‘however, the qualitative results have not been provided’. The Chairperson remarked on the apparent contradiction with the first part of the sentence.
305. The delegations of Latvia, Kyrgyzstan and Namibia also supported Indonesia’s proposal.
306. The delegation of Burkina Faso returned to the remarks by Grenada concerning additional information provided by the submitting State, which should refer to information already contained in the file. It therefore asked the Consultative Body the question as to whether there was evidence in the file that both qualitative and quantitative assessments had been carried out.
307. With regard to the questions addressed concerning first, international coordination, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body conceded that there was evidence of active participation of puppetry troupes in international events. However, in contrast to the Committee’s understanding that such international participation implied coordinating efforts to safeguard the element, the Chairperson explained that the participation as presented in the file did not imply such coordinated safeguarding efforts. With regard to P.8, the question raised by Burkina Faso, the Chairperson remarked that there were no qualitative assessments given in the file, while the impacts of the strategy on safeguarding the element were not sufficiently demonstrated. The Chairperson explained that the Strategy was a very active programme with many merits, but as a top-down strategy it ran the risk of supplanting the social fabric of the puppetry community that formed the foundation of the puppetry, transforming the form of transmission through the establishment of formal State schools. The Consultative Body therefore thought that qualitative assessments on the impact of such State-led activities on the heritage originally expressed by families and small groups in small local communities and on the continuity of that heritage would have been important; and therefore, qualitative, more than quantitative assessments were needed, stating the safeguarding of the element in its initial form. This therefore was the concern of the Body, which wished that the assessments be made before this programme is adopted as a model to be followed by the rest of the world.
308. Having listened to the Consultative Body and Committee members, the Chairperson sought concrete proposals from the floor in an effort to move forward.
309. The delegation of Grenada acknowledged some information was lacking in the file, but suggested deleting the references to qualitative and quantitative while encouraging the submitting State to provide the information in a subsequent revision. With regard to Brazil’s request, the delegation pointed out that the English version, and not the French version, of the proposal form should be corrected.
310. The delegation of Morocco agreed with Grenada to keep sole mention of assessment measures, while adding a paragraph that encouraged the State to carry out qualitative assessments, as proposed by the Czech Republic.
311. The Chairperson read out the amended text: ‘The proposal has provided evidence that assessment has been conducted during the four years of the programme’s existence, and a set of assessment measures is proposed for the future.’ With no further comments, sub-paragraph P.8 was adopted.
312. With regard to sub-paragraph P.9, the delegation of Indonesia remarked that the large-scale of China’s proposal reflected its size, and suggested replacing the current sub-paragraph with the following: ‘The programme could be applicable to developing countries by taking inspiration and adopting some of its components or approaches’, adding that the text was borrowed from paragraph 10 of the Consultative Body’s report.

313. The delegation of Brazil believed that the proposal had demonstrated social awareness of puppetry, and that the methodology could be replicated in developing countries. It therefore supported Indonesia’s proposal, proposing to add: ‘The programme provides a methodology that could be applicable […]’. The delegation of Japan supported the Brazil’s amendment.

314. The delegation of Grenada also supported the amendment by Indonesia and Brazil, but suggested replacing ‘adopting’ with ‘adapting’. With no further comments, sub-paragraph 9 was adopted as amended.
315. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 3. The delegation of Indonesia proposed deleting ‘not’, which would become, ‘decides to select’, which was duly adopted. There was no change to paragraph 4, which was duly adopted.

316. With regard to paragraph 5, the delegation of Indonesia proposed deleting ‘not yet’, which would become, ‘the programme is sufficiently proven’, while deleting, ‘even if its viability and potential are nevertheless recognized as good examples that may be of interest to other countries’.
317. The delegation of Belgium proposed deleting the entire paragraph 5. The delegation of Grenada supported Belgium’s proposal, as sub-paragraph P.9 of paragraph 2 sufficient covered this aspect. The delegation of Egypt and Brazil supported Belgium’s proposal, which was duly adopted.

318. With paragraph 6 now becoming paragraph 5, the delegation of Spain suggested amending the text to read, ‘both in quantitative as well as qualitative terms’. The delegation of Grenada and Morocco supported the proposal by Spain. With no further comments, paragraph 5 was adopted as amended.

319. The delegation of Spain proposed to amend the new paragraph 6, which would read, ‘Further invites the State Party to continue to consider how the programme could serve as a model to developing countries’.
320. Considering the previous amendments adopted, the delegation of Burkina Faso suggested deleting the entire paragraph 6, taking the opportunity to thank China for submitting its nomination to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. The delegations of Egypt and Madagascar supported Burkina Faso’s proposal. The delegation of Spain withdrew its amendment. With no further comments, paragraph 6 was deleted.
321. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 9.1 to select the Strategy for training coming generations of Fujian puppetry practitioners for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
322. On behalf of the local community and the Fujian puppeteers, the delegation of China extended its gratitude to the Consultative Body and the Secretariat for their tremendous efforts, adding that it valued the comments and suggestions put forward, which would be incorporated in future safeguarding measures. The delegation believed that its selection would not only contribute to safeguarding and sustainable development but also inter-generational transmission, and it reaffirmed its ongoing commitment to the safeguarding measures in the spirit of the Convention.
323. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body introduced the next proposal on Xtaxkgakget Makgkaxtlawana: the Centre for Indigenous Arts and its contribution to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of the Totonac people of Veracruz, Mexico [draft decision 7.COM 9.2] submitted by Mexico. The Center for Indigenous Arts was designed as a response to a long-term desire of the Totonac people to create an educational institution to transmit their teachings, art, values and culture. The structure of the centre represents a traditional settlement comprising house-schools, with each ‘House’ specialized in one of the Totonac arts for apprentices to follow, such as pottery, textiles, paintings, and the art of healing. The transmission of knowledge is integral and holistic. The Consultative Body concluded that the proposal responded well to the majority of the criteria. In criteria P.1 and P.3, the Consultative Body noted the importance given to education as a safeguarding measure through the institutionalization of non-formal transmission of Totonac traditions that complement traditional methods of transmission. In P.4 and P.8, the effectiveness of the programme had been positively evaluated with regard to the support and continuity of the Centre; the programme is periodically evaluated by a team trained by masters of the tradition, coordinators of the house-schools and other stakeholders with quantitative indicators as well as qualitative analyses of the impacts on the different aspects of transmission. In P.5, the proposal demonstrated the active participation of the communities at different levels of the programme, as well as their free, prior and informed consent. In P.7, the Centre and the communities expressed their willingness to cooperate in the promotion of the programme. In P.6, the transmission of traditional know-how at the Centre and its self-sufficiency could serve as a regional and international model of safeguarding. In P.9, thanks in particular to such characteristics as self-management of the communities, the promotion of income-generation and modularity, the programme could serve as a model for developing countries. Nevertheless, the Consultative Body sought a clearer explanation of how the Centre promoted the coordination of safeguarding efforts at the regional and international level in P.2, even though the file mentioned participation in a number of international festivals. The Consultative Body therefore recommended its selection to the Register.
324. With no forthcoming comments, the Chairperson moved to adopt the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. The delegation of Morocco wondered whether the last sentence of paragraph 1 that referred to ‘ongoing cooperation with creators and cultural agencies from other States of the country and from around the world’ could be more specific.
325. The Chairperson remarked that paragraph 1 was a summary of the proposal. With no further comments, paragraph 1 was adopted. With no comments or objections to paragraphs 2–6, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 9.2 to select Xtaxkgakget Makgkaxtlawana: the Centre for Indigenous Arts and its contribution to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of the Totonac people of Veracruz, Mexico for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. 
326. The delegation of Mexico was grateful for the positive decision, and presented the Secretary of the State of Veracruz and the representatives of the Totonac people. The Secretary of the State of Veracruz spoke of the honour for the State of Veracruz to have the Centre for Indigenous Arts on the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, which reinforced the commitment of the government and its support for safeguarding the Totonac identity. He thanked UNESCO for its decision, adding that this culture should not be in museums but should prosper and remain alive. A representative of the Totonac people expressed their gratitude in the Totonac language.
[Performance from representatives of the Totonac community]
327. Thanking Mexico for the colourful musical interlude, the Chairperson spoke of the difficulties faced by the Consultative Body in achieving the right balance between the different criteria with some being imperative, while others were perhaps less so. He also spoke of the difficult task of selecting the ‘best’, which was more subjective than simply examining proposals to the two lists. Nevertheless, the Consultative Body’s suggestion to consider possible revisions in the criteria was said to make good sense, as it would only help improve future work in this very important mechanism. In this way, adoption of Decision 7.COM 9 would enable the Secretariat to work closely with next year’s Consultative Body on suggestions on how to best identify the safeguarding practices among those submitted with possible recommendations by the Committee submitted to the next General Assembly.

328. The Chairperson then moved to the draft Decision 7.COM 9 on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no change proposed, paragraphs 1–3 were adopted.
329. The delegation of Latvia proposed an amendment to paragraph 4 in order to encourage States Parties to more actively nominate files to this mechanism, which read ‘Invites States Parties to take a more active position in identifying and presenting Best Safeguarding Practices for the Register, when proposing […]’.

330. The delegation of Grenada wondered what ‘active position’ implied. For the sake of clarity, the delegation of Latvia proposed ‘to be more active’. The delegations of Belgium, Albania, China and Peru supported the proposal, which was adopted.

331. The delegation of Brazil remarked that the programmes were not really models for countries since they all had different realities, but served more as an example and thus suggested replacing ‘model’ with ‘example’ in paragraph 5. The delegation of Belgium preferred to retain ‘model’. The Chairperson noted that the Convention used the term ‘model’. The delegation of Brazil withdrew its amendment.

332. With no further comments, The Chairperson pronounced paragraph 5 adopted. With no change in paragraph 6, it was adopted.

333. Referring to paragraph 7, the delegation of Morocco remarked that the revision of criteria only made the implementation of the Convention more confusing as it created uncertainty among States Parties, communities, experts and the Committee, and thus did not facilitate understanding and interpretation of the criteria regardless of the mechanism.

334. The Chairperson recalled an earlier comment made by Indonesia that cautioned against innumerable revisions of the criteria so as to allow certain jurisprudence with regard to the principles of learning.

335. The delegation of Indonesia agreed with Morocco’s remarks, adding that it was unclear who had proposed paragraph 7 and why. The delegation repeated its earlier remark to apply caution in revising the criteria, and thus proposed to delete paragraph 7, particularly as there were no strongly voiced positions by Committee members in this regard.

336. The Chairperson summarized Indonesia’s position that preferred to build a body of experience with regard to the Operational Directives before revision. The delegation of China wished to propose a new paragraph. The Chairperson preferred to first close the discussion on paragraph 7.

337. The delegation of Spain supported Indonesia’s proposal to allow the criteria to settle for a period of time as revisions might create confusion. The delegation of Egypt also supported the position by Indonesia, Morocco and Spain. With no further objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 7 deleted.

338. The delegation of China wished to include a new paragraph 7, which would read, ‘Invites the Secretariat to consider the possibility of incorporating the programmes, projects and activities selected by the Committee in the elaboration of training materials for the global capacity-building strategy.’
339. The delegation of Latvia and Burkina Faso supported China’s proposal. The delegation of Morocco also supported the proposal, but suggested clearer wording be used.

340. The Chairperson suggested to replace ‘invites’ with ‘requests’.

341. The delegation of Tunisia also supported China’s proposal. The delegation of Belgium proposed broadening the invitation to States Parties so as to include the programmes in their own training materials, which would read, ‘Invites all Member States and the Secretariat to consider […]’.

342. The delegation of Morocco agreed with Belgium’s proposal, but suggested that it could figure in another paragraph as the current paragraph 7 referred specifically to the global capacity-building strategy implemented by the Secretariat. The delegation of Belgium suggested deleting ‘global’ as the capacity-building strategy was implemented in every State Party and was therefore unnecessary.

343. The delegation of Uganda sought clarity on whether paragraph 7 was calling for training sessions to include the selected programmes or whether the global capacity-building strategy would be changed to incorporate the selected programmes.

344. The delegation of Brazil concurred with Morocco that the reference to capacity-building strategies implemented by States Parties should be the subject of a separate paragraph, and agreed that ‘requests’ was more appropriate.
345. The delegation of Latvia suggested withdrawing ‘capacity-building’, while retaining ‘elaboration of training strategies’.
346. Summing up, the Chairperson remarked that China’s proposal focused on the Secretariat’s work on the global capacity-building strategy, while Belgium sought to broaden the paragraph to include the States Parties, noting that two Committee members expressed a preference for two separate paragraphs.

347. The delegations of Morocco, Madagascar and Uganda reiterated its preference for two separate paragraphs. The paragraph now read: ‘Invites the Secretariat to incorporate the programmes, projects and activities selected by the Committee during the elaboration of training materials for the global capacity-building strategy.’ The delegation of Latvia withdrew its proposal.

348. The delegation of Belgium proposed copying the same text for the second paragraph, replacing ‘Secretariat’ with ‘States Parties’ and removing ‘global’.

349. With no further comments or objections paragraph 7, relating to the Secretariat, was adopted. The Chairperson read out the proposed paragraph 8: ‘Further invites the States Parties to incorporate the programmes, projects and activities selected by the Committee during the elaboration of training materials for their capacity-building strategies’, which was duly adopted.
350. The delegation of Grenada returned to an earlier point regarding the alignment of the English language version of the nomination form under P.8. The Secretariat took note.

351. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 9.

[The Vice-Chairperson from Spain replaced the Chairperson]

ITEM 10 OF THE AGENDA:

EXAMINATION OF INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS GREATER THAN US$25,000
Document
ITH/12/7.COM/10+Add
10 requests
Decision
7.COM 10

352. The Vice-Chairperson began by thanking the Chairperson for entrusting Spain with the honour to chair the discussion, before turning to item 10 and the examination of requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000. The Chairperson recalled that the Committee had received four international assistance requests greater than US$25,000 in 2011 but had not approved any. However, it did consider that with proper revision they would adequately respond to the selection criteria, as established in paragraph 12 of the Operational Directives. As previously explained, the Bureau subsequently granted two requests from Mongolia and Uganda. With regard to the two remaining requests, the request from Uruguay, which had been re-submitted to the Secretariat on 16 November 2012, would be examined by the new Bureau to be elected on Friday. The fourth request (jointly submitted by Bolivia, Chile and Peru) had been withdrawn. Speaking on behalf of the Bureau, the Chairperson spoke of the exercise as awkward, requesting that the situation be avoided in the future.

353. Returning to the work at hand, the Chairperson noted that for the first time the number of requests for international assistance exceeded nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List. This was particularly positive as resources were available to meet the requests and it showed the longer-term commitment to safeguarding efforts, especially as many of the requests were linked to inventories. Moreover, the 2012 cycle had the largest number of requests ever with the Consultative Body evaluating ten requests, though Uruguay withdrew its request. The task of the Committee was to examine the inscription criteria, though like those for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices were not all mandatory. Thus, drawing on the recommendations by the Consultative Body, the Committee’s decision would be based on the degree to which each request responded to the criteria in their totality. The Chairperson asked the Secretary to remind the Committee of the criteria.

354. Projecting the criteria on the screen, the Secretary read aloud the seven criteria, as well as paragraph 10 of the Operational Directives.
355. The Chairperson remarked that the Committee’s task was now to decide whether or not the requests sufficiently satisfy the criteria without necessarily meeting each of them separately.

356. For the last time, the Rapporteur of the Consultative Body recalled that in contrast to the criteria for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List or Representative List, all of which must be fully satisfied before an element is inscribed, the criteria for international assistance were not all obligatory. The overall recommendation is therefore based not on fully satisfying all criteria but instead on the degree to which the request responds to the criteria as a whole. Another specificity of international assistance is that a favourable decision of the Committee leads to the establishment of a contractual relationship between UNESCO and the organization designated by the requesting State as responsible for the project’s implementation. That contract must strictly reflect the scope of work proposed in the approved request and correspond exactly to its timetable and budget, except for minor technical corrections. Among the ten requests evaluated, two received a positive recommendation. It was difficult in several cases for the Consultative Body to get a clear idea of the purpose of the project and to assess its feasibility. In fact even if the State had endeavoured to respond with the specific information requested in each section, the overall rationale of the request was often not clear. The Consultative Body therefore considered that introducing a brief summary of the project and its objective in the request form could stem this trend in future cycles, requesting the Secretariat to modify the form accordingly. The Consultative Body was pleased to note that a number of requests aimed at supporting projects that emphasized wider development goals such as climate change adaptation, food security and poverty alleviation. As already pointed out in its 2011 report, a number of requests seemed to be inadequately framed in terms of the main purpose for which the Convention provides assistance which is, according to its Art. 19, to support States Parties ‘in their efforts to safeguard the intangible cultural heritage’. The Consultative Body had the impression that certain requests confused the objectives of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund with the International Fund for Cultural Diversity established under the 2005 Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions. Requests for international assistance can certainly include an income-generating component or seek to broaden the market for expressions of intangible cultural heritage, but the main objective should be to create an enabling environment for communities to practice and transmit their intangible cultural heritage and not to develop or strengthen cultural industries.

357. With regard to planning and project design, the Rapporteur remarked that in its 2011 report, the Consultative Body pointed to a problem that persisted in the 2012 requests: the difficulty of designing safeguarding plans that satisfy criterion A.2 (‘the amount of assistance requested is appropriate’) and criterion A.3 (‘the proposed activities are well conceived and feasible’). Most requests proposed activities that were too general and were not sufficiently described, making it difficult to properly evaluate their relevance and feasibility. These two criteria are decisive in the overall recommendation and all eight of the requests that were not recommended did not provide adequate responses to these two criteria. As in 2011, the Consultative Body therefore emphasized the crucial importance of coherency and consistency between the activities proposed, their timetable and their estimated costs. A number of requests confused objectives and results; the former were moreover often too far-reaching and unrealistic, even unconnected to the other components of the request such as the amount requested, the planned timeframe or the implementing capacities. It was considered important that requests clearly distinguish between long-term and short-term effects both to understand the global strategy in which the project would fit and to evaluate the appropriateness of the proposed activities to produce the expected results in the time foreseen. As highlighted its general report (Document ITH/12/7.COM/7), international assistance should be neither the first step nor the last for safeguarding, rather States Parties should envision a longer safeguarding process; one part of which is their request for international assistance.
358. With regard to sustainability and multiplier effects, the Rapporteur remarked that this aspect remained problematic, with the Consultative Body acknowledging the difficulty of evaluating criterion A.4 (‘the project may have lasting results’) since States are requested to imagine how the benefits of the project may last beyond its end, which assumed projections, assumptions and uncertainties. In order to ensure as fair and objective an evaluation as possible of criterion A.4, the Consultative Body did not limit itself to the information provided in the section of the form specifically dedicated to sustainability, but endeavoured to determine whether the file as a whole sufficiently supported its statements on the project’s sustainability. In general, the Consultative Body considered that the sustainability of the project was closely related to its feasibility and therefore in a number of cases could only conclude that criterion A.4 was not satisfied, because it had also decided that criterion A.3 was not satisfied. As in 2011, the Consultative Body wished to remind States Parties that knowledge transfer needs to be built into every project so that the activities can be sustained once the international assistance funds are depleted. The Consultative Body noted with concern a tendency to plan to use the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund to finance a number of operating costs to be covered after the end of the project, if it is to have a chance of being sustainable without providing any information on the mechanisms that would continue functioning after the implementation of the project or on possible financial and technical contributions that could be mobilized to sustain it. For two requests, the requesting State Party appeared to have charged an NGO to prepare the request and implement the project and the involvement of the State seemed inadequate, which was likely to undermine the sustainability of the project. However, it also wished to underline that sustainability cannot be guaranteed solely by the State Party’s commitment but required the involvement and commitment of all parties concerned, particularly beneficiary communities.
359. With regard to the involvement of communities, groups or individuals, the Rapporteur remarked that that there was often insufficient community involvement, as noted in the Consultative Body’s report (Document ITH/12/7.COM/7). States Parties should recall that criterion A.1 includes two requirements: that ‘the community, group and/or individuals concerned participated in the preparation of the request’ and that they ‘will be involved in the implementation of the proposed activities, and in their evaluation and follow-up as broadly as possible’. In general, requesting States tended to neglect the first requirement; communities are at best consulted on a programme already developed, but they are seldom involved in its design and planning and in some cases they are only identified much later once the funds are approved. Faced with the high number of projects in which the identification of the communities concerned was considered a first step of the project, the Consultative Body considered that it was not possible for States Parties to demonstrate community involvement without first identifying the communities concerned by the request. Additionally, it was mindful that introducing a financial dimension to activities that were traditionally not performed for money might have more negative effects than benefits. The Consultative Body also noted that in a number of requests financial compensation was foreseen for a large number of parties involved in the implementation of the project, but the communities themselves were sometimes excluded.
360. With regard to capacity-building, a requirement of A.6, the Rapporteur reported that too often the capacity-building included in the requests were aimed at institutions or government bodies while overlooking the communities. In this regard, States Parties should demonstrate how the activities proposed might contribute concretely to building capacities of all parties involved and specifically in ensuring the viability of intangible cultural heritage. As with the question of sustainability, the Consultative Body did not base its evaluation exclusively on the information provided within the section but evaluated the potential of the proposed activities as revealed elsewhere in the request. With regard to the budget, the Rapporteur remarked that it was a weak point in almost all the requests evaluated in that often they did not provide sufficient detail or were not precise enough to justify the amounts requested. The Consultative Body wished to reiterate the crucial importance of preparing budgets in a rigorous and transparent way and ensuring a clear and legible correspondence between activities, budget and timetable. As in its 2011 report, the Consultative Body noted that States often neglected to quantify their contribution, especially their in-kind contribution, particularly as paragraph 8 of the Operational Directives states that, ‘international assistance provided to States Parties for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage is supplementary to national efforts for safeguarding’. Therefore giving due attention to describing States Parties’ expected in-kind services was proof of their commitment and awareness of the national resources that will need to be invested throughout the project, and even after the international assistance is granted. The Consultative Body also drew the Committee’s attention to the tendency of a number of requests to allocate the largest part of the budget to the implementing organization (for human resources, equipment or both) while often neglecting the communities concerned. Such imbalances may jeopardize not only the feasibility of the project but also its sustainability, since the continuity of the implementing organization would depend on the international assistance.
361. With regard to inventory-making, the Rapporteur reported that most of the requests were intended to support national or sub-national inventories of intangible cultural heritage. This focus reflects the commitment of States Parties to implement the 2003 Convention, starting with their first obligation to ‘identify and define the various elements of the intangible cultural heritage present in [their] territory, with the participation of communities, groups and relevant non-governmental organizations’ (Article 11(b)). The Consultative Body adopted a practical position regarding the participation of communities in the preparation of requests for financing inventorying (criterion A.1). It considered that it was reasonable that such requests come directly from government agencies without community involvement at this early stage. It nevertheless deemed it essential that communities be fully involved in the inventory-making and not simply as informants, and that the requests describe in detail the basis on which beneficiary communities would be selected, as well as the mechanisms for ensuring their widest possible participation.  A number of requests did not seem to conceive documentation as a safeguarding measure but saw it rather as a means to build or expand an archive. States Parties are reminded that the aim of recording and documentation as stipulated in Article 2.3 of the Convention should be to ensure the viability of the intangible cultural heritage concerned and be complemented by other appropriate safeguarding measures, particularly through formal and non-formal education. In some cases, this misunderstanding could have been avoided if requests had provided more information on the methodologies of fieldwork or data collection and treatment. It also regretted seeing little or no information on how the collected information and knowledge would be returned and made available to the communities involved in the inventory-making.
362. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for her helpful overview, announcing that the present session would be extended until 8.30 p.m. The Chairperson remarked on the difficulties experienced by the Consultative Body in properly evaluating the requests, as many of them were too general and not sufficiently detailed. It was also highlighted that a favourable decision would lead to the establishment of a contractual relationship between UNESCO and the implementing body. The contract must therefore strictly reflect the scope of work proposed in the approved request, as the Secretariat had a very small margin of manoeuvre for altering terms. The Chairperson explained that item 10 would follow the same procedure as previously adopted, taking each request in turn followed by a general discussion. In an effort to save time, it was decided to move directly to the international assistance requests and open the floor to general comments at the end of the session.

363. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the first request for international assistance for the Inventory and promotion of intangible cultural heritage in Burkina Faso [draft decision 7.COM 10.1] submitted by Burkina Faso. This project involves the establishment of an inventory on the elements of intangible cultural heritage generated by the ethno-cultural communities in Burkina Faso so as to identify their state of viability and ensure their promotion. Its objectives are to develop a national strategy for inventorying and promoting intangible cultural heritage; to educate communities, policy-makers and the public about the importance of intangible cultural heritage; to build stakeholder capacity in the safeguarding of such heritage; to make an inventory of intangible cultural heritage elements in the field; and to disseminate the results at national and international levels. The Consultative Body found that the submitting State had elaborated an ambitious inventorying project and proposed a clear and well-structured sequence of activities. It also appreciated the very clear manner in which the State expressed the need to establish inventories as a preliminary step in any safeguarding plan. Despite some minor errors the budget was very detailed and clearly corresponded well with all the proposed activities. Moreover, it was described as one of the best budget presentations in the present cycle. Finally, the Consultative Body recognized the efforts to strengthen the capacities of the teams leading the project, but wished to recall that communities are at the centre of the programme and consequently their involvement deserves compensation and encouragement, as expressed in paragraph 5 of the draft decision. For these reasons, the Consultative Body recommended to approve the request for international assistance.
364. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson moved to the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, and declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.1 to approve international assistance in the amount of US$262,080 for the Inventory and promotion of intangible cultural heritage in Burkina Faso.
365. The delegation of Burkina Faso stated that the international assistance would enable the country to undertake the process of inventorying its intangible cultural heritage in order to implement safeguarding measures. It affirmed that the project had been elaborated with the full participation of the communities in conformity with Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention, whose work would continue in the implementation of the safeguarding measures as well as updates of the inventory. The delegation took the opportunity to thank the Consultative Body for its work and the Secretariat, in particular whose letter requesting additional information had helped in improving the application request.
366. The Chairperson thanked Burkina Faso for its request.
367. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Inventory of intangible cultural heritage in the Central African Republic [draft decision 7.COM 10.2] submitted by the Central African Republic. The heritage of the Central African Republic is endangered because of the loss of knowledge, know-how and skills due to the disappearance and neglect of the bearers in the communities concerned. As a consequence, the Central African Republic has undertaken a pre-inventory to identify and list the representative expressions and elements. The full implementation of this inventory project at the national level would involve the creation of a database, the identification of the threats, the determination of actions to revitalize the elements, and the dissemination of the results. The Consultative Body found that the submitting State had sufficiently demonstrated that the communities and their leaders had participated in the preparatory activities in this request, while recognizing the need to safeguard their intangible cultural heritage. It also agreed that the process of preparing an inventory as proposed was likely to strengthen the capacity of the different stakeholders involved in the project such as heritage experts and the bearers of intangible cultural heritage. However, despite these positive impressions, the Consultative Body could not favourably recommend the request for three main reasons. Firstly, the Consultative Body identified significant calculation errors in the budget, noting in particular that a number of proposed activities were not reflected in the budget. It therefore concluded that criterion A.2 was not met. Secondly, the activities were insufficiently detailed, including work on the methodologies for collecting and treating field data, as well as how the communities involved in the project inventory would be selected. This lack of information combined with confusion between the project objectives and the means of attaining the objectives through the activities affected the intelligibility of the project and therefore the Consultative Body’s ability to assess its feasibility, as required by A.3. The Consultative Body regretted the insufficient coordination of all the actors involved, as well as a lack of rigour in the presentation of the request. Finally, it noted that the amount requested did not seem appropriate nor sufficiently demonstrate the project’s feasibility, making it difficult to positively conclude on its sustainability, as required in criterion A.4. This feeling was reinforced by the fact that the project depended almost entirely on funding from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund with an extremely modest contribution by the government. Moreover, the State did not demonstrate how it would pursue the work of the inventory beyond the project period and thus its longer term safeguarding, as the specific detailed costs were neither identified from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund nor earmarked from government sources, including any in-kind contributions. The Consultative Body therefore concluded that despite the project’s merits and relevance, it could not recommend the approval of the present request. However, it incorporated several paragraphs in the draft decision that it hoped would guide the State Party in its revised application.

368. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.2 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$170,000 for the Inventory of intangible cultural heritage in the Central African Republic.
369. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Inventory of the intangible cultural heritage of Guatemala [draft decision 7.COM 10.3] submitted by Guatemala. This project aims to initiate inventories in six municipalities of Guatemala and to build capacities at different levels including community, municipal and institutional human resources, which would be undertaken by national institutions for cultural promotion, local authorities and associations as well as university students. The principal activities include fieldwork for the collection and the validation of data, and the creation of an electronic database as well as a series of coordination and capacity-building workshops. The Consultative Body welcomed the commitment by the government to share almost one-third of the costs of the activities for which assistance was requested. It also appreciated the State’s willingness to strengthen the capacity of a wide range of stakeholders through the implementation of the project – from communities to national and municipal institutions in the field of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. However, the Consultative Body encountered a major problem concerning the identification of the target communities, especially the description of their involvement in the implementation and follow-up of the project, as required by A.1. It considered that it was reasonable for requests concerning the preparation of inventories to come directly from government bodies without the participation of communities at this preliminary stage. Nevertheless, it is essential that applications describe in detail the basis on which the beneficiary communities would be selected, as well as the mechanisms ensuring the widest possible participation. In this case, the information had not been provided and, in particular, there seemed to be some confusion between the students involved in the inventory exercise and the communities with whom they were supposed to interact. With regard to the appropriateness of the amount requested (criterion A.2), the Consultative Body was unable to conclude positively. Although the budget appeared to be clearly presented, it did not completely correspond to the proposed activities. In addition, there were significant imbalances among the expenditure items, which were not sufficient explained. Other major problems arose. For example, the purpose of the request did not correspond to the stated objectives. Moreover, it appeared to be a pilot project to be tested in six municipalities before being extended nationwide, though it remained unclear whether this was indeed a project for a national inventory or simply a step towards a national inventory. Therefore it was difficult to conclude that the proposed activities were well conceived and feasible and that the project would have lasting results, as required by criteria A.3 and A.4. With regard to the sustainability of the project and its potential multiplier effects, the Consultative Body considered that the information collected during the project could lay the groundwork for a future inventory, though it was difficult to go beyond mere conjecture, as there was insufficient information about the proposed activities. Given the problems of coherence, it concluded that it could not give a positive recommendation and added paragraphs 5 and 6 to the draft decision to serve as guidance.

370. The Chairperson thanked the Consultative Body for its constructive approach in its addition of paragraphs to the draft decisions that would help States Parties improve their application requests.

371. The delegation of Brazil described the project as interesting, adding that it could be improved in a second or third phase in terms of extending the national inventory, although the project appeared to initially focus on six municipalities. The delegation sought clarification from Guatemala of the communities involved in the project, surmising that it might be an official mapping of the different communities because it was difficult to pinpoint all of the communities at this stage, or so that it would be better able to identify the communities so that the project could be better rolled out.

372. The delegation of Guatemala explained that the project was one phase of the inventory process that would allow for implementation across the country in line with its socio-cultural diversity, and thus help draw lessons to better design a fully-fledged project. The six municipalities covered the four different areas of the country, comprising five different ethnic communities in which different working methods would be applied. The delegation further explained that this was not a new initiative but was in fact a second step in which the methodological groundwork would be carried out fully with the communities, adding that the university students would solely provide the technical assistance. The delegation outlined the importance of bringing together the different ethnic groups, as racism and discrimination were rife in parts of the country.

373. The Chairperson thanked Guatemala for its clear explanations, and with no further comments, moved to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, and declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.3 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$48,828 for the Inventory of the intangible cultural heritage of Guatemala.
374. The delegation of Guatemala assured the Committee that it would continue to work on the technical elements, but it did not agree with the decision taken.
375. The delegation of Brazil regretted that the project was still not aligned with the Operational Directives and offered assistance to Guatemala to help draft a new application request. The Chairperson thanked Brazil for its constructive suggestion.
376. The delegation of Peru also offered technical assistance to Guatemala through the work of CRESPIAL, the regional category 2 centre. The Chairperson thanked Peru for its offer of assistance.
377. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Support for safeguarding and disseminating the skills of weaving wild silk in Madagascar [draft decision 7.COM 10.4] submitted by Madagascar, noting that it was the first application request not linked to an inventory. To ensure the safeguarding and transmission of the traditional skills of weaving wild silk, this project aims to strengthen the management system for the Tapia Forest and enhance the wild silk industry. The project would establish a legal and regulatory framework for safeguarding of the forest resources, and would raise awareness on the heritage through educational kits and an itinerant exhibition, as well as building capacity among local communities to design and market their products by setting up a funding mechanism. The Consultative Body welcomed the request that highlighted the potential of intangible cultural heritage to contribute effectively to the sustainable development of communities, particularly natural resources management. However, it had difficulty understanding how the project, as presented, corresponded to the objectives of international assistance. Echoing the remarks by the Rapporteur, there appeared to be some confusion between the objectives of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund and the International Fund for Cultural Diversity established by the 2005 Convention. Moreover, on a number of occasions, it had the impression that the proposed capacity-building did not sufficiently focus on the weavers and their know-how, but rather the commercial interests for which the bearers were not necessarily beneficiaries. In addition, community participation was foreseen in the future, but there was insufficient information on how the communities were involved in the elaboration of the request or their involvement in the planning of proposed activities and the planned mechanisms of implementation, as required in A.1. The Consultative Body also felt that the budget presented was insufficiently detailed, making it difficult to determine whether the amount was adequate and reasonably aligned with the proposed activities. Furthermore, the feasibility and sustainability of the project were equally difficult to evaluate for two reasons. Firstly, the objectives were not clearly defined, while the aim of safeguarding appeared distant. Secondly, the State’s involvement appeared to be insufficient. In this case, the implementation was assigned to an NGO, while the very minor role of the State and the absence of cost sharing, whether in cash or in-kind, appeared to seriously compromise the project, as it relied almost exclusively on the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. Finally, the Consultative Body regretted that the submitting State did not respond to the request by the Secretariat for additional information. Thus, the Consultative Body recommended not to approve the request and offered guidance to the State in its re-submission of the file, as outlined in paragraphs 5–9.

378. The delegation of Brazil remarked that the Committee for the 2005 Convention for the Promotion and Protection of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions often received requests for funds that were deemed to concern the 2003 Convention and vice-versa, resulting in a grey zone, suggesting that there was room for coordination between the two Convention secretariats. The delegation suggested that the application forms for the two funds present an explanation of the appropriateness of the fund in question.

379. The Chairperson thanked Brazil for its relevant remark, adding that the Secretariat would take note and would likely discuss the issue with the other secretariat to smooth out any ambiguity. With no further comments, the Chairperson moved to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, and declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.4 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$198,619 for Support for safeguarding and disseminating the skills of weaving wild silk in Madagascar.
380. The delegation of Madagascar thanked the Consultative Body for its work and for its recommendations. It spoke of its unease vis-à-vis the request since it was the NGO that had presented the project, which owing to a change of management, had failed to reply to the request for additional information. The delegation had sought to withdraw the request but was unable to do so as it had been proposed by the NGO and not the State Party.
381. The Chairperson thanked Madagascar for its explanation and clarification.
382. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Inventory of Malawi’s indigenous knowledge related to climate change adaptation strategies [draft decision 7.COM 10.5] submitted by Malawi. Rural communities in Malawi have devised ingenious ways to cope with and adapt to the adverse impacts of extreme weather events that result in climate change. This project proposes to make a systematic and comprehensive national inventory of indigenous practices so as to provide information that will help formulate evidence-based and culturally appropriate climate change policies. The principal objectives are to identify and document these strategies; to record indigenous knowledge pertaining to weather forecasts; and to document the harnessing of indigenous technologies to ensure food security. The Consultative Body appreciated the initiative of Malawi to elaborate a request for a project based on a strong belief in the potential of intangible cultural heritage to meet the challenges of sustainable development related to climate change. However, as seen in the previous case, it found that the request was not sufficiently formulated in terms of the objective for which assistance would be granted. One of the major problems encountered concerned the lack of convincing evidence that the community was involved in the preparation of the request or in the planning and implementation of the proposed activities, particularly as there was no minimum identification of the communities. The Consultative Body had the impression that the approach was not sufficiently participatory, with communities being asked to accept plans already developed. Moreover, the request did not explain how the project would strengthen capacities in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, not only for the NGO in charge of the project, but also for the communities themselves. Moreover, the request had scarcely addressed safeguarding, while the inventory, although mentioned in the project title, had hardly been mentioned. As such it was difficult to determine the project’s feasibility, particularly as the budget revealed high costs for certain components and very modest for others considered essential. For example, the Consultative Body was surprised to note the considerable sum allocated to the implementing NGO, while the participating communities did not appear to receive financial compensation. Finally, the State Party’s financial management and monitoring was described as non-existent, raising serious doubts on the sustainability of the project. Although the Consultative Body was sensitive to the merits of the request, it concluded that it was unable to recommend its approval. However, it provided constructive guidance for possible resubmission by adding paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 for the Committee’s consideration.

383. Despite some concerns, the Chairperson remarked on the interesting features of the request, then turned to the draft decision. There was no change to paragraphs 1–8, which were duly adopted. Thus, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.5 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$225,650 for Inventory of Malawi’s indigenous knowledge related to climate change adaptation strategies.
384. The delegation of Morocco wondered if the notion of ‘climate change’ as expressed in this nomination was linked to the modern situation associated with pollution and other phenomena, or was linked to the more ancient phenomena of successive seasons where the transmission of intangible cultural heritage was aimed at adapting to the natural environment.

385. The delegation of Malawi thanked the Consultative Body, the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their work, as well as the Bureau for approving a financial request for less than US$25,000 submitted by Malawi. Nevertheless, the delegation wished to underscore the importance of the present request that sought to help vulnerable groups such as women and children who were often victims of climate change through floods and droughts, which had calamitous effects of agriculture – the mainstay of Malawi’s economy. This was particularly notable as the communities themselves possessed the indigenous knowledge to mitigate such adverse impacts for which the project sought to record. The delegation explained that the request had been submitted prior to the implementation of the capacity-building programme, and it took the opportunity to thank the Flanders Fund-in-Trust that supported activities in the region, from which it would benefit in the re-submission of its file.

386. The Chairperson hoped that Malawi’s revision of the request would result in an approval by the Committee at its next session.

387. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Safeguarding the intangible traditions of Kwagh-Hir (Tiv puppetry theatre) in Nigeria through comprehensive documentation [draft decision 7.COM 10.6] submitted by Nigeria. Kwagh-hir is a form of puppetry theatre traditionally performed in Tiv communities in the state of Benue, Nigeria. It provides secular entertainment, education and socialization through the enactment of past and contemporary events by performers using puppets and masquerades. The aim of the project is therefore to safeguard and reinvigorate Kwagh-hir, and in so doing help to revive intergenerational transmission of the folk arts of the Tiv people, including Tiv craftsmanship and intellectual traditions, preserve and promote the lexicon and grammar of the Tiv language, and reinforce the cultural identity of Tiv people. The Consultative Body was unable to recommend the request for several reasons. Firstly, the participation of the community and bearers in the elaboration of the request was not demonstrated nor was their participation in the planning and implementation of the proposed activities. Similarly, the request did not appear to focus on the willingness to strengthen the safeguarding capacities of the communities nor the design of the activities, since the planned measures, such as compensation to the practitioners or audiovisual archives, seemed sporadic with limited ability to produce lasting effects. Additionally, the proposed budget was not in balance with the proposed activities, and there was a lack of detail in the estimated costs. Moreover, the lack of distinction between the costs to be borne by the State and those covered by the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund had not enabled the Consultative Body to decide whether the amount requested was appropriate. It was also unable to positively conclude on the merits of the proposed activities owing to a lack of information on the element itself (the Kwagh-Hir), the context in which it is practiced, and its sustainability. In addition to these shortcomings, the lack of community participation was a subject of concern. The Consultative Body therefore concluded that it could not recommend the request’s approval. Nevertheless, in order to provide constructive guidance for possible resubmission, it added paragraphs 4–6 for the Committee’s consideration.

388. The Chairperson then turned to the draft decision. There was no change to paragraphs 1–6, which were duly adopted. Thus, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.6 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$95,000 for the Safeguarding the intangible traditions of Kwagh-Hir (Tiv puppetry theatre) in Nigeria through comprehensive documentation.
389. Due to a pressing engagement, the delegation of Nigeria was unable to respond, requesting permission to do so in a later session. The Chairperson agreed.

390. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Safeguarding of intangible heritage of Pakistan’s Khyber Pukhtoonkhwa Province [draft decision 7.COM 10.7] submitted by Pakistan. This project aims to safeguard and revive performing arts in the province of Khyber Pukhtoonkhwa in the northwest of Pakistan. Key activities planned include the production and dissemination of audio-visual materials, the organization of large concerts in major cities, the creation of annual music and drama competitions among schools to raise awareness about the importance of this intangible cultural heritage, to encourage 40 talented performers in need with financial assistance, and the organization of training for cultural officers. The Consultative Body was sensitive to the difficult living conditions of the bearers, whose safeguard was the focus of the request. However, it noted that the activities proposed did not sufficiently take this difficult context into consideration and therefore did not seem to effectively contribute towards building capacity among the bearers in safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage. In addition, although the request referred to NGOs working in the field of performing arts, the file did not provide sufficient evidence that the community concerned participated in the preparation of the request. Indeed, the request seemed to envisage the community as a beneficiary of the request and not as an active agent in the development and evaluation of the activities proposed. Although the budget was clearly structured and corresponded to the proposed activities, the Consultative Body concluded that the request was not well conceived and feasible for two main reasons. Firstly, it was cited that the project’s feasibility depended on such factors as the return of expatriate artists to their hometowns and the fight against fundamentalism, which went well beyond the scope and possibilities of the safeguarding project. Secondly, there was insufficient identification of the intangible cultural heritage and its viability. The sustainability of the project was also called into question, especially as the proposed activities such as concerts and competitions were infrequent and would not adequately contribute towards a broader process to consolidate peace, considered a necessary prerequisite in the long term. The Consultative Body therefore concluded that despite the project’s merits, it could not recommend the request’s approval. Nevertheless, in order to provide constructive guidance for possible resubmission, it added paragraphs 6 and 7 for the Committee’s consideration.
391. The delegation of Uruguay thanked the Consultative Body for the high quality of its work. Sensitive to performing arts and the freedom of expression that it evokes, the delegation sought clarification from Pakistan on the concerns identified.
392. The Chairperson thanked Uruguay for the opportunity to allow Pakistan to provide clarity, however, the delegation was unfortunately absent and therefore unable to respond. The Chairperson thus turned to the draft decision. There was no change to paragraphs 1–7, which were duly adopted. Thus, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.7 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$48,000 for the Safeguarding of intangible heritage of Pakistan’s Khyber Pukhtoonkhwa Province.
393. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next request for international assistance for the Inventory of traditional musics in Senegal [draft decision 7.COM 10.8] submitted by Senegal. The traditional music of Senegal encompasses a vast and diverse array of musical traditions, genres, instruments and associated craftsmanship. However, large parts of Senegal’s musical heritage are very poorly documented and may disappear. The project aims to strengthen the capacity of the communities concerned to carry out a preventative safeguarding inventory within the framework of a safeguarding strategy that intends to preserve and enhance this heritage, and help to reinvigorate the chain of transmission. This includes the management of a database that will provide important sources for research, education and the promotion of traditional music. The Consultative Body was unanimously satisfied with the way the budget was presented in the detailed itemization that clearly corresponded with the activities proposed, as well as their design and feasibility. Indeed, the Consultative Body considered that the series of main activities – the backbone of the request – was generally well conceived with the six components following a logical order and demonstrating decisive community participation, notably through the establishment of on local management committees. The Consultative Body was therefore pleased to approve the request, but nevertheless had two general recommendations for the implementation of the project. Firstly, it wished to recall that the approval of assistance was not an end in itself, and suggested that the State Party consider the project as part of a process of sustained long-term safeguarding through the development of policies and the strengthening of institutions and the involvement of communities in the safeguarding measures. Secondly, it encouraged the State Party to further reflect on the safeguarding of traditional music by involving competent bodies, and to be particularly attentive to the information collected and processed on behalf of the communities within their territories. The Consultative Body therefore considered these two aspects to be fundamental in the future use of the inventory as they contributed effectively to the safeguard and revitalization of musical expressions.
394. Noting the positive recommendation, the Chairperson turned to the draft decision. With no changes to paragraphs 1–7, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.8 to approve international assistance in the amount of US$80,789 for the Inventory of traditional musics in Senegal.
395. Noting the absence of Senegal, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the final request for international assistance for the Documentation and inventory of intangible cultural heritage in the Republic of Sudan [draft decision 7.COM 10.9] submitted by the Republic of Sudan. The intangible cultural heritage of Sudan comprises elements of Nubian, Christian and Islamic civilizations, all of which are reflected in the various cultural forms and expressions performed by different communities during certain festivals, celebrations and occasions. This project proposes to build on this work to compile detailed, itemized and comprehensive lists of cultural forms, genres and activities pertaining to intangible culture in all parts of the country. This inventory would create a sense of awareness among local communities of the importance and value of their cultural heritage. The Consultative Body welcomed the commitment and determination by Sudan to carry out a national inventory of intangible cultural heritage and to invest in training and capacity-building throughout the process. It recognized the planning of training and awareness activities by inviting a wide range of institutional and community actors in project implementation. It also noted the involvement of Sudan in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage present in its territory through international assistance for a project involving the digitization of archives of traditional music. However, the Consultative Body noted that the participation of the communities had not been sufficiently demonstrated neither in the elaboration of the request nor in the implementation of the proposed activities. Other concerns included the numerous inaccuracies in the calculation of the budget. Moreover, the submitting State did not provide details on its financial contribution nor on the use of the funds. The absence of correlation between the activities listed in the budget and those included in the project’s implementation strategy also led to the conclusion that, as presented, the activities were not well designed. Greater consistency between the objectives, results and activities was therefore necessary to ensure the project’s coherency. In addition, it was hoped that the inventory’s methodology would have described the proposed activities and the roles and actors involved in the process in more detail. Given the budget concerns and the disparities between the activities and expected results, the Consultative Body felt that the potential impacts specified in the request were not sufficiently justified. Thus, it encouraged Sudan to resubmit a carefully revised budget and to consider the systematic participation of the bearer communities.
396. The delegation of Uruguay spoke of the relevance of the remarks made by the Consultative Body, and sought greater clarification from Sudan in view of promoting peace and national unity and the role of performance art in this regard.

397. The delegation of Sudan disagreed with the remarks concerning the lack of community participation, adding that 15 states nationwide would take part in the project, which included government officials (members of the communities), NGOs and tradition bearers. The delegation added that the local community was involved in the drafting of proposals, when usually this was not the case. However, it conceded that the type of contribution by the government had not been clearly stated, and that despite a reference to financial assistance given to one university it could not substitute a nationwide initiative. The delegation also admitted that there were discrepancies in some of the figures, but that these could be corrected. With regard to the responsible NGO, the delegation assured that the request had come from the government, adding that the country’s culture was in a volatile situation and endangered such that a lot of assistance was required.

398. Thanking Sudan for its explanation, the Chairperson wished to remind the Committee that submitting States could only respond to specific questions, before turning to the draft decision. There was no change to paragraphs 1 and 2, which were duly adopted.
399. In light of the explanation and despite the noted concerns, the delegation of Uruguay sought to reconsider and revise the Consultative Body’s recommendation given the urgency of the situation and thus approve the project, particularly with peace and unity under threat.
400. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body remarked that Sudan had spoken of a multinational file when the application was a national request, even though it involved several States. The Chairperson agreed that all threatened intangible heritage required wide support but that real threats had to be expressed through appropriate measures and budgets or efforts would be in vain. The Chairperson drew attention to the fact that Sudan had mentioned under section 5 that this was not a non-emergency request, adding that an emergency request could have been made instead. Furthermore, approval of the request would be improper and would not set a good precedent, as there were justified concerns about the project’s effectiveness, which would jeopardize the objective of safeguarding.
401. With no further comments, the Chairperson turned to the draft decision. There was no change to paragraphs 3–7, which were duly adopted. Thus, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.9 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$200,000 for the Documentation and inventory of intangible cultural heritage in the Republic of Sudan.
[The Chairperson reprised his role]

402. Thanking the Committee for its commitment, the Chairperson duly adjourned the session.

[Wednesday 5 December, morning session]
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403. The Chairperson resumed work on the draft decision 7.COM 7 of the agenda, which had been suspended until all the decisions on the Consultative Body’s work had been completed, as well as the adoption of draft decision 7.COM 10. The Chairperson explained that decision 7.COM 10 addressed some of the issues that were encountered in the examination of the nine international assistance requests, namely: i) to acknowledge the efforts of States Parties that highlighted the contribution of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development; ii) the importance of ensuring consistency and rigorous correspondence between the proposed activities, their timetable and the budget; iii) the importance of an accurate budget that reflected not only the amount requested but also the financial or in-kind contribution of the requesting State; iv) the need to describe and justify the methods and approaches used in the proposed activities, since they are key in the examination of the appropriateness and feasibility of the project. The Chairperson opened the floor to other transversal issues that the Committee wished to address in the chapeau decision.

404. With no comments or amendments forthcoming, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 10.
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405. The Chairperson then turned to the draft decision 7.COM 7, recalling that the decision was a result of the observations made by the Consultative Body on the three mechanisms it examined, as presented by the Rapporteur in her report on Monday. It also presented a number of general issues raised during the debates. The Chairperson summarized them as follows: i) the increasing number of States Parties emphasizing the contribution of intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development; ii) the importance of taking into account the relevant decisions of the Committee and reports of its two advisory bodies when preparing and submitting files; iii) the importance of not only providing all the necessary information but of providing it in the proper place; iv) the spirit of mutual respect that should guide the preparation of files; v) the key role that communities play in both the preparation of files and the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures, and the need for States Parties to find creative ways to ensure their widest possible participation; vi) the request to the Secretariat to filter out any file that has been substituted in place of the original file midway through the process.

406. With regard to the second point, the Chairperson recalled that the Secretariat had compiled an information document, which indexed the previous reports of the advisory bodies as well as the previous decisions of the Committee concerning a number of transversal issues, adding that States should take heed of that history. The Secretariat would duly update the document to reflect all the decisions taken during the present session. The Chairperson also recalled that a general debate on the above issues had already taken place [on Monday] following the Consultative Body’s oral report. The Chairperson therefore invited Committee members to consider any general considerations on the three mechanisms that they would like to introduce into the draft decision.

407. The delegation of Brazil spoke of the meticulous work of the Consultative Body that was going in the right direction with regard to Best Safeguarding Practices and Urgent Safeguarding List. However, despite the good evaluations by the Consultative Body on the international assistance requests, the delegation felt that the guidelines were too strict, arising in a situation where funds were available but the requests were not approved. The delegation felt unhappy that a number of States Parties in real need of resources had found their requests declined, adding that the Committee should reflect on a possible revision of the guidelines or how to better assist States Parties in submitting more successful files.

408. The delegation of Belgium recalled the long discussions on commercial activities, safeguarding and sustainable development, noting Morocco proposal to refer to paragraphs 116 and 117 of the Operational Directives under the chapeau of commercial activities related to intangible cultural heritage. The delegation believed that more guidance was needed and proposed to insert a new paragraph 6 to the draft decision, which would read: ‘Taking note of the discussions about safeguarding, commercialization and sustainable development, the Committee invites the Secretariat to propose draft directives about this topic for the next session of the Committee, elaborating among others paragraphs 116 and 117 of the Operational Directives’.

409. The Chairperson remarked that the proposals would be dealt with when going through the individual paragraphs.

410. Returning to the decision on Nigeria’s request for international assistance, the delegation of Nigeria reassured the Committee that all the observations would be taken into account in the resubmission of its file.

411. Approving the spirit of the decision, the delegation of Grenada noted the reference to former decisions and reports when preparing files, adding that it was not always easy for States Parties. The delegation wished to introduce two recommendations that had been apparent during the examination of the two files, namely, that States Parties develop a more sustainable safeguarding plan with focused activities within a feasible timeline and clearly identified budget sources, as well as to recall that inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List did not imply the granting of financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund.

412. The delegation of Indonesia concurred with Brazil’s remarks regarding the non-disbursement of available funds for international assistance requests. However, it recognized the strict rules in UNESCO in this regard, which could not be modified. In this way, emphasis should be placed on capacity-building and information-sharing in the preparation of requests for international assistance.

413. The Chairperson then turned to the draft decision 7.COM 7 on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. There was no change to paragraphs 1–5, which were duly adopted. The Chairperson then introduced the proposal by Belgium [new paragraph 6]. The delegation of Morocco supported Belgium’s proposal.

414. The delegation of Latvia also supported Belgium’s proposal, adding that the issue of sustainability was indeed a recurrent issue. The delegation of China supported Belgium’s proposal with an amendment to delete ‘the Committee’ as the decision itself was taken on behalf of the Committee. The delegation of Grenada supported the amendment.

415. With no further comments or amendments, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 6 adopted. There was no change to new paragraphs 7–9, which were duly adopted.
416. The delegation of Grenada referred to the decisions from the two files 7.COM 8.5 and 7.COM 8.9 and sought to introduce them into the draft decision, which would read: ‘Invites the State Party to develop sustainable safeguarding plans with more focused activities, feasible timeline and clearly identified sources of budget.’
417. The delegation of Egypt sought an explanation on the rationale of the amendment.
418. The delegation of Grenada explained that the issue was a recurrent problem in many submitted files, with the amendment recalling the importance of being attentive to these points. The delegations of Belgium and Latvia supported the proposal. The delegation of Indonesia also supported the proposal and suggested ‘timelines’.

419. The delegation of Uganda also supported the proposal and suggested ‘further encourages’, which was supported by Japan. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the proposal but had a slight reservation about the reference to ‘sustainable safeguarding’, as the term did not exist in the Convention and as such had not been defined, suggesting instead ‘a sustainable plan of safeguarding’.

420. Noting a consensus for Grenada’s proposal with the amendment by Uganda, the Chairperson pronounced adopted the new paragraph 10.

421. The delegation of Grenada wished to propose a second amendment as paragraph 11 taken from decision 7.COM 8.6 and 7.COM 8.9, which would read: ‘Recalls that the inscription on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding does not imply the granting of financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund’.

422. The Chairperson noted support for the proposal from Peru, Belgium, Nigeria, Czech Republic and Indonesia. With no objections, paragraph 10 was adopted.

423. The Chairperson turned to the new paragraph 12 [former paragraph 9], which was duly adopted. With no change to the new paragraph 13, it was also adopted.
424. The delegation of Peru proposed a final paragraph, which read: ‘Encourages the States Parties to request preparatory assistance for the development of proposals in accordance with paragraphs 18 and 19 of the Operational Directives’.

425. The delegation of Spain thanked Peru for the proposal, which was in line with its own proposal and also covered Brazil’s earlier remark on international assistance. The delegation was similarly disheartened to note that only two requests had been approved from the ten requests submitted, particularly from those countries needing urgent assistance to safeguard their intangible cultural heritage. The delegation suggested a series of training options be developed for the preparation of the application requests.

426. The delegation of Morocco supported the proposal by Peru, adding that the Committee should also regret the limited number of inscriptions and approvals, while emphasizing the importance of capacity-building in this regard. The delegation also suggested ‘nominations’ in place of ‘proposals’.

427. Supporting Peru’s proposal, the delegation of Grenada noted that capacity-building was not the sole problem, adding that nomination forms should be clear in the information they sought, as information not contained under the right section was not considered in the evaluation. The delegation therefore suggested that the Secretariat look into clarifying the instructions under the sections of the nomination form.

428. The delegation of Brazil concurred with the remarks by Spain on international assistance, and supported the proposal by Peru. The delegation of Kyrgyzstan also supported Peru’s proposal. The delegation of Namibia supported Peru’s proposal and endorsed the remarks made by Spain on strengthening the capacity of States Parties in the preparation of good application requests.

429. The delegation of Uruguay supported Spain’s position and others who considered that the approval of requests should be the rule and not the exception, which would ultimately fulfil the objectives of the Convention.

430. For the sake of clarity, the Secretary explained that ‘preparatory assistance’ was a financial assistance under the Operational Directives, which was granted solely under two mechanisms: the preparation of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. Additionally, the wording ‘development of nominations’ referred specifically to the two lists; the Secretary surmising that the proposal wished to make reference to requests for international assistance. With this in mind, the Secretary suggested changing the wording to reflect the idea that the Committee encourages the Secretariat to facilitate the submission by States Parties of international assistance requests.

431. The delegation of Tunisia agreed that the formulation could resolve the problems encountered in the preparation of the nominations, while clarifying that the assistance sought was of a technical nature.

432. The delegation of Japan suggested the ‘elaboration of nominations’.

433. The delegation of Belgium drew attention to inconsistencies in the wording, for example ‘candidatures’ in the French version was not a term officially used in the texts.

434. Taking into consideration Peru’s proposal, as well as the suggestions from Committee members, the Secretary suggested the following, ‘Encourages States Parties to request technical assistance from the Secretariat and from other States Parties for the elaboration of nominations, proposals and particularly requests for international assistance’.

435. The delegation of Burkina Faso expressed slight reservations about the paragraph as it suggested that the Secretariat did not at present offer technical assistance to States Parties. The delegation remarked on the success of its own file, which had been greatly aided by the assistance and availability of the Secretariat, while commenting on the welcome addition of ‘States Parties’ in offering assistance.

436. The Chairperson thanked Burkina Faso for its thoughtful observation. The delegation of Burkina Faso nevertheless supported the proposal.

437. The delegation of Grenada concurred with the remarks by Burkina Faso, noting that the amendment was not in line with Peru’s proposal, and suggested alternative wording, which was subsequently withdrawn.

438. The delegation of Indonesia concurred with the remarks by the Secretariat on preparatory assistance, and supported the paragraph proposed. The delegations of Nigeria and Uganda also supported the proposal.

439. The delegation of Peru remarked that its original proposal focused on Art. 18 and Art. 19 of the Operational Directives in which States Parties were encouraged to seek preparatory assistance for the drafting of nominations, which best reflected the spirit of the Convention.

440. The Chairperson suggested a paragraph that introduced the reference to the stated articles.

441. In light of the remarks by Burkina Faso, the delegation of Morocco proposed, ‘Reminds States Parties that the Secretariat is available to provide assistance in the preparation of nominations, proposals and requests submitted to the Committee’. The delegation added that ‘proposals for inscription’ had not been used in the 2003 Convention so as to distinguish it from the 1972 Convention.

442. The Chairperson was unhappy with the proposed wording, requesting a representative of the Secretariat, Burkina Faso, Peru and Indonesia to form a small sub-committee to draft a paragraph that reflected the discussion and to return later in the session with its proposal.

ITEM 11 OF THE AGENDA:
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443. The Chairperson then turned to item 11 of the agenda and document 11+Add.3. He recalled that it was clear that the Committee in Bali could not examine the 214 nominations submitted in the present cycle (or submitted but not yet examined in previous cycles), and had therefore set a ceiling limit of 62 files. In this way, each submitting State would have the possibility to have one nomination of its choice examined, with priority awarded to multinational files. The result was that 38 nominations to the Representative List were identified as priorities for the 2012 cycle. The Subsidiary Body evaluated 36 of those files of which two were not completed on time and three were subsequently withdrawn by the submitting State, leaving 33 nominations to examine. Drawing upon the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body, the Committee’s task was to decide whether each nomination satisfied all five of the criteria for inscription. The Chairperson invited the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Mr Victor Rago (Venezuela) to the podium together with the Rapporteur, Mr Tvrtko Zebec (Croatia). The Chairperson took the opportunity to remind the Committee of the inscription criteria, which were read aloud. The Chairperson also sought to examine all 33 nomination files in the course of the day and asked that Committee members submit any recommendations they may have ahead of the discussions in an effort to save time.

444. The Rapporteur of the Subsidiary Body began with a general overview of the 2012 nomination cycle including the Subsidiary Body’s working methods and general observations. The Rapporteur recalled that in Bali in 2011, a Subsidiary Body was established for the evaluation of nominations to the Representative List, composed of Spain, Croatia, Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Islamic Republic of Iran, Burkina Faso and Morocco. Mr Victor Rago (Venezuela) was elected as Chairperson, and Mr Ahmed Skounti (Morocco) would serve as Vice-Chair. Mr Tvrtko Zebec (Croatia) was elected Rapporteur. It was recalled that a total of 38 files were to be evaluated by the Subsidiary Body, but one State was unable to complete its file for the 2012 cycle, while a multinational nomination was similarly withdrawn.

445. With regard to the working methods, the Rapporteur remarked that they were similar to those for the Consultative Body with the Secretariat establishing a password-protected, dedicated website through which members could consult the nomination files, as well as the Secretariat’s requests for additional information. In the case of referred files from a prvious cycle, the decisions adopted by the previous Committee were also made available. Members could enter their evaluation reports directly through the website, while the Secretariat drew up summaries for each nomination and drafted recommendations to reflect the opinions. Of the 36 nominations, there were divergent opinions for all but two files submitted by India and the Republic of Korea. In the Subsidiary Body’s second meeting in September, in which each nomination was evaluated collectively, the resulting recommendations and draft decisions represented for the most part unanimous consensus. In two cases, full consensus on all criteria could not be achieved, and the Committee was presented with options for consideration. Members who were nationals of a nominating State Party did not evaluate the nominations nor had access to the reports of the other members, and left the meeting room during the evaluations.

446. With regard to general observations, the Rapporteur recalled that the Subsidiary Body evaluated 36 files, including five referred files, of which four were multinational files, including two new nominations, one extended multinational nomination, and one referred multinational nomination. The Subsidiary Body was impressed with the diversity of intangible cultural heritage nominated, and was gratified to see a broader and more inclusive geographic representation among the 2012 files than in past cycles, with several States submitting nominations for the first time, including Austria, Niger and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. The Subsidiary Body was also pleased to note that some submitting States emphasized the important contribution of intangible cultural heritage to such larger processes as conflict resolution, peace-building and environmental sustainability. It also appreciated and welcomed the submission of several complex elements representing multiple domains, which were said to expand awareness worldwide of the diversity of intangible cultural heritage and its various forms of expressions. The Rapporteur reiterated that recommendations not to inscribe an element in no way constituted a judgement on the merits of the element, but referred only to the adequacy of the information presented in the nomination file. It was therefore important that submitting States provide a complete and convincing presentation of the element. The Subsidiary Body observed a general improvement in the quality of many nominations, thanks to the detailed requests for additional information by the Secretariat. Conversely, it regretted that it could not favourably recommend a large number of nominations, since they did not convincingly demonstrate that the criteria were satisfied.

447. The Rapporteur outlined the recurrent shortcomings, which were attributed to the following: i) poor linguistic quality, presenting a substantial obstacle to comprehension, particularly as the clarity of the available nomination files would affect its public visibility; ii) the duplication of text from another nomination was considered unacceptable, even if it emanated from the same State or responsible body (with the notable exception of the criterion 5 on the inventory, which might be similar from one file to another); iii) the use of inappropriate vocabulary, such as references to ‘authenticity’, ‘masterpieces’, ‘original’, ‘unique’, ‘exceptional’, ‘correct’, ‘ancient’, ‘the world heritage of humanity’, ‘labelization’, ‘branding’, and so on (other concepts such as ‘national symbol’, ‘cultural resistance’ could also be confusing to outside readers and States were requested to refrain from such usage); and iv) information that was presented in the nomination form but not in its proper place. In this cycle, the Subsidiary Body had decided to consider the nomination in its entirety, but many readers encountering the nomination online might be puzzled as to how it reached its conclusion when the information was not found in the right place. For this reason, it now recommends that the Committee decide that incorrectly placed information should not be taken into consideration.

448. The Rapporteur noted that this was the first year in which the ICH-02 nomination form was used, which offered certain advantages to many States, but might also have introduced challenges for others. For instance, the introduction of sub-sections within each criterion helped some States to organize their information and present it systematically, but it may also have contributed to a tendency among other States towards a fragmentation of the desired information as well as difficulty in providing information in its proper place. Similarly, the check-boxes introduced in several sections may have created as many opportunities for confusion or contradiction. In some cases, information asserted in the check-boxes were not well explained or justified in the corresponding narratives. The Rapporteur also drew attention to the technical problem of exceeding the word limits in the ICH-02 form. The 2012 Subsidiary Body had agreed to evaluate the nominations exceeding the limits, but in several cases the allowance was tripled, creating inequality among States respecting the limits. It therefore recommended that such nominations should not be evaluated or examined, though multinational nominations would be allowed higher word limits. It also suggested increasing the word limit in the French nomination by 15% to account for the different character of the language. Conversely, the Subsidiary Body also found that some States had used only a quarter or third of the permitted word count, suggesting that the Secretariat revise form ICH-02 to set out a minimum limit. It also suggested that a 10% margin be allowed between the upper and lower limits. Another technical problem concerned the optional videos submitted by all States Parties in which several films were lacking valuable information content because they were poorly edited or were not accessible in English or French. The Subsidiary Body recognized the importance of these videos in the evaluation of files and for the part they play in contributing towards public understanding of the element once inscribed. The Subsidiary Body therefore suggested that the videos be subtitled in one or other of the working languages. Moreover, it was suggested that the videos be made obligatory, since all nomination files to the Representative List were accompanied by videos. As in previous cycles, the Subsidiary Body again found that submitting States often had a tendency to make assertions in the nominations rather than providing evidence to support their claims. Although the veracity of statements was assumed, the Subsidiary Body still wished to see those statements supported by detail and substance. This topic is particularly related to the question of documentary evidence submitted with regard to criterion R.4 and R.5. Despite the lower number of files submitted for examination, the Rapporteur remarked on the pressure to timely conclude all 36 files during a five-day meeting. The Subsidiary Body regretted that in two cases it was unable to reach a consensus on all criteria, but nevertheless had worked diligently to give full attention to each nomination.

449. With regard to the criteria for inscription, the Rapporteur remarked that of the 18 nominations that did not receive a favourable recommendation, six were unsuccessful owing to a single criterion, most often criterion R.1 or R.5. In 2012, 12 of the 18 files that fell short did so on two or more criteria. Notably, as in the three previous cycles, criterion R.2 was never the sole criterion not satisfied, but was instead often a contributing factor. With regard to criterion R.1, the criterion most often not satisfied (in ten cases during this cycle), the Subsidiary Body encountered many of the same shortcomings that had pointed been out in its three previous reports: information was often too general, too historical or too technical, and lacked a clear description of the significance of an element to its community and of its current social and cultural functions. As in previous cycles, nominations of handicrafts tended to focus on the objects produced rather than on traditional craftsmanship and the processes and know-how of the craftspeople. The Subsidiary Body also noted that submitting States tended to describe the threats and vulnerability of the element, when it might appear that the nomination file would be better suited to inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List. It therefore encouraged States to utilize the mechanism best adapted to the situation of a given element, as well as the needs and aspirations of its community. Several nominations evaluated also raised important questions on transmission in which a formal transmission system appeared to have supplanted a prior system of non-formal transmission, raising concern among some members about the real viability of the element. Others felt that the formalization or even the institutionalization of transmission was often part of the evolution and recreation of intangible cultural heritage, and formal and institutional transmission was therefore a positive factor, even if accompanied by the disappearance of non-formal modes of transmission. Several nominations drew attention to the tangible heritage associated with the proposed element as well as natural spaces, with some nominations pointed to existing or proposed legal protection and community-based management systems for the built heritage, public spaces, urban neighbourhoods and natural settings within which particular elements of intangible cultural heritage were practiced. The Subsidiary Body encouraged the Committee and States Parties to explore possibilities for strengthening interaction between the 2003 Convention and the 1972 Convention. However, it noted a recurrent tendency among submitting States to give insufficient attention to section 1(v) of the ICH-02 form
, taking it for granted that the nature of the element itself rendered such a question moot, even though every nomination had to demonstrate compliance with that definition.

450. With regard to criterion R.2, the Rapporteur noted the occasional use of inappropriate vocabulary that did not encourage dialogue and the respect of cultural diversity. Additionally, certain nominations spoke only of how inscription would bring greater visibility to the element in question and not to intangible cultural heritage in general. The Subsidiary Body sought to be convinced that the submitting State had given thought to the contribution inscription made to the larger purposes of the Representative List, and not simply to the element’s own popularity or renown. The Committee might therefore wish to include in its decision a more explicit reminder in this regard. With regard to criterion R.3, the Rapporteur remarked that it was the second most difficult criterion for submitting States, where it was not satisfied in nine nominations, and in one nomination where it was the sole disqualifying factor. Safeguarding measures were said to be overly general or sometimes hypothetical. Even if nominations to the Representative List did not require a detailed safeguarding calendar and budget, compared to the Urgent Safeguarding List, safeguarding measures should be expressed in terms of concrete commitments by the submitting States and communities, rather than as possibilities and potentialities, i.e. safeguarding measures were described in conditional terms: ‘could’ or ‘might’, or spoken as possible or desirable, rather than in definite terms of what ‘will’ happen. Since this point had previously been raised without notable impact, the Subsidiary Body advised adopting a decision to address this point. The Rapporteur also underlined the fact that the safeguarding measures often failed to give adequate attention to protecting the element from the possible unintended consequences of inscription, encouraging States to anticipate potential risks and to elaborate protective measures so that the positive benefits of inscription would not be diminished by harmful side effects, particularly with regard to over-commercialization. Nonetheless, the most convincing safeguarding measures were those that resulted from the widest possible participation of the communities in the nomination process. The Subsidiary Body was gratified to note that community participation in criterion R.4 seemed to be less problematic than it had been in previous cycles. However, there were continued difficulties in clearly identifying which communities, groups or individuals were concerned by a given nomination. In one particular case, the submitting State failed to justify the selection of one community over another with similar expressions.

451. The Rapporteur raised another issue relating to the free, prior and informed consent of community representatives, groups and associations, as it was often unclear who those people or groups were, and how they related to the larger communities identified in other parts of the nomination. The Subsidiary Body was very pleased with the many different forms of consent, including children’s drawings, handwritten letters, a scroll accompanied by a video, petitions signed by thousands of people, and sometimes eloquent testimonials. As with its predecessors, it preferred individualized expressions of consent to standardized letters or petitions, and recognized that different national contexts made it impossible to expect States to adopt identical methods. Nevertheless, a strict standard should be adopted in that nominations should contain evidence of free, prior and informed consent in one of the working languages of the Committee (English or French), as well as the language of the community concerned, since consent forms could not be understood and evaluated by the Subsidiary Body (nor the general public) when submitted in other languages.

452. With regard to criterion R.4, the Rapporteur reiterated the necessity that communities participate throughout the nomination process. It occasionally appeared that communities were only implicated at the final stages, and were asked to provide their consent to safeguarding measures or documents in which they had not been involved, raising doubts on the feasibility of the safeguarding measures proposed in criterion R.3. With regard to criterion R.4, particularly under section 4.c
, the form requested a clear explanation should no such practices exist, but some submitting States chose to provide minimal information. As with section 1(v) referring to human rights, the Subsidiary Body suggested that it should not be asked to evaluate nominations where the State had not responded to every section. It also met with cases where the information provided in this section was contradicted by information found elsewhere in the nomination. With regard to criterion R.5, the Subsidiary Body was gratified to note that there were fewer problems than in the previous cycle, but was nevertheless an eliminating factor in two nominations and a contributing factor in five others. A clear explanation was required in the nomination describing the circumstances under which the inventories were elaborated that demonstrated their conformity with Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention, and addressing in particular the participation of communities and relevant NGOs, as well as the updating procedure. In the two cases where criterion R.5 was the sole eliminating criterion, the Subsidiary Body was unable to find information concerning the nature of the inventory and the circumstances under which it was established. In the other cases where R.5 was one of several criteria that had not been met, the description was perhaps more complete but still incomplete in important aspects. The Rapporteur invited the Committee to take note of the progress made since 2009, described in detail in document 11.

453. The Rapporteur explained that despite systematic requests by the Secretariat, the desired documentation in several nominations was sparse or missing, i.e. website addresses that were inactive; URL addresses to ministries without specific hyperlinks to information on inventorying; links to an inventory where information on the element in question could not easily be located by someone not speaking the national language. Documents provided as annexes to the nomination often suffered from weaknesses, i.e. they referred to the inventory in general but not to the element, or were simply attestations that the element had been included without providing any evidence. On a positive note, there were no cases of R.5 not being satisfied in 2012 as a result of a lack of documentary evidence. However, to ensure that this continued to be the case, the Subsidiary Body asked the Secretariat to clarify the instructions in the nomination form to more fully explain the kind of documentary evidence expected, which would be implemented in forms prepared for the 31 March 2013 deadline and thus applicable to nominations in 2014. The Subsidiary Body thus recommended that nominations with no documentary evidence for R.5 in 2013 should not be examined. However, it suggested not imposing the same language requirement as for the consent. Although this admittedly reduced the accessibility of the evidence, the Subsidiary Body recognized inventories as voluminous works that could not reasonably be expected in French or English translations.

454. The Rapporteur then introduced the three over-arching global issues, namely: i) the question of communities; ii) the referral option; and iii) the examination of multinational nominations that were resubmitted on an extended basis. With regard to the first point, a truly transversal issue to all the criteria and nominations, a clear identification and presentation of the communities, groups or individuals concerned was obviously essential to understanding the identity and characteristics of the element, since the Convention’s definition of intangible cultural heritage in R.1 insists that it can only be recognized by its communities. For criterion R.2, the question of dialogue and cultural diversity invariably revolved around communities, their interrelations, and their coexistence with other communities. Thus, it was imperative to clearly demonstrate the essential role of communities in safeguarding (in R.3) both in designing, prioritizing and implementing safeguarding measures, as well as in describing their participation in the nomination process and their free, prior and informed consent. A nomination reflecting the widest possible participation of the communities concerned could easily lead to a recommendation to inscribe the element, but the opposite would occur when the participation of communities was weak or absent. Additionally, the participation of communities in inventory-making and updating was seen as an essential condition to satisfy criterion R.5.

455. The Rapporteur turned to the second global issue related to the referral option, adding that agenda item 13.a, ‘Reflection on the experience gained in implementing the referral option of the Representative List’ would specifically deal with the issue. However, by way of a quick explanation on the approach adopted during the evaluation of files, the Rapporteur explained that the Subsidiary Body had received five nominations that were revisions of files referred in 2011: two nominations were recommended for inscription, while two others were again recommended for referral, and the fifth was the subject of a split decision. These revised nominations had to be received by the Secretariat before 15 February 2012, which was possible on an exceptional basis owing to the delays in processing 2012 files. Normally, referred files at the end of one year would have until 31 March of the following year to resubmit revised versions for examination by the Committee in the subsequent year – thus two years from the time of the decision of referral. However, one lesson drawn from this year’s experience was that such rapid turnaround might not give the submitting States enough time to undertake the revisions required and thus satisfy all the criteria, particularly for referrals based on multiple criteria. States were therefore encouraged to take the time necessary before resubmitting a revised file. When recommending a file to be referred in 2011, members typically sought to mitigate the disappointment of the submitting States and communities concerned by reaching consensus on a given nomination by agreeing, for one criterion, to accept as sufficient a level of information that was admittedly very weak, knowing that there was already a consensus to refer that same nomination on another criterion. If a nomination was ultimately destined to be referred on criterion A, members were sometimes less insistent on demanding a strong demonstration in criterion B with the benefit of the doubt typically resolved in favour of a Yes.

456. The Rapporteur further explained that when evaluating the revised nominations that had been referred in 2011, the Subsidiary Body was not necessarily convinced that a criterion previously deemed acceptable was indeed sufficient. It tried to strike a balance in recognizing on the one hand that the work of the Subsidiary Body is evolving, while on the other hand concerned not to send inconsistent or contradictory messages to submitting States and therefore seeking to maintain the maximal degree of consistency with precedents and prior Committee decisions. In the recommendations to refer, the Subsidiary Body sought to be a little more generous in expressing reservations on a particular criterion. The decisions of the Committee were nevertheless brief and therefore did not provide comprehensive feedback to the submitting State to guide its possible revisions. The Rapporteur emphasized that in recommending a referral, the Subsidiary Body considered it as an important opportunity for the submitting State ‘to ensure better visibility of the intangible cultural heritage and awareness of its significance, and to encourage dialogue which respects cultural diversity’ (Art.16 of the Convention), and was therefore not a negative outcome, despite any disappointment from the submitting State or communities. Taking into account an amendment in the Operational Directives in which referrals ‘may be resubmitted to the Committee for examination during a following cycle, after having been updated and supplemented’, the Subsidiary Body invited States Parties to take advantage of the opportunity to revise their nominations and to substantially update and supplement them, and not only in those criteria that were not satisfied in the initial cycle. This implied that evaluation should not be restricted to those criteria that were deemed to require additional information. Moreover, should the Committee accept the Subsidiary Body’s recommendations, information that was acceptable for criterion R.4 or R.5 in 2012 may be technically incomplete in 2014. A different issue raised during the meeting was whether a resubmitted file that still failed to provide requested information should be referred a second time or should instead receive a recommendation not to inscribe. In this cycle, two nominations were referred for a second time, while consensus could not be reached for a third file. The Subsidiary Body debated the number of times the Committee may refer the same nomination, suggesting that the Committee might wish to give clearer guidance to States Parties and to subsequent subsidiary bodies in this regard. Finally, the Subsidiary Body was faced with the problem of deciding whether a nomination warranted a recommendation to refer or whether a recommendation should instead be negative. In this cycle, it was more inclined to recommend inscription; slightly less inclined to recommend referral and far less inclined to recommend against inscription. Therefore, the Committee might wish to consider the line between a recommendation to refer and a recommendation not to inscribe.

457. Finally, the Rapporteur presented the third global issue on the question of multinational nominations, or more specifically the inscription on an extended basis of an element already inscribed; the first time such a situation was encountered. In one case, the nomination proposed the extension of an element (inscribed in 2010 on behalf of 11 States Parties) to include two additional States Parties. The third file involved an element inscribed in 2011 on a bi-national basis, and at the same time, referred with regards to the third State, but it could also be considered as a proposal to extend an existing inscription. The Rapporteur suggested that the points raised could be a starting point during discussions under agenda item 13.c, ‘Reflection on the procedure for extended inscription of an element that is already inscribed’. Some Subsidiary Body members sought more information on the specificities of States joining the nomination, particularly when high membership nominations made it increasingly difficult to pinpoint the precise situation in each country. The Rapporteur reminded the Committee that an extension was not a simple administrative process, but a process in which States must work extensively with the communities concerned to identify and define the element and to elaborate appropriate safeguarding measures. Some members felt that the new nomination should be markedly different from the preceding nomination in that the addition of new communities should be more apparent throughout. Others argued that the logistical complexities of involving multiple States Parties in a multinational nomination made it impractical to expect that the nomination would be extensively refashioned with the addition of new States. Obviously, additional evidence of consent and inclusion in an inventory would have to be provided for each new State Party joining the nomination, but other parts might essentially remain the same, in the view of some members. The free, prior and informed consent of the communities concerned remained of capital importance. The question was how communities providing their consent to a specific nomination at a given time could possibly foresee a new nomination with a different scope presented in the future. The Subsidiary Body chose to be flexible, particularly as the time since the previous inscription was relatively short, but prudence would argue that extensions of an element be more rigorously subjected to a requirement for updated evidence of such consent. Another issue was related to the complexities of coordinating a multinational nomination, and the possible disincentive for States already part of an inscription to welcome new members. The Subsidiary Body expressed its wish that the Committee in its discussion on the topic provide further guidance to future subsidiary bodies and committees in this regard.

458. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for his helpful and insightful overview and commended the advisory bodies for their thorough and accomplished work, even if Committee members might disagree with some of their recommendations.

459. The delegation of Belgium was happy to note the submission of three African nomination files and one multinational file. The delegation recognized that the Subsidiary Body’s work was not easy, but expressed concerned about the quality of the 16 referred files, of which 11 were referred for two or more criteria. It recalled that referrals had been established so that submitting States did not have to wait four years before re-submitting their files for a minor technical clarification in the file, but that it should not camouflage a non-inscription. It was also noted that the option to withdraw a file was also scarcely used, which resulted in more work for both the Subsidiary Body and the Committee, and further referrals for similar reasons. Other serious transversal consequences included the inequality in the treatment of files, i.e. referrals based on an easily resolved criterion compared with other referred files that had more serious concerns. The delegation also drew attention to the word limits in the nomination form, with some States making huge efforts to remain concise while other States Parties flouted the instructions.

460. The delegation of Japan thanked the Rapporteur for his extensive report, adding that it welcomed conflict resolution and peace-building as a social function, but noted that a number of files lacked the information on the social function owing to a lack of a guiding definition in this regard. Referring to the use of the term ‘national symbol’, the delegation remarked that several elements on the Representative List represented the nation as a whole, which justified such terminology. It noted that the referral option enabled the Subsidiary Body to adapt to the evolving standards, while keeping in mind the criteria defined in the Operational Directives so that the transparency and legitimacy of the evolving standards remained secure.
461. The delegation of Czech Republic warmly thanked the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their commitment and welcomed the diversity of the files submitted, with many States Parties submitting files for the first time. It noted however that the cycle also presented a number of recurrent general issues, adding that the nomination form should be thoroughly and carefully completed so that the evaluation is clear and unequivocal. With regard to the resulting recommendations, the files should clearly be identified within one of the categories in an effort to remain coherent vis-à-vis the States Parties. In line with the remarks by Belgium, the delegation added that referred files should adhere to technical issues that were easily rectified by the submitting State.

462. The delegation of Greece thanked the Subsidiary Body for its impressively thorough work, and joined Belgium in its concerns regarding the referral option, which deserved further clarity. The delegation voiced concern on the use of the correct use of language, as noted by the Subsidiary Body in its evaluations, as the use of inappropriate vocabulary was apparent on a couple of occasions, suggesting that the files be made available to all States Parties at the same time as the evaluations by the Subsidiary Body.

463. The delegation of Nigeria thanked the Subsidiary Body for its thoughtful report, adding that although fully detailed files were desirable it was not workable to have an unlimited number of successive referrals and suggested capping the limit to two.

464. The delegation of China congratulated the Subsidiary Body for its hard and comprehensive work that provided a number of valuable observations and good recommendations from which helpful guidelines could be developed. With regard to the referral option, the delegation shared the concerns expressed by Belgium that it warranted greater reflection.

465. The Chairperson drew attention to agenda item 13.a, which specifically tackled the question of referrals, and agenda item 14 on sharing information to encourage multinational nominations.

466. The delegation of Azerbaijan thanked the Subsidiary Body for its comprehensive report, added that it shared its concerns, especially those related to inappropriate vocabulary and the ill-placement of information. The delegation supported the remarks by Belgium on the application of strict and clear guidelines when dealing with referrals, particularly in cases of second referrals and referrals based on several criteria.

467. The delegation of Albania fully supported the remarks by Belgium, Greece, the Czech Republic and others on the question of referrals.

468. The delegation of Indonesia appreciated the Subsidiary Body’s high level of professionalism and the detailed aspects of the concerns raised, though remarked on the high number of files that were referred. The delegation surmised that submitting States had difficulty in understanding the nomination forms, but if correctly interpreted they could submit good quality nomination files, which ultimately would facilitate the work of all those involved in their examination and evaluation.

469. The Chairperson reiterated that the issues would be covered more specifically over the coming sessions, adding that the adoption of draft decision 7.COM 11 would take place at the end of the examination of the files. The Chairperson recalled that the Committee had taken a very clear decision in Bali that it would not take into consideration additional information presented by a submitting State during the Committee session, which had not been included in the nomination when evaluated by the advisory bodies. It was also noted that several States had submitted additional information in response to the Subsidiary Body’s published report and the recommendations to refer, but that on the basis of the Committee’s decision established in Bali, such information could not normally be considered. The submitting State did however have the possibility to present evidence to the Subsidiary Body and remedy the shortcomings of its referred file in a future cycle. However, the Committee could not now accept information provided on the spot or in a correspondence following the Subsidiary Body’s evaluation. The Chairperson explained that as with the previous evaluations, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Mr Rago, would present a brief description of the nominated element and simultaneously project a selection of photographs onto the screen. This would be followed by the adoption of the draft decision, as proposed by the Subsidiary Body, when the floor would be open for comments and amendments. Thus following the same methodology as with the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List.

470. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the first nomination on Rites and craftsmanship associated with the wedding costume tradition of Tlemcen [draft decision 6.COM 11.1] submitted by Algeria. During the wedding ritual of Tlemcen in northwestern Algeria, the bride is dressed in a traditionally woven golden silk dress, surrounded by her friends and married female relations. Symbolic henna designs are applied to her hands, and an older woman helps her don a kaftan of embroidered velvet, jewellery and a conical hat. Girls in Tlemcen are initiated into the costume tradition at an early age, while the craftsmanship involved in making the precious wedding costume is transmitted from generation to generation. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It took note of the important social function and cultural significance of the rites and know-how associated with the marriage costume of Tlemcen, as well as the commitment by the population in the transmission of this heritage from generation to generation. This was demonstrated by the involvement of several practitioners, communities, organizations and institutions, as well as local authorities in the nomination process. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
471. With no comments or amendments, the Chairperson proposed adopting the draft decision as a whole. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.1 to inscribe Rites and craftsmanship associated with the wedding costume tradition of Tlemcen on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
472. Speaking on behalf of the Minister of Culture, Ms Khalida Toumi, the delegation of Algeria thanked the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body for its remarkable work and the Committee for the honour bestowed on the craftspeople and practitioners, the communities concerned and the population of Tlemcen in its decision – the fruit of three years of preparation. The delegation added that those concerned were fully aware of the importance of the inscription and that it encouraged the whole country to perpetuate the crafts and ancient ceremonial rites of a living and coherent cultural tradition. The delegation remarked that the inscription comes just after a recent major and successful event in Tlemcen – the capital of Islamic culture. It assured the Committee that the inscription of the element benefitted from the commitment by the State that would perpetuate the ritual and encourage the craftspeople to safeguard their heritage for the future.
473. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Performance of the Armenian epic of ‘Daredevils of Sassoun’ or ‘David of Sassoun’ [draft decision 7.COM 11.2] submitted by Armenia. The Armenian epic Daredevils of Sassoun recounts the story of David of Sassoun, a defiant and self-reliant youth, who defends his homeland in an unequal duel against the evil. The heroic epic is told in a lyrical voice with rhythmic enunciation, while separate cantos are sung in a rhyming poetic style. Usually the epos teller sits wearing national costume and is accompanied on the duduk, a woodwind instrument during weddings, birthdays, christenings and major national cultural events. There are 160 variants with performances lasting up to two hours. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It considered that the historical memory of the element is reformulated in the actual context and thus provided a sense of identity and continuity to the people. It also appreciated the fact that the epic is expressed through different artistic expressions, for example, applied arts and traditional craftsmanship. The communities and the epic-teller in particular have participated throughout the nomination process through a network of persons involved at different levels, including the State. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
474. The Chairperson was pleased to begin with several nominations that had received favourable recommendations. Nevertheless, it was noted that some parts of the nomination could potentially give rise to misunderstanding. Consequently, Armenia agreed to modify the nomination form and a text had been circulated to the Committee with the minor modifications. The Chairperson remarked that there appeared to be broad consensus that the modifications did not alter the substance of the nomination, and a provision in the draft decision had been added in this regard.

475. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.2 to inscribe Performance of the Armenian epic of ‘Daredevils of Sassoun’ or ‘David of Sassoun’ on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
476. The delegation of Armenia was delighted with the decision and thanked the Secretariat, the Subsidiary Body and the Committee for their efforts. The delegation was particularly grateful to the communities concerned, the NGOs and the government officials for their methodical work in the preparation of the nomination file, the element of which was emblematic of Armenian national identity, encompassing all aspects of Armenian heritage: religion, mythology, ethics, philosophy and cosmology. Additionally, the epic linked the Armenian diaspora to their historical roots and symbolized its harmony with nature.
477. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Schemenlaufen, the carnival of Imst, Austria [draft decision 7.COM 11.3] submitted by Austria. Every four years the city of Imst in Austria celebrates its Fasnacht carnival on the Sunday before the Christian season of Lent. The central festivity is Schemenlaufen, a procession of masked, costumed dancers. The main characters wear bells and perform a special dance to music of jumps and bows. Masked chimney-sweeps climb houses, witches shout at the audience accompanied by a band playing dissonant melodies, and white or brown bears demonstrate their strength. The carnival unites the whole population of Imst in a common goal: organizing the Fasnacht in accordance with long-standing tradition. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It took note of the involvement of the community who continue to transmit the traditions associated with the carnival. It also appreciated the capacity of the city’s inhabitants to unite, the carnival serving as occasion to come together and to transmit know-how. It found that factors such as conviviality, social mobilisation, cohesion and intergenerational transmission between parents and children were mentioned in several sections. The Subsidiary Body wished to underline that the measures taken by the State Party, the communities and groups directly involved in the festival contributed to its safeguarding. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
478. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.3 to inscribe Schemenlaufen, the carnival of Imst on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
479. The delegation of Austria spoke of its pride in its first inscribed element, which paved the way for the implementation of the Convention, adding that it had started national implementation in 2006 even before its ratification to the Convention in 2009. The work entailed the establishment of networks with communities and NGOs, the implementation of safeguarding measures and awareness-raising activities, data collection and research, and inventorying Austrian intangible cultural heritage that includes 55 elements. The element takes place every four years and consists of a masked procession of carnival characters, requiring months of preparation and which was deeply rooted in the social life of the town. On behalf of the community, the delegation spoke of its appreciation for the Committee’s acknowledgment of the element, thanking the Subsidiary Body, the Secretariat and the Committee for their work.
480. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Craftsmanship and performance art of the Tar, a long-necked string musical instrument [draft decision 7.COM 11.4] submitted by Azerbaijan. The Tar is a long-necked plucked lute, traditionally crafted and performed in communities throughout Azerbaijan. It is played in many traditional music styles at weddings and different social gatherings, festive events and public concerts. The hollow body made from mulberry takes the form of a figure eight and is held horizontally, while the eleven metallic strings are plucked using a plectrum. Tar makers transmit their skills to apprentices while players transmit their skills to young people within their community by word of mouth and demonstration. The Subsidiary Body reached a positive consensus and found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It particularly noted the means by which the craftsmanship and the musical practice of Tar provided a sense of identity and continuity to the entire Azerbaijani community, noting that it is rooted in the social life of the country. It also took note of the broad participation of institutions and organizations at various levels that were involved in training, documentation, research and transmission, demonstrating the interest of the government and the general public. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
481. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.4 to inscribe Craftsmanship and performance art of the Tar, a long-necked string musical instrument on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
482. The delegation of Latvia remarked that Tar was practiced widely across the region, as noted in the nomination, notably in Central Asia, Iran, Iraq and Turkey. The delegation therefore wished to know whether Azerbaijan had consultations with other countries with a view to a possible multinational nomination.
483. The delegation of Azerbaijan explained that it had consulted with neighbouring countries Iran and Turkey, as well as other countries, adding that there was no expression of interest to elaborate a multinational file at this stage, but Azerbaijan accepted to extend the inscription in a future multinational nomination.
484. The delegation of Uruguay noted that the nomination file had made reference to other Central Asian countries, adding that it would be desirable to include these countries.
485. The delegation of Azerbaijan introduced the Vice-Minister for Culture and Tourism who thanked the Committee for its decision, and the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for all their efforts and hard work, adding that the nomination embodied years of work with communities throughout the country. Also speaking on behalf of the communities, she spoke of the combined sense of joy and pride in the recognition of the centuries-old element that reinforced the Azerbaijani sense of identity, serving as an incentive for the communities to continue the practice of Tar.
486. The Chairperson informed the Committee that Belarus had withdrawn its nomination file, the subject of draft decision 7.COM 11.5.
487. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body thus presented the next nomination on Marches of Entre-Sambre-et-Meuse [draft decision 7.COM 11.6] submitted by Belgium. The Marches of Entre-Sambre-et-Meuse are a major component of the cultural identity of the eponymous village found between the rivers of Sambre and Meuse in Wallonia, Belgium. The military marches commemorate the dedication of the village church in which the entire village participates. The escorted processions consist of several companies that comprise tens, even hundreds of marchers. Dressed in military uniforms, forming one or more companies escorting the religious procession, accompanied by drums, fifes and chants. Young people march alongside their parents in the Young Guard or other companies. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.2, R.4 and R.5, but that criterion R.3 required additional information. In general, it appreciated the sense of community and identity that characterized the element, as well as its potential to contribute towards greater visibility for similar processional manifestations of intangible cultural heritage practices elsewhere. However, it did not find any concrete plans to safeguard the forms of transmission and the main components of the processions, noting greater emphasis on the spaces in which the events took place and the measures of logistical support. Furthermore, the Subsidiary Body was unable to identify any safeguarding measures that prevented or mitigated the potentially harmful aspects resulting from inscription and the possible increase in tourism. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
488. The delegation of China commended Belgium for its nomination that clearly identified the community and the social and cultural functions of the element. Remarking on the fact that only one criterion had not been satisfied, the delegation sought clarification from Belgium on the proposed safeguarding measures with regard to the impacts of inscription, as well as the involvement of the communities in the safeguarding plan.

489. The delegation of Latvia disagreed with the conclusions by the Subsidiary Body on R.3, noting that it had made reference to measures mitigating the possible harmful impacts of inscription on the Representative List, asking that it clarify the rationale. Moreover, from the nomination it appeared that Belgium was fully aware of the associated risks, and had taken preventative measures in this regard.

490. The delegation of Belgium explained that for several years thousands of marchers participated in the procession, including thousands of tourists, which the organizing authorities took into consideration when preparing and programming the procession that included measures covering such organizational aspects as observation points and transport infrastructure. Consequently, the local community was well aware of the increasing number of tourists and had the capacity and experience to deal with the crowds along the processional route that covered several kilometres. Moreover, the community fully understood the importance of safeguarding the associated craftsmanship and the traditional music and performances of the marches, demonstrated by the number of safeguarding measures in place, as highlighted by the Subsidiary Body in its report.

491. Responding to the question by Latvia, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body concurred that there were a large number of safeguarding measures mentioned in the nomination form, but that the emphasis was placed on tourism and not on the increasing number of visitors, which might indeed threaten the element.

492. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis.

493. The delegation of Morocco commended Belgium for its nomination file, which was described as important as it highlighted the safeguard of associated tangible heritage. By providing legal protection of the processional route, the nomination demonstrated an original aspect that reflected the spirit of the 1972 Convention and the 2003 Convention. Moreover, the explanations by Belgium on R.3 had outlined the measures taken to mitigate the impacts of its success, and although inscription might invariably increase the number of visitors still further, the local community appeared to be prepared for that eventuality. The delegation therefore recommended that Belgium rest attentive to the evolving situation.

494. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 1, which was duly adopted.

495. Following the explanations and the remarks by Morocco, the delegation of Grenada believed that R.3 was satisfied, and agreed with the recommendation by Morocco. The Chairperson asked for the draft proposal in this regard.
496. The delegations of Nigeria and Indonesia supported Grenada’s proposal in that R.3 was satisfied.
497. The Chairperson suggested returning to the proposed text after lunch.
498. The delegation of the Netherlands wished to celebrate its recent ratification, adding that the Dutch Centre for Folk Culture and Intangible Heritage had prepared an exhibition on Dutch intangible cultural heritage and that every year on the 5th December the Dutch celebrated St Nicholas. The delegation introduced the director of the centre, who accompanied St Nicholas into the room who offered his greetings and the traditional gift of speculoos biscuits – the symbol of a long-lasting relationship.
499. The Chairperson adjourned the morning session.
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500. The Chairperson returned to the proposed amendment by Grenada, reminding the Committee to have proposals ready should it decide to reverse a recommendation by the Subsidiary Body. However, although it had the capacity to change a conclusion, it could only do so on the basis of the information contained in the nomination file. Thus, clarifications were permitted when addressing specific aspects of the nomination, but on-the-spot additional information could not be considered. With regard to the file on Marches of Entre-Sambre-et-Meuse submitted by Belgium, it was noted that the evidence for R.3 was indeed contained in the nomination and was not the subject of additional information.

501. The delegation of Grenada began by thanking the Subsidiary Body for its meticulous work, as well as the delegations of Indonesia and Kyrgyzstan for their help in drafting the amendment. With regard to R.3, the delegation assured the Committee that the information was contained within the file, albeit not clearly defined for the Subsidiary Body to easily identify. Thus, current safeguarding measures existed in that the General Assembly of the Association of Traditional Marches defend and promote the marches and run a museum, there is a preliminary list of folklore events with 15 marches inventoried and a doctorate programme also exists in the University of Brussels. Finally, the file mentioned that the element is not under threat, though it did recognize that any threats would be linked to the success of the procession. Moreover, ‘authenticity’ was not a criterion within the Convention, while the association gave its assurance that new marches would be developed within the spirit of the tradition. The proposed amendment would thus read, ‘Current safeguarding measures are described and future measures such as museum projects, education work, research and publications, regulatory measures are proposed, aiming at mitigating the potentially harmful effects of the element’s inscription on the Representative List’.

502. The delegations of Nigeria and Indonesia supported the amendment.

503. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the safeguarding measures were not limited to mitigating the effects of inscription, since they also ensured the safeguard of the element. The text as presented suggested that the safeguarding measures were aimed solely on the potential harmful effects of the element’s inscription. In this regard, the delegation proposed deleting the latter part of the amendment.

504. The delegations of Grenada and Indonesia approved the amendment. With no further comments or objections the sub-paragraphs 1-5 of paragraph 2 were adopted. Consequently, paragraph 3 would begin with ‘Decides to inscribe’.

505. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.6 to inscribe Marches of Entre-Sambre-et-Meuse on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
506. The delegation of Belgium thanked the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their work, and the Committee members that supported the nomination, adding that it would have fully accepted the referral if that was the Committee’s wish. The delegation was delighted with the element’s inscription, as it conferred a sense of identity to the entire Wallon region that now sharing in the joy of having the element inscribed. Moreover, the element was not solely Wallon or Belgian as it could be part of a multinational file together with Austria, France, Switzerland and Italy that had similar military processions.
507. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body thus presented the next nomination on Ichapekene Piesta, the biggest festival of San Ignacio de Moxos [draft decision 7.COM 11.7] submitted by Bolivia. Ichapekene Piesta reinterprets the Moxeño founder myth of the Jesuit victory of Ignacio de Loyola and melds it with indigenous beliefs and traditions. The festivities comprise firework displays, singing and celebrations of mass, funeral wakes, alms-giving and feasts. The main representation is the victory of Saint Ignatius and a main procession of participants disguised as masked ancestors and animals, reinforcing the importance of respect for nature and allowing the Moxeños to be reborn into the Christian tradition in the presence of the spirits of their ancestors. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.2, R.3 and R.4, but that criterion R.5 required additional information. It noted that the syncretic festival of Ichapekene Piesta demonstrated the harmonious coexistence of traditional and western cultural expressions that engage the communities in a dialogue. It also noted a number of proposed projects in 2013 to ensure that the celebrations are not undermined. With regard to R.4, the Subsidiary Body noted that a network of institutions and individuals supported the nomination and had been involved in its preparation. However, the Subsidiary Body found insufficient information in R.5 to conclude that Ichapekene Piesta is included in an inventory of intangible cultural heritage prepared with the participation of the communities, groups and NGOs concerned, and regularly updated. Moreover, the hyperlink presented in the nomination form was inactive. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information, adding that for the sake of consistency the decision was in keeping with past decisions when faced with the same situation vis-à-vis R.5.

508. The delegation of Brazil commended Bolivia for its impressive nomination, and noted that the sole basis for the referral was the inactive hyperlink, adding that the element was undoubtedly registered in a national inventory. The delegation therefore sought clarification from the submitting State in this regard.

509. The delegation of Nicaragua reiterated the remarks by Brazil and sought confirmation from Bolivia that the element was indeed on a national inventory, particularly as it was well known that Bolivia possessed an excellent inventory.

510. The delegation of Peru congratulated Bolivia for the presentation of its valuable element, and thanked the Subsidiary Body for its evaluation. The delegation also wished to hear from the submitting State with regard to the inclusion of the element on a national inventory.

511. The delegation of Uruguay congratulated Bolivia for its nomination, noting that it demonstrated strong support from the communities. The delegation echoed the appeal by previous speakers to clarify the issue of the inventory, adding that it too had experienced problems with its website, which should not exclude the nomination from inscription.

512. The Chairperson was pleased to note the support of members within the same electoral group for Bolivia’s nomination, noting that the web malfunction appeared to be the basis for the Subsidiary Body’s decision to refer the file.

513. The delegation of Bolivia confirmed that there was indeed a technical problem with the hyperlink, adding that section 3 and 4.a of the safeguarding measures clearly stated the existence of national inventories with successive phases so as to introduce all the proposed safeguarding measures. Moreover, the inventory had been established since 1997, certified by the Ministry of Culture and was updated in 2002 and 2010.
514. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. There was no change to paragraph 1, which was duly adopted.
515. Noting that the functioning hyperlink had now unequivocally proved that the element was inscribed on a national inventory, the delegation of Brazil presented the Secretariat with an amendment to paragraph 2 with regard to R.5.
516. The Chairperson read out the proposed amendment: ‘By the initiative of the Moxeños, the element was registered on a national inventory of tangible and intangible heritage and certified by the Ministry of Culture in 2010’. The Chairperson noted support for the proposal from Uruguay, Peru, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Japan, Namibia, Tunisia and Morocco. 
517. The delegation of Belgium suggested a minor correction ‘à l’initiative’ in the French version.
518. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 2. Consequently, paragraph 3 was deleted, and the new paragraph slightly amended to, ‘Decides to inscribe’, which was duly adopted.

519. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.7 to inscribe Ichapekene Piesta, the biggest festival of San Ignacio de Moxos on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
520. The delegation of Bolivia expressed gratitude to the Committee for its support.
521. The Chairperson welcomed the Minister of Culture for Brazil to the meeting.
522. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Frevo, performing arts of the Carnival of Recife [draft decision 7.COM 11.8] submitted by Brazil. Frevo is a Brazilian artistic expression comprising music and dance, performed mainly during the Carnival of Recife. Its quick frenetic and vigorous rhythm draws upon the fusion of musical genres such as marching music, Brazilian tango, square dance, polka and pieces of classical repertoire, performed by martial bands and fanfares. The music is essentially urban, and like the accompanying dance ‘Passo’ is vigorous and subversive. The dance stems from the skill and agility of capoeira fighters who improvise leaps to the electrifying sound of steel orchestras and bands. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. The Subsidiary Body noted that the Frevo was a very dynamic artistic expression, which although had changed over the years remained extremely important for the Carnival of Recife. It also appreciated the broad safeguarding measures included in the file, and particularly the commitment of the communities and the support of the State in its implementation. It believed that the inscription of the festive and inclusive element contributed towards the appreciation of humanity’s creativity. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
523. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.8 to inscribe Frevo, performing arts of the Carnival of Recife on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
524. The delegation of Brazil expressed gratitude and thanks for the inscription of the element, adding that Frevo was one of the most traditional expressions of carnival in the country and that the Mayor of Recife was present to represent the northeast region. The delegation explained that Frevo originated from fevrer, meaning ‘to boil’, and represented the warm and effervescent character of the Brazilian people during the carnival as manifested in many artistic forms. The carnival has been performed for more than 100 years and was very popular as it represented diversity, tolerance and peaceful cooperation. The delegation spoke of cultural heritage as a critical element in the sustainable development of the nation, adding that Frevo would now be at the service of the Convention to promote international cooperation and exchange of experiences.

525. The Chairperson invited the participants to the cultural performances organized by Brazil the following day, and thanked the Minister and the Mayor for their presence.

526. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body thus presented the next nomination on Festival of Saint Francis of Assisi, Quidbó [draft decision 7.COM 11.9] submitted by Colombia. Every year from September to October the twelve Franciscan districts of Quibdó hold the Fiesta de San Pacho, a celebration of the community’s Afro-descendant Chocó identity. It begins with the Catholic ‘Inaugural Mass’ blended with traditional dances and chirimía followed by a parade of carnival groups featuring costumes, dances and chirimía. Mass is held in the morning, while the floats and carnival groups parade in the afternoon. Towards the end, the patron saint travels the Atrato River in boats and people celebrate the dawn with devotional hymns and perform the Grand Procession of the Saint. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. The nomination had clearly described the transmission of the tradition, as well as its social and cultural functions, and the bearers and their roles were clearly identified. The Subsidiary Body was impressed by the wide participation of the community in the elaboration of the file through a series of workshops, interviews and other consultations, while safeguarding measures were well balanced, and included awareness-raising, documentation and training, and institutional reinforcement. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
527. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.9 to inscribe Festival of Saint Francis of Assisi, Quidbó on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
528. The delegation of Colombia expressed gratitude to the Committee for its recognition of the element, which was at the heart of the region’s cultural wealth. The delegation introduced the representatives present at the meeting who were in Paris to promote the element’s safeguard and could now share their cultural expressions with the world. The delegation assured the Committee of the State’s commitment towards safeguarding this unique element and its resolve to further promote this outstanding heritage. The representative of the community explained that the initial proposal dated from 1991, which recognized the unique multicultural nature of the country, while acknowledging the 2003 Convention ratified by Colombia in 2006.
529. The Chairperson welcomed the representatives of the community and congratulated Colombia on its well-prepared nomination.
530. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Klapa multipart singing of Dalmatia, southern Croatia [draft decision 7.COM 11.10] submitted by Croatia. Klapa singing is a multipart singing tradition of Dalmatia. It features capella homophonic singing – an oral tradition of making simple music. The leader of each singing group is the first tenor, followed by several tenori, baritoni and basi voices. During performances, the singers stand in a tight semicircle. The first tenor starts the singing and is followed by the others. The main aim is to achieve the best possible blend of voices. Topics of Klapa songs usually deal with love, life situations, and the local environment. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It considered that the nomination reflected the importance of Klapa by the inhabitants of Dalmatia as it provided them with a sense of regional identity. It also noted the emphasis on transmission through formal and non-formal education, and the involvement of the community in the elaboration of the nomination file. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
531. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.10 to inscribe Klapa multipart singing of Dalmatia, southern Croatia on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
532. On behalf of the Ministry of Culture, the UNESCO Commission and Klapa singers the delegation of Croatia thanked the Committee, the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body for their recognition and the inscription of the element, which was the pride and joy of the Croatian people.
[Performance of Klapa chant]
533. Noting the withdrawal of Cuba, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Traditional weaving of the Ecuadorian toquilla straw hat [draft decision 7.COM 11.12] submitted by Ecuador. The toquilla straw hat is woven from fibres from a palm tree characteristic of the Ecuadorian coast. Coastal farmers cultivate the toquillales and harvest the stems used to weave the hats. The transmission of weaving techniques occurs within the home from an early age through observation and imitation. The use of the hat as part of everyday clothing and in festive contexts represents a distinctive mark of these communities. Weaving a hat can take from one day to eight months, depending on the quality and its finesse. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It took note of how the traditional weaving of toquilla constituted a craftsmanship handed down from generation to generation within the communities. It also appreciated that the practices associated with the bearers provided the communities with a sense of identity and cultural continuity that served as a reference for social cohesion between the different groups living in coastal and Andean Ecuador. In addition, the nomination contained a detailed series of safeguard measures targeting the transmission of knowledge to new generations, but also included research, revitalization, dissemination, and the promotion and development of traditional weaving.

534. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.12 to inscribe Traditional weaving of the Ecuadorian toquilla straw hat on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
535. The delegation of Ecuador spoke of the many archaeological traces of traditional weaving of the toquilla during the pre-Columbian period, with the current indigenous communities using original techniques from Toque in Spain, which was later translated as toquilla to describe the fibre itself. The technique is deeply rooted in Ecuador, particularly in the coastal regions and describes complex figures of eight, with the members of the household learning the techniques at an early age through observation. The delegation explained that the strategic safeguarding plan was detailed and comprehensive so as to enable the tradition to continue and thrive, and it thanked the weaving communities for their patience and commitment.
536. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Fest-Noz, festive gathering based on the collective practice of traditional dances of Brittany [draft decision 7.COM 11.13] submitted by France. Fest-Noz is a festive gathering based on the collective practice of traditional Breton dances, accompanied by singing or instrumental music. The strong Breton cultural movement has preserved this expression of a living and constantly renewed practice of inherited dance repertoires with several hundred variations, and thousands of tunes. The Fest-Noz is characterized by an intense camaraderie among the singers, musicians and dancers, significant social and intergenerational diversity, and openness to others. It is at the centre of an intense ferment of musical experiences and has spawned a veritable cultural economy. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It appreciated the direct participation of the entire Breton community in the nomination process and in identifying safeguarding measures, as well as its commitment to the transmission of knowledge of this artistic expression, which is particularly important in terms of local identity. The file also demonstrated safeguarding measures aimed at strengthening transmission within the community, as well as measures for its documentation and promotion, and formal education. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
537. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.13 to inscribe Fest-Noz, festive gathering based on the collective practice of traditional dances of Brittany on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
538. Thanking the Committee for its decision, the delegation of France spoke of the exemplary work led by the association and supported by the local council and the State in the spirit of the Convention. The delegation spoke of the element as alive. On behalf of the thousands of people who supported the nomination, a representative of the working group that prepared the nomination file spoke of his appreciation and gratitude to the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their work, with a special mention of the French delegation for their assistance and support. He dedicated the inscription to the people of Brittany (bearers, researchers, practitioners) for contributing towards the vitality of the element.
[Fest-Noz demonstration]
539. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Know-how of cultivating mastic on the island of Chios [draft decision 7.COM 11.14] submitted by Greece. Mastic is an aromatic resin cultivated in 24 villages on the island of Chios in the Aegean Sea. Traditional cultivation relies upon mutual assistance practices that provide an opportunity to recount old tales and stories and renew social ties and networks. Mastic culture remains a living tradition thanks to the persistence of older farmers in using traditional methods and the active involvement of young people introduced to the techniques through oral apprenticeship from experienced producers. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.2 and R.4, but that criterion R.3 and R.5 required additional information. It particularly appreciated the emphasis on the meaning and symbolism of the element, as well as the relationship between the bearers and their work, the community and its environment. However, in criterion R.3, although the safeguarding measures were clearly identified, the State’s commitment to the measures was unclear, as was how the communities were involved in their implementation. In addition, the Subsidiary Body was concerned about the possibility that inscription may primarily serve commercial purposes. With regard to criterion R.5, the Subsidiary Body found no information pertaining to the inclusion of the element on an inventory of intangible cultural heritage, and how it had been elaborated. There were indications of intentions to develop an inventory, but no direct assertion that the element was currently included. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
540. Referring to the safeguarding plan, the delegation of Belgium remarked on the summer fires on the island that destroyed the woods, harvests and the crops of domestic culture, and sought more information in the revised file on the safeguarding measures dealing with such disasters. The delegation considered that the file might best be submitted to the Urgent Safeguarding List.
541. Congratulating Greece on its very interesting file, the delegation of Brazil sought clarity on the safeguarding plan in R.3 with regard to the State’s involvement in the measures listed, including museums, research centres and activities related to agrotourism. The delegation also sought clarity on the inventory, as it appeared that the inventory had been carried out, though it was not entirely clear from the wording in the nomination form.
542. The delegation of Albania also sought clarity on the inventory, particularly as countries in the region had typically worked on inventories a long time ago. The delegation of Indonesia also sought clarity on the inventory.
543. The delegation of Peru wished to have more details on how the Subsidiary Body concluded that the State Party’s safeguarding plans would lead to over-commercialization.
544. The delegation of Uruguay supported the request by Brazil and Peru since it would support inscription if convinced.
545. The delegation of Tunisia surmised that if the inventory had been done according to the norms, then the State Party could be asked to provide the inventory in a timely manner.
546. Thanking the Subsidiary Body for its thorough work, the delegation of Greece began by explaining the know-how of mastic cultivation, which produced the delicious gum and juices, adding that the shrub only grew on the southern part of the island. It explained that there is a long tradition of cultivating the shrub on the island, and every measure is taken not to extract more from the shrub than necessary, so there could not be any over-commercialization, particularly as production is built around the amount of resin it can obtain. With regard to State involvement in the safeguarding measures, the State recognized that farmers were taught informally in keeping with their system of beliefs and nature, and encouraged them to transmit their knowledge. In collaboration with an NGO, the State had thus created a museum and there were several other measures of this kind in the nomination file, which the State considered was sufficient. With regard to the inventory, the State held a substantial inventory in the Archaeological School of Arts within the Folklore Center of the Academy of Athens, but did not obtain a copy for the nomination file, hoping that the website and the updated inventory would be ready on time so as to meet the requirements of the Convention. Moreover, the General Director of Antiquities in Athens had addressed a letter to the Secretary explaining that the website would be ready by the end of February.
547. The Chairperson noted that Greece had responded to Peru’s question on over-commercialization and therefore did not seek further clarity from the Subsidiary Body.  Additionally, the State considered that there was sufficient information in the file regarding safeguarding, though conceded that there was insufficient information on the inventory.
548. The delegation of Greece further explained that the translation of the inventory was a substantial task and the reason it had been unable to create the website on time.
549. Having heard the explanations, the delegation of Spain considered that R.5 on the inventory was satisfied and approved the inscription of the element.
550. The Chairperson remarked that Spain, as member of the Subsidiary Body, was contradicting its own recommendation in the draft decision.
551. Having heard Greece, the delegation of Uruguay also supported inscription of the element.
552. The delegation of Spain wished to clarify that it had not violated any rules of procedure as the submitting State had provided relevant information that had not been made available to the Subsidiary Body at the time of its examination.
553. The Chairperson noted however that the inventory website would only be ready at the end of February. He reminded the Committee that the Subsidiary Body could only make decisions based on the information contained in the file, and he was therefore unable to decide favourably given that information was lacking. The delegation of Belgium supported the Chairperson’s conclusion that there was a problem in R.5.
554. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision and paragraph 1, which was duly adopted.
555. Having heard the State Party, the delegation of Brazil was convinced that R.3 was satisfied, and drew attention to the language of the Operational Directives on safeguarding measures that state ‘may’ protect and promote the element. The delegation thus fully concurred with the State Party that the measures listed may indeed protect and promote the element. It therefore wished to propose an amendment in this regard.
556. The Chairperson noted Brazil’s recommendation that R.3 was satisfied, and read out the amendment: ‘The safeguarding measures proposed aim at ensuring availability and sustainability of the know-how of cultivating mastic’. The Chairperson noted support from Indonesia, Japan, Uruguay, Peru, China, Kirgizstan, Tunisia and Uruguay.
557. The delegation of Belgium returned to its earlier point regarding the dramatic summer fires that had destroyed some of the shrubs, which had placed these families in a difficult situation. The delegation therefore wished to take this specific issue into account in R.3.
558. The Chairperson noted Belgium’s concern with regard to safeguarding measure and the particular issue of fires. However, with no further comments of objections to sub-paragraph R.3, the paragraph as amended by Brazil was duly adopted. The Chairperson then turned to sub-paragraph 4, which was also adopted. Consequently, the reference to R.3 in paragraph 3 was deleted. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 3 and the sub-paragraph on R.5.
559. The delegation of Brazil reiterated that it believed R.5 to be satisfied, adding that although the information was not available online, the element was indeed registered in an inventory that was currently being translated.
560. The delegation of Uganda agreed with Brazil, adding that the State Party fulfilled Art. 12, which reads, ‘the State Party may draw up, in a manner geared to its own situation, an inventory’. In this case, the inventory was a formal book albeit it was not yet available online, and consequently satisfied criterion R.5.
561. The delegation of Belgium called for consistency with regard to decisions taken last year, recalling a number of nominations that had been referred, notably India, based specifically on criterion R.5.
562. The delegation of Nicaragua supported Brazil and Uganda in that the physical inventory existed and therefore satisfied R.5.
563. Although a member of the Subsidiary Body, but as Spain had previously intervened, the delegation of Burkina Faso wished to comment on the question of inventory. The Chairperson intervened, as he did not wish to open up a precedent in this regard, inviting members of the Subsidiary Body not to intervene as they already conveyed their consensual recommendation to the Committee.
564. The delegation of Czech Republic spoke of its uncomfortable position in that while it respected the interventions by Committee members and Greece, it valued the work of the Subsidiary Body and its decision that the two criteria had not been met, despite the explanations by Greece. The delegation conceded to the consensus, but believed that further reflection was necessary. Moreover, it also regarded the referral as an occasion for the State to better revise its nomination, particularly as the value of the element was not in question, adding that the Committee may be faced with the same situation when examining the other nomination files.
565. The delegation of Grenada was convinced that the State had been involved in safeguarding measures in R.3, even though the State Party did not specifically mention the fact in the nomination file. However, it agreed with the Czech Republic that insisted on information being contained in the file. The delegation recalled that five files had been referred to the submitting States Parties in Bali owing to a lack of information in R.5, adding that the Committee should remain consistent with decisions taken by previous committees and advisory bodies, regardless of any sympathy held for the nomination.
566. The delegation of Indonesia supported the proposal by Brazil, adding that the proof of an inventory in this case was a technical issue. Moreover, the Committee should not refer to the rejected files in Bali, as every file had to be carefully considered based on its own characteristics.
567. The Chairperson noted the divergent positions.

568. The delegation of Japan associated with the remark by Indonesia that the Committee should judge on a case-by-case basis, and it supported Brazil in this regard.
569. The Chairperson noted that there was an absence of consensus, and therefore asked the Committee whether it supported the view that R.5 was supported by evidence in the file. The following delegations believed that this was indeed the case: Brazil, Nicaragua, Uruguay, Japan, Peru, Uganda, Indonesia, Madagascar, China, Kirghizstan and Tunisia. However, as a change to the draft decision proposed by Brazil required support from the majority, i.e. 13 delegations, the Chairperson pronounced the original paragraph 3 adopted. With no comments or objections to paragraph 4, it was also adopted.
570. The delegation of Brazil regretted that the nomination file had been referred, but agreed that it gave Greece the opportunity to improve its file. It also found relevant the remarks by Belgium on the fires, and recommended a new paragraph 5, which read: ‘Recommends the State Party to give consideration to additional safeguarding policies aimed at mitigating fire damage to the trees’. With no objections, paragraph 5 was duly adopted.

571. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.14 to refer Know-how of cultivating mastic on the island of Chios to the submitting State for additional information.
572. The delegation of Greece fully respected the decision of the Committee, expressing thanks to members for their show of solidarity.

573. The Chairperson thanked Greece, adding that it appreciated its comments.

574. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Folk art of the Matyó, embroidery of a traditional community [draft decision 7.COM 11.15] submitted by Hungary. The folk art of the Matyó community around the town of Mezőkövesd in north-eastern Hungary is characterized by floral motifs that are found in flat-stitch embroidery in interior decoration and architecture. The national popularity of Matyó embroidery has made it into a form of auxiliary income, enabling women to buy the fine fabrics and supplies necessary for making elaborate costumes. Most often practised as a communal activity, embroidery strengthens interpersonal relationships and community cohesion, while allowing for individual artistic expression. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It noted the symbolic role of the Matyo embroidery within the community, and the nomination file had shown how the transmission of knowledge helped strengthen relationships and cohesion within the community. Awareness of this traditional craft could encourage human creativity and contribute towards greater visibility of intangible cultural heritage. The Subsidiary Body also noted the strong commitment of the State, local authorities, groups of artisans, and cultural associations in safeguarding the element. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
575. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.15 to inscribe Folk art of the Matyó, embroidery of a traditional community on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
576. The delegation of Hungary introduced the Director of Intangible Cultural Heritage, Ms Eszter Csonka-Takács, who on behalf of the country and the bearers thanked the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body for their work that led to the element’s inscription, as well as the Committee for its support. The international recognition was an honour for Hungary, which was committed to the continued practice and transmission of the folk art, and that would enable further awareness of intangible cultural heritage in general.
577. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Buddhist chanting of Ladakh: recitation of sacred Buddhist texts in the trans-Himalayan Ladakh region, Jammu and Kashmir, India [draft decision 7.COM 11.16] submitted by India. In the Ladakh region, Buddhist lamas (priests) chant sacred texts representing the spirit of the Buddha. Chanting can be accompanied by dance and is undertaken for the well-being of the people, for purification and peace of mind, to appease the wrath of evil spirits or to invoke the blessing of various deities. Acolytes are trained by senior monks in the monastery where they pray daily for world peace, and for the personal growth of the practitioners. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It recalled that the nomination had been referred to the submitting State in 2011 for additional information on criterion R.5. As with the Subsidiary Body in 2011, it found that the first four criteria were met, and that criterion R.5 had now also been satisfied, as the inventory had been elaborated and updated with the participation of the communities concerned. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
578. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.16 to inscribe Buddhist chanting of Ladakh: recitation of sacred Buddhist texts in the trans-Himalayan Ladakh region, Jammu and Kashmir, India on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
579. The delegation of India thanked the Committee Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for the successful inscription, which was a source of pride and would invariably strengthen the government’s commitment towards safeguarding the element.
580. The Chairperson commended India’s dedication and commitment in ensuring the element’s inscription with a nomination file that had initially been referred.

581. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Qālišuyān rituals of Mašhad-e Ardehāl in Kāšān [draft decision 7.COM 11.17] submitted by the Islamic Republic of Iran. Qālišuyān rituals are practised in Iran to honour the memory of Soltān Ali, a holy figure among the people of Kāšān and Fin. According to legend, he was martyred and his body found and carried in a carpet to a stream where it was purified. Today, the Qālišuyān takes place at Soltān Ali mausoleum where a carpet is washed in the holy stream by a huge gathering. The people of Xāve gather at the mausoleum to sprinkle rosewater on the carpet, which is then delivered to the people of Fin who rinse the carpet in running water and sprinkle rosewater drops with decorated wooden sticks. Qālišuyān rituals are thus part of the socio-cultural life of several communities who gather together in a spirit of cooperation and sharing. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.4 and R.5, but that criterion R.2 and R.3 required additional information. It found that there was insufficient information in R.2 about the contribution of Qālišuyān rituals to visibility and awareness of the importance of intangible cultural heritage in general, nor how it promoted dialogue among communities, groups and individuals. In criterion R.3, the information given was not sufficiently specific on how the community participated in the implementation of the safeguarding measures. The Subsidiary Body was concerned that the measures had not been developed in keeping with the need for mutual respect and tolerance that respected the dynamics of transformation characterizing intangible cultural heritage, as they were formulated in terms of protecting the element against evolution and external influences. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
582. The delegation of Nicaragua spoke of the element as important, as it encouraged a sense of belonging in the participating communities, and its significance as intangible cultural heritage was without doubt. However, the delegation sought clarification on three points: i) how would the element promote dialogue among the communities concerned; ii) how would communities participate in the safeguarding measures; and iii) how were the safeguarding measures to be implemented.
583. The delegation of China thanked the Subsidiary Body for its observations and recommendations, and noting the divergent opinions, requested the submitting State to elaborate on the how the community representatives collaborated in the preparation of the nomination file and the safeguarding measures.
584. The delegation of Japan also congratulated the Subsidiary Body on its excellent observations and found the safeguarding measures interesting, though requested the submitting State to elaborate on how the methodology of the measures intended to preserve the dynamic character of the element.
585. The delegation of Azerbaijan drew attention to the importance of the element as a rare example of true dialogue among communities, ethnicities and religions, as stated in page 6 of the nomination, which contributed towards the visibility of the element at both national and international levels. The delegation invited the submitting State to explain on how the issue of awareness-raising of intangible cultural heritage in general had been elaborated. With regard to community participation in the safeguarding measures, the delegation associated with the remarks by Japan to request the submitting State to elaborate on the proposed measures that would not freeze the element to a fixed form.
586. The delegation of Latvia congratulated the submitting State for its file, which was noteworthy for its deep roots in the Asian-Iranian mythological worldview that created a platform for peaceful interaction of communities with different ethnic and religious backgrounds. Considering the principle of R.2, the delegation believed that the element would add value to the Representative List for the diversity of its expressions. With regard to the Subsidiary Body’s draft decision, the delegation noted the important role played by NGOs in safeguarding the rituals. It also noted that the file encompassed a list of 18 proposed safeguard activities, and sought clarification from the State on how the communities would take part in the activities.
587. The delegation of Brazil remarked on previously noted difficulties in interpretation of R.2 with regard to ‘will contribute to visibility’, as one could not predict how it could contribute to visibility in the future.
588. The delegation of Indonesia shared the view expressed by Azerbaijan, and also requested clarification from the submitting State on criteria R.2 and R.3.
589. The delegation of Uruguay endorsed the remarks by the previous speakers.
590. The Chairperson reiterated the importance of adhering to the information contained in the nomination file, adding that by inviting a submitting State to elaborate on its nomination was in fact an invitation to provide additional information not contained in the file. Thus, the Chairperson would not give the Islamic Republic of Iran the opportunity to elaborate, but specifically respond to the three questions posed by Nicaragua: i) how would the element promote dialogue among communities; ii) how would communities participate in the safeguarding measures; and iii) how were the safeguarding measures to be implemented.
591. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran began by thanking all those involved the organization of the meeting, agreeing to adhere to the information contained in the file. With regard to the visibility of intangible cultural heritage in general, the delegation explained that the file stated the element as constituting an outstanding example of East-West Asian traditional knowledge on astronomical and astrological calendars, and an example of water rituals worldwide. It constituted a constructive dialogue between ancient Islamic and modern rituals and thereby encouraged peace and mutual understanding among different ethnicities and religions. With regard to the safeguarding measures and methodology, the delegation explained that the drafters developed a range of general to specific measures with special attention given to awareness-raising at local, national and international levels. More opportunities were provided for local communities to empower traditional safeguarding methods, which had successfully guided the element in its journey of recreation throughout the various epochs. Thus, the element was not endangered and fully active and representative in its own domain. The delegation added that the language and content of the form was fully in line with previous successful inscriptions. With regard to community participation, the delegation drew attention to the consent documents signed by the councils of the villages concerned, as well as the trustees of the mausoleum – representatives of the local communities who were actively involved throughout the nomination process and the development of the safeguarding measures. Moreover, the nomination was motivated and decided upon by the strong will of the community, which was outlined in the nomination form.

592. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 1 of the draft decision, which was duly adopted.

593. Reiterating its earlier comment on the difficulty to define R.2, the delegation of Brazil added that the element clearly promoted dialogue between the different communities concerned, while raising awareness on water resources, as demonstrated in the file. In this regard, the delegation submitted an amendment to paragraph 2 on criterion R.2.

594. The Chairperson read out the amendment: ‘The inscription of the Qālišuyān rituals on the Representative List could contribute to greater visibility of intangible cultural heritage and awareness of its significance by encouraging dialogue and cooperation among the different communities, groups and individuals’. The following delegations supported the amendment: China, Azerbaijan, Indonesia, Japan, Uruguay, Peru, Uganda, Nicaragua and Namibia.
595. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the Subsidiary Body had not been given the floor to answer a specific question addressed to it and express its position. Given the floor by the Chairperson, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body did not recall the specific question.

596. The Chairperson proceeded with the adoption of sub-paragraph R.2, as proposed by Brazil. With no objections, it was duly adopted. The delegation of Brazil drew attention to the wording for R.2 that ‘may’ protect and promote the element, adding that the element was constantly recreated with the communities concerned and as such the safeguarding measures ‘may’ protect the element, which suggested that criterion R.3 was satisfied. The Chairperson read out the amendment submitted by Brazil: ‘The proposed safeguarding measures aim at awareness raising regarding the temporal and spatial features of the Qālišuyān providing the ground for active participation of the local community and guaranteeing the recreation of the element in response to the changing requirements of its surroundings’. In order to ensure the credibility of recommendations, the Chairperson asked Brazil to point out the precise reference in the nomination form.
597. On a procedural matter, the delegation of Belgium drew attention to the fact that many members of the Subsidiary Body were not participating in the present debate, wondering how this affected the decisions.
598. The Chairperson conceded that the situation was not ideal, but that the Subsidiary Body had already undergone its evaluation and could not now open discussions on its own decisions. The delegation of Belgium recalled that members of the Subsidiary Body were given the opportunity to speak in Bali.

599. The Legal Adviser explained that members of the Subsidiary Body complete their mission upon presentation of its report to the Committee and could therefore speak as Committee members, but not as members of the Subsidiary Body. The Committee’s task was therefore to decide on the recommendations already formulated by the Subsidiary Body, which had the freedom to express its opinions. The Legal Adviser further explained that he could not intervene should a country representative change its position. The Legal Adviser returned to the remark by the Chairperson with regard to Brazil’s amendment and its specific reference in the nomination form, explaining that it was the Committee’s prerogative to decide on any discrepancies in the interpretation of text between the Subsidiary Body and the Committee based on clarifications provided on the authenticity of the information given by the submitting State.

600. The delegation of Brazil drew attention to section 3.a.(i) that explained the manner of the element’s recreation and the institutions involved in the safeguarding measures.

601. The delegation of Indonesia drew attention to the 19 points of the safeguarding plan under section 3.b., and therefore supported Brazil’s proposal.

602. The delegation of Czech Republic believed that nomination files should be treated on a case-by-case basis, adding that referrals allowed submitting States to improve their publically visible files, as highlighted by the Subsidiary Body.

603. The delegation of Belgium supported the Subsidiary Body’s interpretation of the file.

604. The Chairperson noted support for Brazil’s proposal from Nicaragua, China, Uruguay, Peru, Uganda, Tunisia, Japan, Egypt, Greece and Azerbaijan, which accounted for a majority 14 delegations in favour of the proposal. With no further comments of objections, sub-paragraph 3 was adopted as amended. With no change to sub-paragraphs 4 and 5, they were duly adopted. Consequently, paragraph 3 was deleted and replaced by paragraph 4 (becoming the new paragraph 3), which was amended to ‘inscribe’ the nomination. With no objections, amended paragraph 3 was duly adopted.

605. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.17 to inscribe Qālišuyān rituals of Mašhad-e Ardehāl in Kāšān on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
606. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran expressed sincere thanks to the Subsidiary Body, the Secretariat, and the Committee for their work and their decision to inscribe the element, which would delight the thousands of practitioners, the local communities and the entire nation. The delegation spoke of the eagerness with which the communities and visitors celebrated the annual rituals, and having ratified the Convention in 2006, was happy to note that its tenth inscription occurred on the 10th anniversary of the Convention. It spoke of its commitment to safeguarding the element, adding that it appreciated the concerns raised by the Subsidiary Body.

607. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Traditional violin craftsmanship in Cremona [draft decision 7.COM 11.18] submitted by Italy. Cremonese violin craftsmanship is highly renowned for its traditional process of fashioning and restoring violins, violas, cellos and contrabasses. Each violin-maker constructs from three to six instruments per year, shaping and assembling more than 70 pieces of wood around an inner mould by hand, according to the different acoustic response of each piece. Every part of the instrument is made with a specific wood demanding a high level of creativity; the craftsperson has to adapt the techniques and personal knowledge to every instrument. Cremonese violin-making is considered fundamental to the identity of Cremona’s citizens, and plays a fundamental role in its social and cultural practices. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. The nomination clearly demonstrated how the traditional skills of violin craftsmanship play an important role in the daily life of the population of Cremona by providing a deep sense of identity. The Subsidiary Body noted the emphasis on the transmission of know-how by all means possible, including through formal institutions and informal methods such as apprenticeships. It also noted the active participation of the community of violin-makers, organizations and stakeholders, including the State, throughout the nomination process. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
608. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.18 to inscribe Traditional violin craftsmanship in Cremona on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
609. The delegation of Italy thanked the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body for his report, and the Committee for its decision to inscribe the element. The delegation spoke of the centuries-old tradition of violin-making as having strong links between the master and apprentice whose inter-generational dialogue would ensure the safeguard of the element. The community fully believed that the inscription of the element would contribute towards increasing awareness of the craft.

610. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Nachi no Dengaku, a religious performing art held at the Nachi fire festival [draft decision 7.COM 11.19] submitted by Japan. Nachi no Dengaku is a Japanese folk performing art performed inside the Kumano Nachi Shrine during the annual Nachi Fire Festival. It is a key component of the festival and takes the form of ritual dancing to flute music and drums for an abundant harvest of rice crops. It is performed by one flute player, four drummers, four players of Binzasara, a musical string instrument, and two other musicians. There are 22 repertoires, each performed in 45 minutes. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.2, R.3, R.4 and R.5, but that criterion R.1 required additional information. It found that the way Nachi no Dengaku is transmitted from generation to generation could serve to raise awareness of the importance of intangible cultural heritage. The Subsidiary Body also highlighted the important role of the Association for the Preservation of Nachi Dengaku, which in cooperation with local and national authorities, had participated throughout the nomination process and contributed to the preservation of the practice. However, it found that the description provided by the submitting State in criterion R.1 did not enable it to understand the social function of the element vis-à-vis the bearers. In particular, it had difficulty understanding the relationship or distinction between the ritual dance and the fire festival. The significance of the dance itself was also unclear. A clearer delineation of the scope and nature of the practice, as well as information on its social meanings were needed. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
611. The delegation of Belgium found the nomination to be clear in its presentation of R.1, and wondered about the specific additional information required by the Subsidiary Body.
612. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body found that the information was not sufficiently clear on the difference between the ritual dance and the fire festival; the dance appearing to play an integral part of the fire festival. Additionally, there was insufficient information to enable the Subsidiary Body to determine the scope and nature of the practice, as it portrayed as a symbolic activity to ensure a successful harvest. However, it did believe the practice to be an element of intangible cultural heritage, but that it lacked information to completely satisfy criterion R.1.
613. The delegation of Azerbaijan concurred with Belgium that the information necessary to satisfy R.1 was contained in the nomination form, especially with regard to the nature and social functions of the element.
614. The delegation of Uruguay believed R.1 to be satisfied in that the element was obviously an important artistic practice, adding that the submitting State should clarify if required.
615. The delegation of Kyrgyzstan suggested that there was perhaps insufficient information on the Nachi fire festival, but not on the Nachi no Dengaku dance, which was the subject of the nomination. Thus, it supported the position expressed by Belgium and Azerbaijan, and recommended its inscription on the Representative List.

616. The delegation of Nigeria also held that there was sufficient information to inscribe the element.
617. The delegation of Nicaragua also found that there was sufficient information, suggesting the submitting State clarify the points to allay any concerns.
618. The delegation of China found surprising that this was the first element not to satisfy R.1, given the experience of Japan in submitting nominations, and shared the sentiment expressed by Belgium and others that R.1 was satisfied.
619. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 1 of the draft decision, which was duly adopted. The delegation of Kyrgyzstan proposed an amendment in R.1, which read: ‘Transmitted from generation to generation, Nachi no Dengaku is performed as an essential ritual dancing for praying for an abundant harvest in the Nachi area and gives its community a sense of identity and continuity while promoting values of social and cultural cohesion and integration’.
620. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Indonesia, Azerbaijan, Nigeria, Uruguay, Greece, Madagascar, Brazil, Egypt, Namibia, Tunisia and Morocco.
621. The delegation of Grenada asked that the French and English versions be aligned.
622. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced sub-paragraph R.1 adopted. With no changes to sub-paragraphs 2–5, they were duly adopted. Consequently, the previous paragraph 3 was deleted, with an amendment to paragraph 4 [new paragraph 3] that ‘decides to inscribe’ the element. Paragraph 3 as amended was thus adopted.
623. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.19 to inscribe Nachi no Dengaku, a religious performing art held at the Nachi fire festival on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
624. The delegation of Japan expressed sincere thanks to the Committee, the Subsidiary Body, and the Secretariat for their careful examination of the nomination file and the inscription of the element. The delegation remarked that inscription would encourage the community concerned to make further efforts to transmit the practice to the next generation and promote dialogue with other communities, adding that this represented a bright future to the communities still recovering from the devastating effects of the typhoon in 2011.

625. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Coming forth of the masks and puppets in Markala [draft decision 7.COM 11.20] submitted by Mali. The coming forth of the masks and puppets is an important event in Markala and neighbouring villages. The tradition takes place in the public square during the dry season with dancers and masked puppeteers performing on stage in traditional dress to the rhythm of drumbeats and singing in chorus. The tradition celebrates the end of the harvest, greets the period of individual and collective fishing, and strengthens social cohesion. Novices are initiated in the tradition during sacred ceremonies that precede the performance. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.2, R.3 and R.5, but that criterion R.1 and R.4 required additional information. In criterion R.1, it encountered the same issue as with the previous nomination; while it acknowledged the importance of the event in the local community, it was difficult to clearly determine the subject of the inscription, i.e. was it the masks and puppets, the performance itself, or the sacred ritual associated with their use. The Subsidiary Body also sought a more precise identification of the communities concerned by the different components. With regard to criterion R.4, it noted that the nomination contained a statement affirming that the implementation of the safeguard measures did not breach or disseminate secret aspects of the ritual. However, it considered that the submitting State should further elaborate on the specific measures to ensure compliance with customary practices that restricted access to some parts of the element, given the sensitivity of the traditions concerned; a simple statement seemed inadequate. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.

626. With regard to R.1, the delegation of Nigeria found it difficult to understand why the Subsidiary Body was unable to differentiate between the different aspects of the element, particularly as most African festivals or rites included puppets and masks, as well as music, songs and rituals in a complete theatre performance, and were not considered as separate components.

627. The delegation of Madagascar thanked the Subsidiary Body for its remarkable work, and the submitting State for its nomination of a cultural and living element. The delegation found that the element constituted an annual event celebrated among different communities and clearly constituted a ritual of puppets and masks with dance and music that were intimately linked. The delegation considered that the submitting State had satisfied criterion R.1.

628. The delegation of Peru was surprised that R.1 was not satisfied, considering that it was fundamental to the nomination, and wondered whether the State had benefitted and responded to technical assistance provided by the Secretariat. The delegation also sought clarity on whether the identification of the safeguarding measures had helped in defining the element as intangible cultural heritage.

629. The delegation of Tunisia added that the complex nature of the element, comprising several forms of inseparable expressions, should be taken in consideration in defining the element in R.1, which it considered satisfied.

630. Responding to the questions on R.1, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the nomination was unclear on the subject of the nomination, i.e. which components were being proposed for inscription, adding that it was not attempting to dissociate the puppets and the masks. Instead the Subsidiary Body sought to clarify whether it was the ritual itself or the use of the ritual that constituted the element. Furthermore, it sought greater detail on the communities concerned in the different components of the event.

631. Remarking on the quality of the documents and the excellent way the meeting was being conducted, the delegation of Mali took the opportunity to thank UNESCO for its support in assisting Mali in safeguarding its tangible and intangible cultural heritage given the current national crisis. With regard to the concerns, the delegation explained that the information was contained in the nomination form under three points. With regard to R.1, the delegation explained that the element comprised the coming forth of the masks and the puppets of Markala, an event thus described by the practising community, as mentioned in section C of the preamble. The delegation further explained that the measures taken with regard to customary practices could be found in section 3.a(i), which made reference to the Association, as cited, ‘perpetuate the practice by facilitating knowledge transfer. The Association Bosoba Sogo that works to facilitate exchanges with administrative authorities, promote intangible heritage and cultural diversity in general and cultural practices and traditions in particular’, whose role was to safeguard the customary and secret practices, as well as ‘safeguard the wood and grasses used to make the masks, puppets and their supports’. The delegation emphasized that the performance was not related to the masks and the puppets per se, but to their symbolic representation as sacred links between nature and the universe, as acknowledged by the Subsidiary Body.
632. The Chairperson remarked on the good example set by Mali on how questions to the submitting State should be answered point-by-point. The Chairperson then moved to the adoption of the draft decision. With no comments or objections, paragraph 1 was pronounced adopted.
633. The delegation of Nigeria proposed that sub-paragraph R.1 [in paragraph 3] be amended.
634. The delegation of Grenada remarked that from the information given in the form, the subject of inscription was still unclear, particularly as there was a secret dimension to the element.
635. Given the explanation, the delegation of Madagascar found that R.1 had been satisfied.
636. The Chairperson sought an amendment, without which it would be impossible to advance. He then turned to sub-paragraph R.5, which was duly adopted.
637. The delegation of Nigeria proposed the following amendment in R.1, which read: ‘Coming forth of the masks and puppets of Markala demonstrates a high level of artistic expressions combining the craftsmanship of masks and puppets as well as music, dance and songs in a most wholesome way.’
638. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from China, Indonesia, Japan, Uruguay, Kyrgystan, Egypt, Belgium, Namibia, Uganda and Tunisia.
639. The delegation of Belgium proposed deleting, ‘in a most wholesome way’. The delegation of Nigeria agreed with replacing the text with ‘holistic way’.
640. The delegation of Grenada supported the amendment by Belgium. The Chairperson thus pronounced sub-paragraph R.1 adopted, which subsequently joined paragraph 2. With no comments or objections to sub-paragraphs 2 and 3, they were adopted. Paragraph 2 was thus pronounced adopted.
641. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 3 and the deletion of R.1, which was moved to paragraph 2. With no change to sub-paragraph R.4, paragraph 3 was adopted.
642. The delegation of Nigeria wished to propose an amendment to paragraph 4, explaining that in most cases in Africa masquerades were forbidden to certain persons, i.e. women and children, and were often seen as crimes, which highlighted the relationship between cultural practice and the penal code. However, in this case, it did not appear that there were any restrictions in listening to the drums.

643. The Chairperson reiterated that amendments be submitted in order to change the draft decision.

644. The delegation of Nigeria suggested the following wording: ‘The coming forth of the masks and puppets of Markala had shown adequate measures that respected the concerned communities.’
645. The Chairperson remarked that sub-paragraph 4 in paragraph 3 had already been adopted, since no amendments had been submitted prior to its adoption. With no further objections, paragraph 4 was pronounced adopted.
646. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.20 to refer Coming forth of the masks and puppets in Markala to the submitting State for additional information.

647. The Chairperson thanked Nigeria for its efforts.

648. Reiterating its thanks, the delegation of Mali acknowledged the decision.

649. The Chairperson added that the Committee had appreciated Mali’s efforts, and that it now had an opportunity to enhance and improve the file.

650. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Cultural practices and expressions linked to the balafon of the Senufo communities of Mali, Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire [draft decision 7.COM 11.21] submitted by Mali, Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire. The balafon of the Senufo communities of Mali, Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire is a pentatonic xylophone composed of eleven to twenty-one keys of varying lengths arranged on a trapezoidal frame with calabash gourd resonators of varying sizes, arranged beneath the frame. The player first learns to play a children’s balafon, later moving on to full-size balafons, under the instruction of a teacher. Played solo or as part of an ensemble during festivities, prayers work, funerals and so on, the balafon is a symbol of the identity for the communities. The Subsidiary Body recalled that the nomination of the Cultural practices and expressions linked to the balafon of the Senufo communities of Mali and Burkina Faso had already been inscribed on the Representative List in 2011, even if the tri-national nomination including Côte d’Ivoire had been referred owing to a lack of information on criteria R.4 and R.5 by Côte d’Ivoire. This year, the Subsidiary Body found that the additional information provided by Côte d’Ivoire demonstrated that criterion R.4 was satisfied by all three submitting States. However, it also concluded that criterion R.5 required additional information owing to a lack of information on how the inventory had been elaborated. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information. The Subsidiary Body wished to add that the element as previously inscribed by Mali and Burkina Faso remained unaffected, even though both countries were encouraged to provide more information in a re-submission of an extended nomination.
651. With no comments forthcoming, the Chairperson turned to the draft decision. With no objections, paragraphs 1 and 2 were pronounced adopted.
652. The delegation of Madagascar believed that Côte d’Ivoire had satisfied R.5, and had thus submitted an amendment to the Secretariat in this regard.
653. The Chairperson explained that an amendment to R.5 would involve a substantive re-wording of paragraph 3.
654. The delegation of Grenada remarked that there was no reference to Côte d’Ivoire’s inventory in the nomination form.
655. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that there was lack of information on the inventory from Côte d’Ivoire in section 5 related to R.5, which was the reason it recommended the referral of the file to all three submitting States.
656. The Chairperson remarked that the draft decision stated that the three submitting States had included the element in their respective inventories, while Grenada’s concern arose from the fact that only the inventories of Mali and Burkina Faso were mentioned in section 5 of the nomination form.
657. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body concurred with the observation that there were only references to the inventories of Mali and Burkina Faso in the nomination form. The referral therefore only concerned Côte d’Ivoire.
658. The Chairperson introduced the Minister of Culture for Côte d’Ivoire, Mr Maurice Bandaman, thanking him for honouring the meeting with his presence. Noting the predicament in draft decision 7.COM 11.21, the Chairperson suggested returning later to the file and to continue with draft decision 7.COM 11.23, since Mongolia had withdrawn its nomination file.

[The Vice-Chairperson from Azerbaijan replaced the Chairperson]
659. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Cherry festival in Sefrou [draft decision 7.COM 11.23] submitted by Morocco. For three days in June each year, the local population of Sefrou celebrates the natural and cultural beauty of the region, symbolized by the cherry fruit and that year’s newly chosen Cherry Queen. The highlight of the festival is a parade with performing troupes, rural and urban music, majorettes and bands, and floats featuring local producers. The cherry festival provides an opportunity for the entire city to present its activities and achievements. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.2, R.4 and R.5, but that criteria R.1 and R.3 required additional information. It noted that the population of Sefrou attached great importance to the annual festival and had actively participated through various institutions and associations in the preparation of the nomination providing their free, prior and informed consent. However, the Subsidiary Body had difficulty in clearly defining the scope of the festival in R.1, as it was composed of many events and cultural expressions, and therefore sought a clearer description of the element. Finally, although the Subsidiary Body noted the many safeguarding measures in R.3, it wondered whether the professionalization of the festival would jeopardize the participation of bearers and therefore its future safeguard. For this reason, additional information was required to assess whether or not criterion R.3 was satisfied. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
660. The delegation of China found that the description of the element in the nomination form clearly presented every aspect in the definition of an element, and thus R.1 was sufficiently satisfied. With regard to the issue of professionalization in R.3, the delegation sought an explanation from the submitting State as to its perceived meaning.

661. The delegation of Azerbaijan noted that the nomination form contained information on the many various cultural expressions taking place during the celebration, and thus believed that R.1 was satisfied. With regard to R.3, the delegation reminded the Committee that final and formal guidelines on the notion of professionalization had not yet been elaborated and it was thus incorrect to make judgements on a nomination in this regard.

662. With regard to R.3 and the issue of professionalization, and the participation of traditional bearers, the delegation of Belgium asked the Subsidiary Body to elaborate on the precise information it sought. The delegation also sought clarification from Morocco on the outcomes of the meeting held in 2010, as mentioned in the file.

663. The delegation of Indonesia supported the remarks by China and Azerbaijan that R.1 had been satisfied, as well as the remark by Azerbaijan with regard to R.3 and the meaning behind ‘professionalization’, since R.3 related specifically to safeguarding measures. The delegation thus sought clarification from the Subsidiary Body and Morocco in this regard.

664. The delegation of Brazil found very relevant the point raised by the Subsidiary Body that professionalization might not be detrimental to the tradition bearers, and at the same time it was not known whether this might be the case in the future, adding that evaluations should have a more positive outlook. From Brazil’s experience in a similar element, it was said that professionalization helped in sustaining the element.

665. The delegation of Tunisia remarked that the sole reference for the identification of R.1 rested with the community itself, which considered the ancient tradition of the cherry festival as a marker of identity for the local population. With regard to R.3, the delegation believed that the noted professionalization reflected the dynamism of the element, as a way of transmitting the tradition.

666. With regard to R.1, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the Subsidiary Body found it difficult to comprehend the element as put forward, since there were many cultural traditions with cherries and that it was insufficiently detailed in the nomination form. In some cases it was sidelined by the beauty pageant that was also part of the cherry festival. With regard to professionalization, the Subsidiary Body noted the increasing importance given to the election of the cherry queen over the cultural festival as a whole, whose imbalance it considered as detrimental to the festival itself.

667. The delegation of Morocco took note of the two questions related to the notion of professionalization and the meeting held in 2010. With regard to the first point, the delegation pointed out that ‘professionalism’ and not ‘professionalization’ had been cited in the nomination, which referred to the formalization of the organization of the festival, as sought by the community, and not the element itself, comparing this to the transition of non-formal transmission to formal transmission. With regard to the meeting in which the safeguarding measures had been discussed, the delegation explained that the meeting had brought together a number of experts, community representatives, associations and council officials in order to address the Secretariat’s remarks on the nomination, which helped improve the file from the initial submission.

668. The delegation of Tunisia found the explanation by Morocco strongly convincing in R.1 and that the many aspects of the element were clearly described. Criterion R.3 was also satisfied, as there was clearly a misunderstanding with regard to the terminology used since ‘professionalism’ implied the formalization of the festival, which was in no way a threat to the element, as noted by Brazil.

669. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 1 of the draft decision, which was duly adopted.
670. Considering that R.1 was fully satisfied, the delegation of China proposed moving sub-paragraph R.1 [in paragraph 3] to paragraph 2, which would read: ‘The nomination has defined the various cultural expressions that take place during the cherry festival, which is considered by the communities in Sefrou as an important carrier of their intangible cultural heritage and constitutes cultural identity among the local people. The social and cultural functions are displayed in different activities during the annual organization of the festival.’
671. The delegation of Indonesia supported the proposal by China.

672. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Kyrgyzstan, Grenada, Namibia, Egypt and Madagascar. 
673. The delegation of Belgium proposed deleting ‘and constitutes cultural identity among the local people’. The delegation of China did not object to its deletion. With no further comments or objections, sub-paragraph R.1 was adopted. With no change to sub-paragraph R.2, it was duly adopted.

674. Referring to sub-paragraph R.3 [in paragraph 3], the delegation of Indonesia proposed to move it to paragraph 2, retaining the first part of the sub-paragraph and deleting the latter part, which would thus read: ‘Safeguarding measures aimed at protecting and promoting the cherry festival include the creation of a museum and other important measures.’
675. The delegation of Brazil supported Indonesia’s proposal, emphasizing that the safeguarding measures also took into consideration the tradition bearers.

676. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Japan, Kyrgyzstan, Grenada, China, Egypt Tunisia, Greece and Uruguay. With no further comments of objections, sub-paragraph R.3 was adopted and moved to paragraph 2. With no further change, paragraph 2 as amended by China and Indonesia was adopted. Consequently paragraph 3 was deleted. New paragraph 3 that ‘decides to inscribe’ was thus adopted.

677. The delegation of Brazil proposed an additional paragraph [new paragraph 5], which would read: ‘Recommends the State Party to take into consideration the participation of the traditional bearers in the implementation of the proposed safeguarding measures.’
678. The delegation of Belgium believed that the submitting State had taken the traditional bearers into consideration, and suggested replacing ‘take into consideration’ with ‘enhance’. 

679. The delegation of Grenada suggested ‘reinforce’ in the French version. With no further comments, paragraph 4 as proposed by Brazil was adopted.

680. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.23 to inscribe Cherry festival in Sefrou on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
681. The delegation of Morocco thanked the Committee for its decision and the Subsidiary Body for its careful examination of the nomination file, as well as the Secretariat for its efficacy and professionalism in its observations that enabled Morocco to improve its original file. Nevertheless, the delegation took note of the concerns raised, remarking that it attributed to the complexity of the element that comprised a multitude of cultural practices, and that it contributed towards the representativeness of intangible cultural heritage and was thus safeguarded. The delegation spoke of Morocco’s awareness of its responsibility vis-à-vis the international community in ensuring the viability of the element and its transmission to future generations.
682. Thanking Morocco, the Chairperson returned to draft decision 7.COM 11.21.
683. Returning to the question of inventories, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body affirmed that all three countries had indeed inscribed the element in their respective inventories. However, in the case of Côte d’Ivoire, the Subsidiary Body found that there was insufficient information on how the communities were involved in the elaboration of the inventory and thus R.5 had not been adequately met, which was not the case for Mali and Burkina Faso.
684. The delegation of Brazil sought further clarification from the Minister of Culture for Côte d’Ivoire, noting that Côte d’Ivoire had submitted additional information to the Secretariat concerning the inventory and the involvement of the communities concerned.
685. The delegation of Peru noted that the Subsidiary Body had called into question the community’s involvement in the preparation of the inventories.
686. On behalf of the delegation of Côte d’Ivoire, Mr Maurice Bandaman drew attention to R.4 in which it was stated, ‘The Senufo communities have been involved in preparing the nomination through a series of consultations and have given their free, prior and informed consent through their traditional and customary leaders, musicians, dancers and other relevant resource persons’, adding that the communities had been closley associated with all aspects of the nomination’s preparation. With regard to the inventory, Mr Bandaman remarked that the Subsidiary Body had recognized the existence of the inventory in all three countries, and was pleased that such incoherencies in the draft decision had been noted by the Chairperson. Mr Bandaman spoke of the national military crisis in the northern part of the country that had hampered attempts to inscribe elements on the inventory, which was only now being carried out by the institution set up for this purpose.
687. The delegation of Nigeria found the explanation satisfactory.
688. The delegation of Belgium remarked that there was no evidence in the nomination form that R.5 had been satisfied, and that it was important to remain coherent with previous decisions in this regard.
689. The delegation of Czech Republic shared the view expresed by Belgium in that the information on R.5 was absent from the nomination form. The delegation of Latvia supported this view.
690. The delegation of Indonesia asked the Committee to consider the explanation given by the Minister and agree that R.5 was satisfied, and to take note of the fact that the nomination is a multinational file that was actively encouraged by the Convention.

691. The Chairperson noted that paragraph 2 had already been adopted without amendments. However, should Committee members have an amendment to paragraph 2 they could submit the amendment for discussion.

692. The delegation of Indonesia suggested using the text from R.5 in the amendment, which would read: ‘The balafon of the Senufo is included in cultural heritage inventories of Mali, Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire respectively with the participation of communities, groups and relevant non-governmental organizations as well as regular updating, in conformity with Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention.’
693. The delegation of Belgium disagreed with the amendment since the information needed to satisfy R.5 was not contained in the nomination form.

694. The delegation of Grenada remarked that the inventory was available online, even though the information did not appear in the nomination form, and suggested that the Committee consider the absence as a technical error. However, the delegation did not find that the information in R.5 on community participation was adequately explained, though because the information was contained elsewhere in the form it supported the amendment.

695. The Chairperson concurred that it appeared to be a technical error as the information was contained in the annex.

696. The delegation of Madagascar drew attention to a citation of a law dating July 2012 that made reference to Côte d’Ivoire’s inventory, adding that community participation in the elaboration of the element’s inscription on the inventory had been demonstrated.

697. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Japan, Morocco, Greece and Kyrgyzstan. 

698. The delegation of Belgium suggested a count. Raising their nameplates, the Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Japan, Morocco, Greece, Kyrgyzstan, China, Albania, Brazil, Indonesia and Madagascar, which was less than the 12 expressions of support needed to adopt the amendment.

699. The delegation of Indonesia asked the Legal Adviser to intervene and explain the procedure, as abstentions had not been taken into consideration.
700. The Legal Adviser remarked that the Chairperson had not sought a vote but rather a consensus, which had not been reached, adding that Art. 37
 of the Rules of Procedure guided such a situation and that abstentions did not count since only the rule ‘present and voting’ applied. A voting procedure that foresaw a simple majority would thus only count Committee members for and against the motion, with abstentions considered as non-votes. Thus, the simple majority would be decided based solely on those voting for and against.

701. The delegation of Nigeria supported the amendment.

702. The delegation of Grenada clarified that a vote had not been instigated, but rather a method previously adopted in Bali to assess support for an amendment and thus ascertain whether it garnered the Committee’s majority support.
703. The Chairperson concurred with Grenada that a vote had not been instigated, adding that only expressions of support for the amendment were being counted.
704. The delegation of China fully supported Grenada’s remarks, adding that a vote was unnecessary since there was obvious support for the amendment, and suggested counting those opposed to the amendment.
705. The Chairperson noted opposition to the amendment from Belgium, Czech Republic, Latvia, Egypt and Peru. The Chairperson concluded that the majority were in favour of adopting the amendment, which was duly adopted.

706. The delegation of Albania drew attention to an incoherency in the French version.
707. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 3, which was duly deleted with the adoption of sub-paragraph R.5. New paragraph 3 was thus amended to ‘Decides to inscribe’ and was duly adopted.

708. With no further comments or objections, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.21 to inscribe Cultural practices and expressions linked to the balafon of the Senufo communities of Mali, Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
709. The delegation of Côte d’Ivoire thanked UNESCO, the Chairperson and the Subsidiary Body, as well as Indonesia and the Committee members who supported the element’s inscription, adding that it would reinforce the process of national reconciliation between the north and south of the country, as well as sub-regional consultation.

[The Chairperson reprised his role]

710. The Chairperson thanked Azerbaijan for its assistance and turned to the next file.
711. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Practices and expressions of joking relationships in Niger [draft decision 7.COM 11.24] submitted by Niger. Joking relationships characterize the day-to-day interactions between ethno-linguistic groups or communities in Niger. They take the form of a playful taunting between two people from two communities that represent symbolically the husband and wife cross-cousin branches of the same family. The relationship is characterized by jokes and other provocations according to caricatured or stereotypical clichés to reciprocally greet and playfully insult one another. The joking relationship is a real instrument for regulating social tensions and to teach practitioners to fight against social discrimination. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.4 and R.5, but criteria R.1, R.2 and R.3, required additional information. It found the nomination interesting and very important in the daily lives of the people of Niger and in neighbouring countries and would, with additional information, broaden understanding about intangible cultural heritage. With regard to R.1, the communities concerned could have been better defined and identified in the different sections of the nomination form; additional information was also needed on the nature of the joking relationship practices and its relationship with other cultural expressions, as well as current modes of transmission. With regard to R.2, the nomination did not explain how inscription of the element would contribute to the visibility of intangible cultural heritage in general, nor how inscription would encourage dialogue between communities and promote human creativity. In R.3, more concrete information was needed regarding the proposed safeguarding measures, as well as the involvement of communities and other stakeholders in the measures. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
712. The delegation of Greece wished to comment on a procedural matter with regard to the previous file. The Chairperson wished to first complete the discussion on the present file.
713. With no comments forthcoming, the Chairperson turned to the draft decision. With no changes in paragraphs 1–4, they were duly adopted.
714. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.24 to refer practices and expressions of joking relationships in Niger to the submitting State for additional information.

715. Thanking the Subsidiary Body and the Committee, the delegation of Niger took note of the remarks, adding that it would continue to improve its file for re-submission in the next cycle.

716. The delegation of Greece drew attention to the two different procedures that had been applied in cases where the Committee did not have unanimity. In the first case, expressions of support were counted and found to be one vote short of a majority, while in the second case, the expressions against the proposed amendment were counted, which was less than the majority. For the sake of clarity and coherence, the delegation wished to know in which of the two cases the correct procedure applied.

717. The Secretary explained that the normal procedure would take the draft decision as the basis for adoption. In the case of a proposed amendment, the Committee should first consider the amendment and garner enough support to replace the original text. If however the majority was not attained, the original text would remain valid. In the first case, there was not enough voiced support for the amendment nor enough voiced opposition to the original text. Thus, by default the original recommendation remained intact. In the second case, which was a slightly different scenario, a vote had not been called, while at the same time the Chairperson, noting concern among the members, sought to determine the majority position.

718. The delegation of Greece felt that the scenario did not differ significantly, with both cases encountering a similar for and against situation.

719. Not wishing to open the issue for debate, the Chairperson suggested to discuss the matter privately with Greece and to conclude on the issue in the subsequent morning session.

720. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Al’azi, elegy, processional march and poetry [draft decision 7.COM 11.25] submitted by Oman. Al’azi is a genre of sung poetry punctuated by sword and step movements and poetic exchanges between a singer poet and a choir. The poet recites improvised and memorized poems in Arabic and guides other participants. The performers must pay attention to his movements and recitation, and respond with appropriate replies and movements. The poems express pride of belonging and may eulogize the tribe, important people or historical moments. It was noted that the Committee in Bali had referred the nomination to the submitting State for criteria R.1 and R.2. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.2, R.3, R.4 and R.5, but that criterion R.1 did not reach consensus. Some members found that the revised nomination demonstrated that Al’azi bestowed a sense of identity to the bearers by promoting values of solidarity, unity and equality in the Bedouin communities of Oman, and therefore concluded that the criterion was satisfied. Others felt that additional information was still required to demonstrate the current viability of Al’azi and its transmission from generation to generation, beyond formal education. It was felt that the submitting State had not responded to the specific request by the Committee in 2011 to explain the current modes of transmission and how the communities recreated the element. Thus, the criterion had not been satisfied. The Subsidiary Body regretted that it was unable to reach consensus and returned the decision to the Committee for a solution.
721. The Chairperson noted that the Subsidiary Body had preferred to confer to the Committee the option to decide whether or not R.1 was satisfied. The Chairperson therefore sought expressions of support for the Yes option.
722. The delegation of Indonesia believed that formal education on intangible cultural heritage was a form of transmission, adding that those formally instructing on intangible cultural heritage would become members of the community of the element concerned. In this regard, Indonesia supported the Yes option.
723. The delegation of Brazil believed that formal education tended to render transmission artificial, but also found in the nomination form that the traditional bearers of the element transmitted knowledge of the element to their children. Thus, even though there were safeguarding measures concerning formal education, the traditional bearers also guaranteed transmission. Hence, Brazil’s support for the Yes option.
724. The delegation of Egypt found no grounds for objection to the mode of transmission, as the element was clearly alive with practitioners, participants and communities. Hence, Egypt supported the Yes option.
725. The Chairperson noted supported for the Yes option from China, Japan, Nicaragua, Tunisia, Kyrgyzstan and Namibia, and no support for the No option, which was subsequently deleted.
726. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.25 to inscribe Al’azi, elegy, processional march and poetry on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
727. The delegation of the Sultanate of Oman thanked the Committee and the Subsidiary Body for their support of the file, as well as the practitioners of Al’azi who are transmitting the element to the next generation.
728. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the final nomination of the day on Al-Ayyala, a traditional performing art of the Sultanate of Oman and the United Arab Emirates [draft decision 7.COM 11.26] submitted by Oman and the United Arab Emirates. Al-Ayyala is a popular and traditional heritage practiced in communities throughout western Oman and the United Arab Emirates that involves dance, chanting and drum music. It is performed by two facing rows of twenty or more men, simulating a battle scene, with performers carrying thin bamboo sticks to signify spears or swords. The rows alternate movements signifying victory or defeat, chant poetic lyrics, and move their heads and sticks synchronous with the drum rhythm. Al-Ayyala is a festive and cultural celebration of identity and history of local communities, and as such is performed during religious and national festivals and weddings. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.2, R.3, but that criterion R.4 and R.5 required additional information. It felt that the popularity of Al-Ayyala poetry and dance in both countries demonstrated its importance as a marker of identity that cemented social cohesion and strengthened cultural continuity. Moreover, inscription would help raise awareness of the importance of intangible cultural heritage in other countries where Al-Ayyala is also practiced. Nevertheless, for R.4 the Subsidiary Body sought more information in section 4.c of the nomination form that demonstrated the potential existence of customary practices that might restrict access to the practice of Al-Ayyala. Members of the Subsidiary Body also noted that identical wording had been used in the nominations submitted by the same States Parties, which further compromised the element vis-à-vis criterion R.4. With regard to R.5, although Al-Ayyala seemed to have been included in an inventory in the United Arab Emirates, there was no evidence that this was the case in Oman. Similarly, members of the Subsidiary Body could not find references to community participation, as required by Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention. In an effort to remain coherent with other recommendations in the previous cycle, the Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting States Parties, which would enable them to provide the additional required information.
729. The delegation of Indonesia wished to put the question of customary practices to Oman, surmising that they were absent in the form because they might not exist. The delegation also sought clarity with regard to the involvement of communities in the elaboration of the inventory, asking that Oman indicate where such information could be found in the form.

730. The delegation of Oman drew attention to the reference number of the element in the inventory, as indicated in the nomination form, adding that the inventory had been prepared with the community and described in detail in three paragraphs. The role of the community in the inventory was also explained, as well as its related documentation in the form of a book. With regard to R.4 on customary practices, the delegation explained that the sentence in 4.c was a statement of fact of the actual situation.

731. The delegation of Indonesia thanked Oman for replying to the question of community participation, but sought a clear response on whether there were customary practices that restricted access to the practice of Al-Ayyala. The delegation of Oman replied with a No.

732. The delegation of Belgium remarked that it did understand how the Subsidiary Body had come to its conclusion with regard to R.5.

733. The Chairperson moved to the draft decision and paragraph 1, which was duly adopted.

734. Having heard the explanation from Oman, the delegation of China believed that R.4 was satisfied, and suggested the following amendment, which read: ‘Several practitioners, NGOs, research centres and communities participated in the nomination process of Al-Ayyala and granted their free, prior and informed consent for its inscription.’
735. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Indonesia, Egypt, Tunisia, Morocco, Brazil, Kyrgyzstan and Azerbaijan.

736. The delegation of Grenada remarked that the procedure to determine the level of support required a majority, adding that the amendment did not deal with the noted problem of cut-and-paste from other files.
737. The Chairperson noted that consensus had not been reached to support the amendment.

738. The delegation of China asked that the Chairperson request whether there was opposition to the amendment.

739. The Chairperson replied that an exception did not make a practice nor set a precedent, and with the amendment not receiving the support of the majority, he overruled the amendment. With no comments of objections to paragraph 2, it was pronounced adopted. With no changes to paragraphs 3 and 4, they were pronounced adopted.

740. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.25 to refer Al-Ayyala, a traditional performing art of the Sultanate of Oman and the United Arab Emirates to the submitting State for additional information.
741. The delegation of Oman regretted that the decision despite the Subsidiary Body providing the Committee with two options and that the information pertaining to the criteria was contained in the nomination form, which it considered unfair. The delegation maintained that the nomination had clearly demonstrated that criterion R.5 on the inventory had been satisfied, as well as criterion R.4.
742. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates remarked that as part of the nomination file it also had the right to answer the question on criteria R.4 and R.5. The delegation spoke of the file as being very good with Al-Ayyala widely practised throughout the country. Moreover, it surmised that the file was rejected based on a repeated sentence in both of its submitted files, which it found to be unfair, particularly as it did not contradict the fact that there were no customary practices restricting access to the practice of Al-Ayyala. No additional information could therefore be added in this regard. With regard to the inventory, the delegation spoke of having benefitted from the capacity-building programme whose 11 trained persons were fully involved in establishing the inventory, adding that documentation had been submitted that demonstrated how the community had participated in the process.
743. The Chairperson apologized for not having noticed the United Arab Emirates in response to the question from Indonesia, adding that all the submitting States in the nomination had to anyway fully satisfy the criteria in question. The Chairperson recognized that the practice of Al-Ayyala to be a rich and deeply cultural tradition, and was convinced that with the additional information the nomination would be successful in the next cycle, commending the submitting States for their hard work in the preparation of the file.
744. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Arirang, lyrical folk song of Korean people [draft decision 7.COM 11.27] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Arirang is a popular form of Korean folk song and the outcome of collective contributions. Essentially a simple song, it consists of the refrain ‘Arirang, arirang, arariyo’ and two simple lines, which differ from region to region. While dealing with diverse universal themes, the simple musical and literary composition invites improvisation, imitation and singing in unison. A great virtue of Arirang is its respect for human creativity, freedom of expression and empathy. Everyone can create new lyrics, adding to the song’s regional, historical and genre variations, and cultural diversity. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It was impressed by the high quality of the entire nomination file, which presents a very widespread element among the people of the Republic of Korea. It was particularly impressed by the element’s large diversity, yet still recognizable as a single element ‘Arirang’. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
745. The Chairperson noted that this was the only new nomination submitted to the Subsidiary Body on which all of the members immediately agreed that all the criteria had been fully satisfied. Nevertheless, it was noted that there were a few words in the nomination that would potentially give rise to misunderstanding. Consequently, the Republic of Korea had requested that the nomination file be modified accordingly and a text incorporating those minor modifications was circulated to the members of the Committee. The Chairperson noted broad consensus that the modifications were minor and did not alter the substance of the nomination, and that an additional provision had been included in the draft decision in this regard. The Chairperson also proposed a minor modification to the title of the nomination to read, ‘lyrical folk song in the Republic of Korea’.
746. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson turned the draft decision and paragraph 1 of the amendment, which was duly adopted. 

747. The delegation of Morocco and Belgium raised a couple of editorial points.

748. With no changes to paragraphs 2–3, the Chairperson pronounced them duly adopted. 
749. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.27 to inscribe Arirang, lyrical folk song in the Republic of Korea on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
750. The delegation of the Republic of Korea was sincerely grateful to the Subsidiary Body, the Secretariat and the Committee, adding that Arirang had a special place in the hearts of Koreans, which has been transmited over hundreds of years as a living cultural spirit.
[Arirang performance]
[Thursday 6 December, morning session]
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751. The Chairperson wished to begin the session with the completion of Decision 7.COM 7 and the amendment drafted by Peru, Burkina Faso and Indonesia, which would be followed by the examination of the six remaining draft decisions on nominations to the Representative List, followed by the chapeau Decision 7.COM 11.

752. The delegation of Brazil requested a minute’s silence in honour of the Brazilian architect Mr Oscar Niemeyer who had passed away during the night. He had been involved in the design of more than 600 modern buildings around the world, including the United Nations Headquarters in New York.

[One-minute silence]

753. Referring to Decision 7.COM 7, the delegation of Peru explained that the amendment in paragraph 14 of the draft decision emphasized the importance of technical preparatory assistance and Art. 18 and Art. 19 of the Operational Directives.

754. The Chairperson read out the amendment: ‘Recalls the ongoing capacity-building programme and technical assistance provided by the Secretariat and further recalls the possibility to request preparatory assistance in accordance with paragraphs 18 and 19 of the Operational Directives.’ With no comments or objections, paragraph 14 was adopted.  Paragraph 15 was then read out: ‘Encourages States Parties when elaborating nominations, proposals and assistance to take advantage of these resources as well as the opportunity to receive technical support from other States.’ With no comments or objections, paragraph 15 was adopted.

755. For the sake of coherence, the delegation of Morocco drew attention to the English version that had not highlighted requests for international assistance.

756. The Chairperson read out the amended sentence, ‘proposals and particularly requests for international assistance’. Paragraph 15 was thus duly adopted. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 7.
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757. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on craftsmanship of Horezu ceramics [draft decision 7.COM 11.28] submitted by Romania. Horezu ceramics are a unique traditional craft, handmade in the northern part of Vâlcea County, Romania. Potters select and extract the earth, which is then cleaned, cut, watered, kneaded, trampled and mixed, transforming it into a clay body from which they produce a red pottery. Each object is modeled with a special finger technique drawn with traditional motifs with vivid colours before being fired. The craft is transmitted through families, in workshops from master to apprentice, and at fairs and exhibitions. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination had satisfied all the criteria. It noted the commitment of the various craft associations in the implementation of the safeguarding measures dedicated to the transmission of skills associated with the traditional ceramics. The Subsidiary Body especially appreciated the creativity of artisans and the diversity of its transmission techniques and know-how. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
758. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.28 to inscribe craftsmanship of Horezu ceramics on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
759. The delegation of Romania represented by the Deputy Secretary of the State of the Ministry of Culture, Ms Irina Cajal Marin, spoke of the particular attention Romania placed on preserving its cultural identity through programmes such as the repertoire of Romanian intangible cultural heritage and living human treasures. She spoke of the two prestigious elements already inscribed on the Representative List, which was now joined by the addition of Horezu – an emblematic element of Romania.
760. Following the withdrawal of Saudi Arabia’s file, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Fiesta of the patios in Cordova [draft decision 6.COM 11.30] submitted by Spain. For twelve days at the beginning of May, the city of Cordova celebrates the Fiesta of the Patios. The patio houses are characteristc cutural spaces located in the city’s historical quarter. They house an abundant array of plants, and during the fiesta inhabitants freely welcome all visitors to admire their beauty and the skill involved in their creation. The patios also host traditional singing, flamenco guitar playing, and dancing whose ancestral practices of sustainable communal coexistence are shared with people who visit through expressions of affection and shared food and drink. In its examination, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It recalled that the nomination was referred to the submitting State at its last session in Bali, so was very pleased to note that the gaps and ambiguities had been fully addressed. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
761. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.30 to inscribe Fiesta of the patios in Cordova on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
762. The delegation of Spain spoke of its honour at receiving such a comprehensive report from the Subsidiary Body, which recognized that all the criteria had been satisfied and subsequently approved by the Committee. The delegation spoke of how the nomination added to the intangible aspect of cultural heritage in the spirit of the 2003 Convention. The Deputy Mayor of Cordova wished to thank all those involved in the Fiesta of the patios, and on behalf of the community expressed gratitude to the Committee for deciding to inscribe the element, inviting everyone to visit Cordova and enjoy the fiesta.
763. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Kopachkata, a social dance from the village of Dramche, Pijanec [draft decision 7.COM 11.31] submitted by the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. Kopachkata is a traditional dance from the region of Pijanec in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, which is performed at gatherings, weddings, and public and religious holidays. The dancers form a semicircle, hold each other’s belts with crossed arms and walk then dance small, swift steps. As the dance quickens the left foot is switched over the right, then the dancers jump to the right leg and stand firmly on it while the left repeatedly hits the ground. Kopachkata is best performed with drums but may also be accompanied by the fiddle, tambura or bagpipes. In its examination, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criterion R.5, but that criteria R.2, R.3 and R.4 required additional information. Moreover, the Subsidiary Body had not been able to reach consensus on criterion R.1 and therefore proposed two options: satisfaction or refer. With regard to R.1, some members found that the description adequately demonstrated the importance of the dance as a symbol of identity of the Pijanec region, as well as its transmission from generation to generation. Others, however, felt that the community of bearers and practitioners could have been better identified, as well as the role and social function of the element and its current meaning to the community. For the other three criteria, the members all agreed that the nomination file should be referred. With regard to R.2, the nomination did not demonstrate how the inscription of the element would contribute to the visibility of intangible cultural heritage in general. In addition, references made on the need to urgently safeguard the element lead the Subsidiary Body to wonder whether inscription would serve the objectives of the Representative List. With regard to R.3, the proposed safeguarding measures did not directly concern the Kopatchkata but rather national legal measures or projects to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage in general. In addition, the involvement of the community in the elaboration of safeguarding measures was not demonstrated. Finally, the nomination did not provide enough information on the elaboration of the nomination file, including how the community participated in the process. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting State, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
764. The Chairperson noted that the file was not straightforward with the Subsidiary Body providing options in R.1, since it was unable to reach consensus, with other three referred criteria.
765. The delegation of Indonesia supported the Yes option in R.1, but found the evaluation by the Subsidiary Body on the other criteria to be accurate.
766. The delegation of Albania sought clarification from the Subsidiary Body on the further detail it sought with regard to R.4 and community participation and consent. The delegation also sought clarification from the submitting State on how it had involved the community in the elaboration of the nomination file.
767. The delegation of China supported the Yes option in R.1, but sought further clarification from the submitting State as to whether the safeguarding measures were specified for the element, and whether the community’s free, prior and informed consent had been given.
768. The delegation of Belgium supported Indonesia in that R.1 could be accepted, but not R.2, R.3 and R.4. The delegation of Czech Republic supported the Yes option in R.1.

769. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that although the Subsidiary Body was divided on criterion R.1, it was unanimous in its recommendation to refer criteria R.2, R.3 and R.4, as there was insufficient information on the participation of the community in the nomination process. The Chairperson conceded that despite the statement in the nomination form maintaining that communities had participated, it still sought more detailed information on the manner in which the communities had been involved.
770. Remarking that the file was its first submitted nomination, the delegation of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia began by expressing its gratitude to the Committee and Subsidiary Body for the opportunity to further explain. The delegation continued that the initiative for the nomination came from the community itself, as it was eager to protect the element, which was a symbol of its cultural identity, adding that it supplied all the materials in the nomination and was thus involved throughout the process. Thus, as instigators of the nomination they had clearly given their prior consent. With regard to safeguarding measures, the delegation further explained that the element – a main symbol of the region – was inscribed in the national inventory and that the dance group had grown with new younger members, who were increasingly interested in the cultural heritage of the region. Other safeguarding measures included teaching the dance in schools, organizing festivals, archiving, the establishment of a museum, and other official Internet-based outreach activities.
771. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the explanations given by the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia had to be considered with regard to the information contained in the file.  The Chairperson noted support from Indonesia, Belgium and China for the Yes option in R.1.
772. Moving to the draft Decision, and with no objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 1 adopted.
773. The delegation of Grenada remarked that there was consensus regarding the referral for three criteria, recommending that the first criteria be also referred so as to allow the submitting State to improve its file.
774. The Chairperson remarked that the approval of R.1 would give the submitting State further guidance with regard to the referred criteria.
775. The delegation of Peru did not consider R.1 satisfied and supported a referral of the criteria.
776. The Chairperson noted voiced support for the Yes option by China, Indonesia and Belgium, but also the objections from Peru, Grenada and Greece. With no further expressions, the Chairperson ruled that R.1 was satisfied. With no objections to sub-paragraph R.5, it was pronounced adopted. The Chairperson noted that there were no objections to paragraph 3, which was pronounced adopted as amended (with the deletion of the Refer option in R.1). With no objections, paragraph 4 was adopted.
777. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.31 to refer Kopachkata, a social dance from the village of Dramche, Pijanec to the submitting State for additional information.
778. On behalf of the Ministry of Culture and the local community, the delegation of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia thanked the Committee and the Subsidiary Body for their useful recommendations, which it would take into consideration when revising the nomination file. It hoped that it would be successfully inscribed in the following cycle and inspire further inscriptions to the list.
779. The Chairperson thanked the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia for its grace and determined approach.
780. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Mesir Macunu festival [draft decision 7.COM 11.32] submitted by Turkey. The Mesir Macunu festival of Manisa commemorates the recovery of the mother of Suleiman the Magnificent who was cured of a disease by the paste known as mesir macunu. Every year in March, the paste is prepared, wrapped, blessed and scattered from the domes of the Sultan Mosque. Thousands of people come from different regions of Turkey to compete to catch the pieces as they fall. Many believe that by so doing their wishes for marriage, work and children will come true within a year. In its examination, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.2, R.3 and R.5, but that criterion R.4 required additional information. It identified in the nomination several aspects that might encourage intercultural dialogue between the different religious communities and ethnic groups in Turkey. However, in R.4, it did not find sufficient information that the communities concerned were involved throughout the nomination process. It also found some repetition of text in the different sections of the nomination, which made its task more difficult, especially in trying to understand the nature of the community’s involvement. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
781. The delegation of Brazil also noted a repetition in the text in two different sections, and found section 4 under R.4 quite incomplete. However it found in R.3 that the safeguarding plan, and the nomination file in general, had been elaborated with the participation of the communities. The delegation regretted that this had not been clearly explained in the section, and sought clarification from the submitting Party so that it could point out the reference to community participation in the nomination file.

782. The delegation of Uruguay began by thanking the Chairperson for his excellent leadership, concurring with the remarks by Brazil in that although it acknowledged the Subsidiary Body’s decision found that the nomination file had demonstrated community participation, and also sought further clarity from Turkey.

783. The delegation of Greece agreed with the conclusion that the community had participated in the preparation of the file, but sought further explanation from Turkey.
784. The delegation of Czech Republic spoke of the safeguarding measures as being of utmost importance in the safeguarding of the element, which could not be carried out without the community involvement. The delegation also sought clarification from the submitting State on how the community had concretely been involved in the nomination process.

785. The delegation of Belgium highly appreciated the nomination, which was of enormous interest and deserved inscription. However, it was surprised to see repetitious sentences in the different sections of the form and sought an explanation from Turkey in this regard.

786. The Chairperson noted that the delegations of Azerbaijan, China, Indonesia, Egypt, Albania and Tunisia appeared to have drawn the same conclusion and suggested that Turkey be given the opportunity to clarify.

787. The delegation of Turkey conceded that the same information was presented in different sections of the form because the communities had been involved both in the safeguarding measures and in the nomination. An expert representative of the delegation explained that the local communities, the bearers, academics and NGOs were all actively involved in the nomination process, as described in the form. However, as there was limited space in the nomination form it was difficult to outline all the different processes. The representative cited all local stakeholders and institutional parties involved, and spoke of the three stages of their involvement: i) the preparation of the nomination file and action plan; ii) the safeguarding measures; and iii) the elaboration of the inventory. She spoke of the festival as a deep-rooted tradition at the national level, whose values had a universal character, with the communities expressing their full support for the inscription of the element. Referring to sections 3.b and 4.a, the representative remarked on the similitude of the questions that sought related information for which the answers given were the same.

788. The Chairperson then turned to the draft decision and paragraph 1, which was adopted.

789. Believing R.4 to be satisfied, the delegation of Brazil proposed an amendment to sub-paragraph R.4. The Chairperson read out the amendment: ‘The nomination was elaborated with the active participation of the practitioners and the relevant associations who provided their free prior and informed consent.’
790. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Nigeria, Egypt, China, Kyrgyzstan, Tunisia, Uruguay, Japan, Greece, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Albania, Morocco, Namibia and Uruguay.

791. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 2 adopted. Consequently paragraph 3 was deleted, and paragraph 4 became the new paragraph 3, which was amended and duly adopted.

792. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.32 to inscribe Mesir Macunu festival on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
793. The delegation of Turkey thanked the Committee for its active support, and was especially pleased for the community concerned.
794. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Falconry, a living human heritage [draft decision 7.COM 11.33] submitted by the United Arab Emirates, Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Hungary, the Republic of Korea, Mongolia, Morocco, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Spain and the Syrian Arab Republic. Falconry is the traditional activity of keeping and training falcons to take quarry in its natural environment practiced in many countries throughout the world. Originally a way of obtaining food, falconry is today identified with camaraderie and sharing rather than subsistence. Falconry is mainly found along migration flyways and corridors, and is practiced by amateurs and professionals of all ages and genders. Falconers develop a strong relationship and spiritual bond with their birds, and commitment is required to breed, train, handle and fly the falcons. In its examination, it welcomed the ambitious collaboration of 13 countries, noting that the nomination had demonstrated that all criteria had been met. It took note of the efforts already underway in many countries to safeguard falconry and ensure its transmission, as well as the impact of the inscription in the promotion of cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
795. The Chairperson noted that the nomination had been already inscribed in 2010 by 11 countries, and with the addition of Hungary and Austria proposed in this cycle reflected the broad practice of falconry.
796. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.33 to inscribe Falconry, a living human heritage on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
797. On behalf of all the submitting States, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates thanked the Committee and the Subsidiary Body for their efforts in the implementation of the Convention. As the coordinating State, the delegation was honoured to see its efforts translate into the broadening of partners joining the nomination, adding that it was not only the largest file so far, but was also the largest international community. The United Arab Emirates had recently hosted a falconry festival that combined arts and music in which 75 practicing countries exchanged experience at all cultural levels such that the nomination had scope for even greater enlargement. The delegation looked forward to building cross-border working relationships in the future, adding that it was working on other multinational files, remarking that it was often the falconers who initiated the nomination.

798. The delegation of Austria joined in the thanks expressed by the United Arab Emirates, thanking them for their efforts in coordinating the file. The delegation spoke of multinational files as excellent tools for celebrating common values and sharing traditions of companionship and mutual support across borders – typical among falconers.

799. The delegation of Hungary thanked the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body for their work, and the Committee for its decision, as well as the partner countries for their cooperation. The delegation was confident that the Hungarian Falconry Association would contribute towards the practice of falconry and its safeguard.

800. The Chairperson appreciated the presence of the falconers attending the session.

801. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Al-Taghrooda, traditional Bedouin chanted poetry in the United Arab Emirates and the Sultanate of Oman [draft decision 7.COM 11.34] submitted by the United Arab Emirates and Oman. Al-Taghrooda traditional Bedouin chanted poetry is composed and recited by men travelling on camelback through desert areas of the United Arab Emirates and Oman. Short poems are improvised and repeated between two groups of riders often as antiphonal singing. The most important aspect is the social bonding during the oral exchange of verses. Poems are also chanted at weddings and other festivities, particularly camel races. Themes include sending messages to loved ones, relatives, friends or tribal chiefs, but also include the settlement of disputes and contemporary themes. In its examination the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied criteria R.1, R.2, R.3, but that criterion R.4 and R.5 required additional information. It remarked on the similarities found in the draft decision 7.COM 11.26, corresponding to the nomination Al-Ayyala also submitted by Oman and the United Arab Emirates. With regard to R.4, the Subsidiary Body wished to find more information in section 4.c that demonstrated the possible existence of customary practices that restricted access to the practice. Furthermore, it noted the same wording as used in the Al-Ayyala nomination, also submitted by the same States Parties. Finally in R.5, although Al-Taghrooda seemed to be included in an inventory of intangible cultural heritage of the United Arab Emirates, nothing was found to demonstrate its inclusion in an inventory in Oman. Similarly, no references were found on the participation of the community. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended a referral of the file to the submitting Party, which would enable it to provide the additional required information.
802. Seeking clarifications from the submitting States, the delegation of Egypt was confident that Al-Taghrooda had been included in an inventory.
803. The delegation of the Czech Republic found sufficient information on R.5 to conclude that the inventory had been established in conformity with Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention. However, it sought an explanation from Oman as to why it had not furnished evidence that the element had indeed been inscribed on the inventory.
804. With regard to R.4, the delegation of Tunisia did not agree with the Subsidiary Body’s conclusion that there were possible threats to the element, especially as Al-Taghrooda was an ancient Bedouin practice.
805. The delegation of China noted that the nomination arose from fieldwork and meetings held in the regions concerned with the participation of the Al-Taghrooda bearer communities and tribal leaders, requesting that the submitting States be able to clarify this aspect of the file.
806. The delegation of Indonesia remarked that the Subsidiary Body had concluded that practitioners had been involved in the nomination process, but was concerned about whether customary practices were restricting access to the practice, which could be clarified by the submitting States. With regard to R.5, the delegation noted that the Subsidiary Body concluded that the element had been included in both inventories, and asked that the submitting States indicate references to community participation in the file.
807. The delegation of Uganda noted that the submitting States had indicated in R.4 that measures did not contradict customary practices, adding that some practices were not even allowed to be mentioned or written down. In R.5, the file clearly noted the inclusion of the element in the corresponding inventories. Thus, both criteria R.4 and R.5 were satisfied.
808. With regard to R.4, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates maintained that there were no customary practices restricting access to the practice of Al-Taghrooda, reaclling the general rule of the Committee that the State Party concerned is the best authority to appreciate and evaluate the cultural elements present on its territory. With regard to R.5, the delegation explained that both States proved that the element had been inscribed in both State inventories, adding that it had provided full documention, including photographic and video evidence, with regard to community participation and consent.
809. Endorsing the explanations given by the United Arab Emirates, the delegation of the Sultanate of Oman cited the reference contained in the file under R.5 that pertained to the community’s participation in the inventory, which stated, ‘Various communities and NGOs were actively involved in identifying ICH elements for the inventory list. The participation of bearers played an important role in establishing the national inventory and providing information about ICH elements’.
810. The delegation of Grenada returned to the question by the Czech Republic as to why Oman had not provided proof that the element had been inscribed in the inventory.
811. The delegation of the Sultanate of Oman assured the Committee that it had provided the published book of the inventory to the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body since its first submisson in 2009, adding that only the reference to the element in the inventory was said to be required and thus it did not re-send the document.
812. The Chairperson proceeded to paragraph 1 of the draft decision, which was adopted.

813. Having listened to the explanations, the delegation of Egypt sought to amend paragraph 2.

814. Based on the explanations, the delegation of Indonesia proposed amendments to sub-paragraphs R.4 and R.5, which would read in R.4, ‘Several practitioners participated in the nomination process of Al-Taghrooda and granted their free, prior, and informed consent for its inscription. No customary practices restricting access to the practice exist’, and in R.5, ‘Al-Taghrooda is included in inventories in both submitting States. Both inventories had been drawn up with the participation of communities, groups and relevant non-governmental organizations and are regularly updated in conformity with Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention’, which was read out by the Chairperson.
815. The delegation of Belgium referred to the problem of remaining consistent, referring to the Oman file yesterday, which was referred in R.5 even though the information contained in both files was the same.

816. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that Oman had submitted documentation on the inventory and yet the Subsidiary Body appeared not to have had access, requesting clarifiation from the Secretariat in this regard.
817. The Secretary explained that the document in question had been submitted by Oman in its first submission as a national file, and was subsequently withdrawn by the submitting State before its examination by the Committee such that the document was not examined when the file was later submitted as a multinational file. The Secretariat had addressed a letter to the two submitting States requesting additional information for R.5, asking to provide evidence of the existence of the element in the inventory.
818. The delegation of China supported Indonesia’s amendments to criteria R.4 and R.5.
819. The delegation of Uganda supported Indonesia and China, requesting that ‘several practitioners were widely consulted’ be included in the amendment to R.4.
820. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Egypt, Namibia, Nigeria, Tunisia, Morocco, Greece, Kyrgyzstan, Madagascar, Japan and Brazil. With no objections, the Chairperson then turned to sub-paragraphs 1-5, which were duly adopted. Consequently, paragraph 3 was deleted and paragraph 4 became the new paragraph 3, which was amended as ‘Inscribes’, and subsequently adopted.

821. The delegation of Belgium reiterated its regret on the lack of consistency, suggesting that a serious evaluation of the procedure be carried out.

822. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.34 to inscribe Al-Taghrooda, traditional Bedouin chanted poetry in the United Arab Emirates and the Sultanate of Oman on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
823. Pleased with the result, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates spoke of its appreciation of the decision and the Committee’s understanding, adding that it respected all the voiced positions in what was a learning process. The delegation reiterated thanks to the Subsidiary Body for its efforts, and congratulated the communities concerned in both countries by thanking them for their cooperation and for making the inscription possible.
824. As Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body (in place of its Chairperson from Venezuela), the delegation of Morocco presented the next nomination on Venezuela’s Dancing Devils of Corpus Christi [draft decision 7.COM 11.35] submitted by the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. The small communities along the central coastal region of Venezuela celebrate the Feast of Corpus Christi with dancers disguised as masked devils dancing backwards in penitence, while an official of the Catholic Church carries forth the Blessed Sacrament. At the climax of the celebration, the devils surrender to the Sacrament, symbolizing the triumph of good over evil. The dancers or promeseros (promise-keepers) are lifelong members of a confraternity that transmit the historical memory and ancestral traditions. In its examination, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It was particularly sensitive to the role that Corpus Christi confraternities, composed of adults, youth, men and children, but increasingly dancers, played in strengthening social cohesion through the transmission of memory and practices. These annual festivities are pinnacles of a much longer process in which the brotherhoods transmit their knowledge to future dancers through non-formal channels. Also noteworthy was the fact that the brotherhoods mobilized significant efforts to increase the visibility of the event without altering its constitutive role as a marker of identity for the practitioners. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
825. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.35 to inscribe Venezuela’s Dancing Devils of Corpus Christi on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
826. The delegation of Venezuela thanked the Committee for its decision, adding that the element was one of the most significant expressions of its traditional and popular culture across the country since the seventeenth century. The delegation spoke of Venezuela’s constitution that recognized cultural diversity and which protected its multi-ethnic community and cultural heritage. The delegation thanked its electoral group for maintaining support of Venezuela as member of the Subsidiary Body, as well as the presidency of CRESPIAL. A representative of the Dancing Devils of Corpus Christi thanked the Venezuelan authorities for the support given to the community.
[Performance of the Dancing Devils of Corpus Christi]
827. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body returned to present the next nomination on worship of Hùng kings in Phú Thọ [draft decision 7.COM 11.36] submitted by Viet Nam. Annually, millions of people converge on the Hùng temple at Nghĩa Lĩnh mountain in Phú Thọ province to commemorate their ancestors and pray for good weather, abundant harvests, good luck and good health. The largest ceremony, the Ancestral Anniversary festival is celebrated for about one week at the beginning of the third lunar month. Villagers dress in splendid costumes and compete to provide the best palanquin and most highly valued objects of worship. Communities make offerings of rice-based delicacies such as square cakes and glutinous cakes, and there are verbal and folk arts performances, bronze drum beating, Xoan singing, prayers and petitions. In its examination, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination satisfied all the criteria. It noted that the nomination had shown in detail that the communities of Mua, Treo and Vi Hung Lo, as well as university researchers and local and regional authorities had participated in the elaboration of the nomination and the implementation of safeguarding measures. It was impressed by the series of safeguarding measures that included research, education, promotion and awareness-raising, which also respected the sacredness of the ritual, as well as customary restrictions on access to certain aspects. The Subsidiary Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element on the Representative List.
828. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.36 to inscribe worship of Hùng kings in Phú Thọ on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
829. The delegation of Viet Nam thanked the Secretariat, the Subsidiary Body and the Committee for their decision to describe the element, adding that it was of significant importance to the nation with its embedded sense of history, culture, spirituality and social cohesion. The delegation spoke of the country’s resolve to fully implement the Convention in the transmission of the country’s intangible cultural heritage to future generations in the promotion of tradition and cultural values.

830. Congratulating Viet Nam, the Chairperson remarked that the size of the Viet Nam delegation reflected the importance the country attributed to the Convention’s work. He then thanked the Committee for its efforts and hard work during the examination of the files. The Chairperson noted that of the 36 nomination files to the Representative List four had been withdrawn, 32 nominations had been examined, 27 elements had been inscribed, of which 18 were recommended by the Subsidiary Body, while 8 decisions did not follow the Subsidiary Body’s recommendations. Commending the thorough and rigorous work of the Subsidiary Body, the Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur, Mr Tvrtko Zebec, for his comprehensive report reflecting the hard work of the Subsidiary Body, as well as its Chairperson, Mr Victor Rago, and its Vice-Chairperson, Mr Ahmed Skounti. The Chairperson noted that the Committee members had ended their work in June – beyond their terms of office because of the work that remained outstanding. Members of the Subsidiary Body and the Consultative Body stood to a rapturous round of applause. 

831. Turning to draft decision 7.COM 11, the Chairperson recalled that some of the general and procedural recommendations by the Subsidiary Body coincided with those already discussed in decisions 7 and 8, so he did not wish to reopen lengthy discussions. Additionally, points in the draft decision concerned subjects previously raised by the Subsidiary Body in its reports to the Committee, which required adoption. The Chairperson outlined the INF.7 document that indexed the previous reports of the advisory bodies and previous Committee decisions concerning a number of transversal issues, adding that many of the shortcomings that led to the rejection or referral of a nomination had already been encountered. Thus, a body of precedents and jurisprudence was being created that would guide the Convention in coming years. The Chairperson asked Members to take the floor if they had any specific amendments to the draft decision.

832. The delegation of Belgium remarked that although the Committee contained 24 members, the fact that six of its members made up the Subsidiary Body posed a problem of credibility and independence, as one could not be both judge and jury. It posed the additional problem in that a quarter of the Committee members, serving as members of the Subsidiary Body, did not actively participate in the debates as a result. The delegation also raised the point that the Subsidiary Body had sought as far as possible a consensus on its decision to refer files, which in some cases led to a number of incoherencies in the evaluations and the unequal treatment of files between States Parties. The delegation believed that referrals should solely be used in the manner for which it was created, and took the opportunity to thank the Secretariat for its proposals to strengthen a certain number of points in the draft decision, notably paragraphs 15 and 16, which would facilitate the examination and evaluation process. The delegation proposed an amendment to paragraph 8, which would replace the current paragraph 8, which would read: ‘Requests the Subsidiary Body to use a limited and coherent number of the referrals so that it is only applied to cases concerning a lack of technical details’.
833. The delegation of Indonesia remarked that there were four filters through which elements passed before inscription: i) the evaluation by the State Party, which still required capacity-building in drafting nomination files, with the possibility that experienced States Parties help those that require technical assistance; ii) the evaluation by the UNESCO Secretariat, which had proved to be extremely helpful in providing comments and suggestions in improving nomination files, and States Parties should take heed of such advice as it would improve their chances of having the element inscribed; iii) examinations by the advisory bodies, which despite reversed decisions by the Committee did not indicate a lack of appreciation of the work of the bodies, though they could exercise less rigidity in their examinations; and iv) the plenary of the Committee, where the spirit of the Convention was apparent in the Committee’s and States Parties’ enthusiasm to inscribe elements.

834. The delegation of Czech Republic spoke of the desire by all that the Representative List serve to promote intangible cultural heritage for which the nomination files should be of the highest quality since they ensured greater visibility. For the sake of coherence, the difficult task of evaluation was given to the Subsidiary Body whose recommendations should therefore be appreciated and valued. For this reason, the delegation called for stricter rules so that the requirements of the nomination are scrupulously respected, with the referral option used only for technical and non-substantive clarifications. The delegation therefore supported the amendment by Belgium in this regard.

835. The delegation of Peru fully supported the amendment by Belgium, which it described as coherent, but suggested keeping the original paragraph 8 as well.
836. With regard to the point raised by Belgium on the participation of Subsidiary Body members during the debates, the delegation of Burkina Faso remarked on the different interpretations given by the Chairperson and the Legal Adviser, recalling that the Subsidiary Body ceased to exist once it had submitted its report to the Committee. The delegation therefore recommended that the terms of reference be clear on this point, particularly as some members were able to freely express their opinions while others were not.
837. The Chairperson agreed that there was indeed a need to clarify the situation, as the Subsidiary Body was still considered active during the examination of the nomination files.
838. The delegation of Latvia joined in the concerns expressed by Belgium and the Czech Republic on the application of the referral option, adding that there appeared to a broad interpretation of what constituted a technical detail.
839. The delegation of Japan expressed its gratitude to the Subsidiary Body for its hard work, adding that the original paragraph 8 on the referral option captured the spirit of the Convention. It concurred however with the rationale of Belgium’s amendment with regard to the coherent use of the referral option, and that it was difficult to define ‘technical details’, particularly as standards were constantly evolving.

840. The delegation of Spain agreed with all the comments and observations, though was hesitant about defining the terms of reference for the Subsidiary Body when the option of referral was not yet clear. Additionally, the notion of ‘technical details’ had to be clarified.

841. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that item 13.a would specifically deal with the referral option.

842. The delegation of Grenada supported Belgium’s amendment, adding that the ‘technical details’ should not be linked to the notion that a referral was in fact a polite No, adding that it was occasionally difficult to understand referrals in cases where several criteria had not been met.

843. The delegation of Azerbaijan thanked Belgium for its important proposal and supported its rationale, adding that it too had difficulty with the wording ‘technical details’, suggesting that the Secretariat elaborate in this regard, i.e. whether it implied an absence of documentary evidence or substantive information.

844. The Secretary agreed that the issue was indeed crucial, particularly as an option already existed that defined a nomination file as incomplete in the absence of obligatory information, for example, the file had to contain 10 photos before it could be submitted to the Subsidiary Body for consideration. Furthermore, three options were open to the Subsidiary Body related to the information contained in the file: i) it concludes that there is sufficient information to determine that the criterion is met; ii) it concludes that the there is sufficient information to determine that the criterion is not met; or iii) it concludes that the information contained in the file is unclear and requires additional information to determine whether or not the criterion is met. The Secretary added that the referral option was often used to request more information from the submitting State even when the Subsidiary Body considered that the criterion or criteria had not been satisfied, when in fact the referral option should only serve to allow the submitting State to clarify a point so that the Subsidiary Body can conclude one way or another. The Secretary further explained that the three options presented were in no way related to the absence of obligatory information.

845. Describing the Convention as young, the Chairperson spoke of the process of maturity that suggested that as body of experience grew the problems currently encountered would not arise in the future. The Chairperson spoke of the procedures as not perfect and that tough decisions had to be made during the sessions. He also noted that there was apparent lobbying taking place to support inscriptions, which only added to the confusion.

846. The delegation of Azerbaijan proposed an amendment to paragraph 10 to separate the two parts of the paragraph, whose latter part would read: ‘Further invites States Parties to refrain from using inappropriate vocabulary’, adding that the issue had also been brought up by the Rapporteur of the Subsidiary Body in his report.

847. The delegation of the Czech Republic proposed a minor amendment in paragraph 15 as the wording ‘out of place’ was misleading, proposing to replace it with ‘placed in wrong sections’.

848. The delegation of Grenada supported Azerbaijan’s proposal and suggested placing it as a separate paragraph as it not only concerned references to other countries but also terms such as ‘authenticity and ‘Masterpieces’. The Chairperson noted that the proposal would create a new paragraph 11.

849. The delegation of Peru proposed a sub-paragraph b. to paragraph 16, which would read, ‘Clear definition of the element as intangible cultural heritage’.

850. The delegation of Latvia supported the amendment by Czech Republic, but suggested replacing ‘wrong’ with ‘inappropriate’.

851. The delegation of Grenada understood the spirit of Peru’s proposal, but that the requirement placed too much responsibility on the Secretariat.

852. The Chairperson turned to the recommendations, beginning with the proposal by Belgium for a new paragraph 8, which was supported by Greece and others. With no objections, it was pronounced adopted.

853. The Chairperson turned to the next recommendation by Azerbaijan, which was supported by Grenada that also wished to enlarge the paragraph to include the misuse of inappropriate terms. The delegation of Azerbaijan and Belgium supported Grenada’s proposal, which would read: ‘Further invites them to refrain from inappropriate use of vocabulary.’ Paragraph 12 proposed by Azerbaijan would read: ‘Further invites States Parties to take care when elaborating nominations to avoid characterizing the practices and actions within other States in order not to inadvertently diminish such respect or impede such dialogue.’
854. The delegation of China understood the rationale behind Azerbaijan’s and Grenada’s proposal, but suggested that the wording ‘inappropriate use of vocabulary’ might lead to confusion, suggesting to introduce the comments of the Subsidiary Body in this regard, and would thus read: ‘Further invites them to be attentive in their formulations so that they do not inadvertently give rise to misunderstandings that undermine dialogue’.
855. The delegation of Belgium preferred to retain the original proposal by Grenada. The delegation of Grenada found that China’s proposal only referred to the first paragraph, while suggesting a minor change to the sentence, which would now read, ‘from using inappropriate vocabulary’.
856. With no voiced support, the delegation of China withdrew its proposal and supported Grenada’s proposal. With no further comments or objections, paragraph 12 proposed by Azerbaijan and paragraph 11 as proposed and amended by Grenada were pronounced adopted.
857. The Chairperson turned to the proposal by Czech Republic with the amendment by Latvia to replace ‘wrong’ with ‘inappropriate’, which was agreed by the Czech Republic. With no objections, the new paragraph 17 as amended was adopted.
858. The Chairperson then turned to Peru’s proposal. The delegation of Grenada remarked that the paragraph pertained to technical requirements of the nomination, and that it requested the Secretariat to determine whether or not the definition of the element was clear, which it considered was a responsibility of the Subsidiary Body.
859. The Chairperson added that it was the role and responsibility of the Subsidiary Body to evaluate the nomination file.
860. The delegation of Peru remarked that the definition of an element was at the forefront of the Convention. The Chairperson intervened to ask whether it was the role of the Subsidiary Body or the Secretariat to determine the definition or quality of the element. The delegation of Peru believed that the Secretariat could undertake a prior analysis of the nomination in this regard when it carried out the preliminary evaluation.
861. The Chairperson remarked that the Secretariat had already pointed out that the issue was covered in paragraph 18.a, which stated, ‘A response is provided in each and every section’. The delegation of Peru agreed that each section should be completed, but the mechanism with regard to the information was unclear. The delegation of Brazil supported Peru’s proposal.
862. The delegation of Spain remarked that the situation would be clearer if the Secretariat was said to review the more formal questions, while the Subsidiary Body would review the more substantive issues. In this way the proposal by Peru was ill-positioned, as only the Subsidiary Body could determine the status of an element as intangible cultural heritage.
863. The delegation of Burkina Faso concurred with the remarks by Spain, adding that even the Committee could not decide whether an element constituted intangible cultural heritage, particularly as an element practiced by a community was sufficient to deem it intangible cultural heritage. The issue therefore concerned the quality of the information provided, and it was neither up to the Secretariat nor the Committee to decide in this regard.
864. The delegation of Czech Republic endorsed the remarks by Spain and others. The delegation of Nicaragua concurred with Spain. The delegation of Brazil understood the position by Peru, but agreed with Spain and Burkina Faso in this regard.
865. The delegation of Peru withdrew its proposal.
866. The delegation of Belgium drew attention to the new paragraph 18.b. and its reference to the maximum number of words, suggesting that some flexibility be afforded to the French language, as recommended by the Subsidiary Body. The Secretary explained that a 15 per cent margin in the French version was already taken into account in the new nomination form for 2013.
867. The delegation of Morocco remarked that the Subsidiary Body had also recommended that submitting States use the maximum number of words permitted. The Secretary replied that a minimum number of words had also been introduced.
868. The delegation of Brazil agreed with defining a maximum and minimum number of words, but wondered about the case for multinational files. The Chairperson replied that the Secretariat had already dealt with the issue, in allowing more maximum words for multinational files.
869. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 11.
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870. As an observer, the delegation of Norway thanked the Chairperson for his permission to allow Norway to make a statement. Having listened to the deliberations, the delegation wished to congratulate the Committee for its impressively thorough and hard work. However, it expressed increasing concerns on the recurrent tendency for the Committee to seek more positive conclusions than those of the advisory bodies. Though it had the right to do so with justified reason, the delegation believed that it was not always possible to understand why the Committee contradicted the findings of the advisory bodies, particularly as the Committee faced challenges regarding the consistency of some of its decisions. The delegation believed that an analysis of the cases in which the Committee had disagreed with decisions by the independent experts or the Subsidiary Body should be undertaken, adding that this was a necessary exercise of learning that should be carried out without delay. The analysis would subsequently be presented at the next Committee meeting. The delegation reiterated the need for further capacity-building, adding that the strategy was both timely and appropriate and would help States Parties complete nomination files in a proper manner.
871. The Chairperson turned to the four issues concerning the 2013, 2014 and 2015 cycles, namely i) the establishment of the Consultative Body; ii) the establishment of the Subsidiary Body; iii) the creation of a system of rotation for the members of the Consultative Body; and iv) the number of files to be treated in 2014 and 2015. The Chairperson recalled that points iii) and iv) were a consequence of the amendments to the Operational Directives adopted by the General Assembly in June 2012, reminding the Committee that the Consultative Body was first introduced in the 2011 cycle on an experimental basis. Pleased with the results, the Committee in 2011 considered that the experiment had been successful and recommended to the General Assembly that the Consultative Body be entrusted with those duties on a more sustained basis. The Committee also recommended in its Decision 6.COM 15 that ‘the mandate of the members of the Consultative Body be extended to a maximum of four years, and its composition be renewed by one quarter each year’, which was adopted by the General Assembly as paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives. Thus, out of the twelve members of the Consultative Body, three new members would be renewed each year. Currently, six of the members had served two years while six had served one year.

872. The representative of the Secretary, Mr Proschan, explained that although appearing complicated, the Committee would not have to repeat the process once the system of rotation has been instituted. Additionally, the system facilitated the selection of candidates in that future committees would only need to select three out of six candidates rather than twelve out of 24 candidates. He recalled that the Consultative Body was composed of six accredited non-governmental organizations and six independent experts who were appointed each year by the Committee in line with the principle of equitable geographic representation and the various domains of intangible cultural heritage, i.e. each electoral group comprised one NGO and one expert. Mr Proschan reminded the Committee that half the current members had already served for one year, while half had served for two years. In 2011, electoral groups V(a) and V(b) had chosen to retain both their previous members, while electoral groups III and IV chose to replace both of their previous members, and groups I and II retained one member and replaced the other. The Committee’s task was now to only replace a quarter of the members, i.e. three out of the twelve incumbent members so that the system would institute a four-year membership. The Consultative Body would thus benefit from continuity in its recommendations by having members with greater experience, while new members would come with new perspectives. In the same way, it was also considered beneficial that each electoral group have one experienced member and one newer member in each cycle, rather than having both members from the same electoral group replaced in the same year. The Committee therefore had to assign three seats for this year, for terms continuing until 2016.

873. Mr Proschan drew attention to the table in paragraph 7 of the working document in which the blue seats were those filled in both 2011 and 2012 by the same person, and the yellow seats were those newly filled in 2012 whose incumbents had therefore only served one year. Thus, all of the six blue seats must be renewed this year, next year or the following year. To avoid the situation of having both members from an electoral group replaced in the same year or in two successive years, it was suggested that the blue seats for electoral groups V(a) and V(b) be replaced with one experienced and one novice member among either the NGO representative or the expert renewed this year. The Committee would also need to decide how to assign the six yellow seats, while keeping in mind the desirability that both members from the same electoral group are not renewed in the same year or successive years. Two methods were thus suggested: i) to follow the example of the Convention in the system of rotation for the Committee itself by choosing lots for those members serving a two-year term rather than a four-year term; or ii) the Committee might wish to undertake negotiations with regard to one or more of the seats. Mr Proschan remarked that some electoral groups had already concluded their negotiations, while others had yet to consult, and suggested that the electoral groups be given an opportunity to either propose a recommendation or to proceed with the system of lots. In either case, the issue was not simply to decide on the three renewed seats, but to put in place a system that will roll automatically in the years to come.

874. The Chairperson wished to hear the respective positions of the electoral groups.

875. Speaking on behalf of Electoral Group II, the delegation of Azerbaijan sought to keep the NGO and expert for this year to be renewed in 2013. Mr Proschan understood that the expert would be replaced in 2013, while the NGO would be replaced in 2014.
876. Speaking on behalf of Electoral Group III, the delegation of Grenada supported the option of consultations among regional groups rather than the drawing of lots, adding that its independent expert would be changed this year, while the NGO would be replaced in 2014.

877. Mr Proschan explained that for Electoral Group IV, both positions could be filled in any of the years.

878. Speaking on behalf of Electoral Group V(a), the delegation of Madagascar announced that the NGO would be replaced in 2012, while the expert would be replaced in 2014.

879. Speaking on behalf of Electoral Group IV, the delegation of Kyrgyzstan announced that the expert would be replaced in 2013, while the NGO would be replaced in 2015.

880. Speaking on behalf of Electoral Group V(b), the delegation of Morocco announced that it wished to retain the NGO for this year.

881. Mr Proschan summarized that in next agenda item on the establishment of the Consultative Body for the 2013 cycle, the three seats would be renewed as follows: Group V(a), an NGO; Group V(b), an expert; and Group III, an expert. In 2013, the Secretariat will propose two candidate NGOs for Group I, two candidate experts for Group II, and two candidate experts for Group IV. In 2014, the seats to be filled include: the expert seat in Group V(a), the NGO seat for Group V(b), and the NGO seat for Group III. In 2015, the seats to be filled include the expert seat in Group I, the NGO seat for Group II, and the NGO seat for Group IV.
882. Noting that the slots had been filled, the Chairperson moved to the adoption of the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no objections to paragraphs 1–4, they were duly adopted. Thus, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 12.a.
ITEM 12.b OF THE AGENDA:

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CONSULTATIVE BODY FOR THE 2013 CYCLE (PARAGRAPH 26 OF THE OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES) AND ADOPTION OF ITS TERMS OF REFERENCE
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883. The Chairperson then moved to item 12.b, and the establishment of the Consultative Body.
884. Mr Proschan introduced the item as having two components: i) the terms of reference of the Consultative Body; and ii) the designation of its members. He explained that the terms of reference as presented closely resembled the terms of reference adopted in 2011, with the difference that it shall cease to exist following submission of the Consultative Body’s report to the eighth session of the Committee in 2013. Mr Proschan suggested debating and adopting the terms of reference before moving on to the appointment of members of the Consultative Body.

885. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted the terms of reference for the Consultative Body, then moved to the second part of the item.
886. Turning to the appointment of the twelve members of the new Consultative Body, Mr Proschan referred to the three seats to be renewed and the nine seats to be filled through reappointment of the incumbents as decided upon in Decision 7.COM 12.a under item 12.a, which meant that the Committee no longer had to select 12 candidates from the 24 candidates proposed. With regard to the three seats the Committee decided to renew this year, Annex II of the working document presented the names of the candidate experts and accredited NGOs, together with a brief description of their respective competence and their expert domain(s). Links to a detailed CV of the individual experts and a link to the webpage of the NGOs were also made available [The names of the candidates were subsequently added to the document].

[5-minute pause for consultations among electoral groups]

887. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments or objections, paragraphs 1-5 were duly adopted. Thus, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 12.b.
ITEM 12.c OF THE AGENDA:

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SUBSIDIARY BODY FOR THE 2013 CYCLE (PARAGRAPH 29 OF THE OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES) AND ADOPTION OF ITS TERMS OF REFERENCE
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888. The Chairperson introduced the next item on the establishment of the Subsidiary Body for 2013, adding that the Committee had to examine the terms of reference, which largely repeated the language of the previous decision in this regard. It would then identify the members in a second step. For information, the Chairperson recalled the composition of the body in 2012: Group I – Spain, Group II – Croatia, Group III – Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Group IV – Islamic Republic of Iran, Group V(a) – Burkina Faso, and Group V(b) – Morocco. As the Subsidiary Body would complete its work before the fifth session of the General Assembly in June 2014, all the current members of the Committee were eligible for selection.

889. Mr Proschan remarked that it was the fourth time the Committee would establish a Subsidiary Body, adding that its first task was to adopt its terms of reference and designate six members. The terms of reference presented to the Committee in working document 12.c were exactly those adopted in Bali, except that ‘evaluation’ replaced ‘examination’, as a result of the revised Operational Directives approved by the General Assembly in 2012.

890. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted the terms of reference as presented, and then turned to the election of the new members.

891. Electoral Group I proposed Spain.

892. Electoral Group II proposed to the Czech Republic.

893. Electoral Group III proposed Peru.

894. Electoral Group V(a) proposed Nigeria.

895. Electoral Group V(b) proposed Morocco.

896. The delegation of China requested a suspension of the item in order to consult further. The Chairperson made known his displeasure as delegations had been urged to consult on the issue prior to the item. He suspended the item and turned to item 12.d.

ITEM 12.d OF THE AGENDA:

NUMBER OF FILES THAT CAN BE TREATED IN THE 2014 AND 2015 CYCLES
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897. The Chairperson recalled that the fourth session of the General Assembly amended the Operational Directives to put in place a new provision recognizing the limited capacities of the Committee, its advisory bodies and the Secretariat. In accordance with paragraph 33 of the Operational Directives
, the Committee had to determine the number of files to be treated in the 2014 and 2015 cycles, while considering the other important tasks of the different organs of the Convention.

898. The Secretary explained that Committee had to determine a global ceiling for all four mechanisms, including nomination files to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Representative List, the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, and international assistance requests greater than US$25,000. The number would govern files submitted in March 2013 for the 2014 cycle [for inscription in 2014], and in March 2014 for the 2015 cycle [inscription in 2015]. The Secretary remarked that this provision was stipulated in the Operational Directives so as to allow States Parties to anticipate what it could reasonably expect in the following two cycles. The Secretary drew attention to the table in paragraph 3 of the working document, which showed the recent experience for 2011 and 2012, and that anticipated for 2013. For example, the year in which States Parties would be required to submit a periodic report [six years following its ratification of the Convention] is known, as well as the year of the submission of reports on elements in the Urgent Safeguarding List [four years following inscription]. Information as yet unknown include the number of nominations submitted by the 31 March 2013 deadline, which would be subject to an order of priority as given in the Operational Directives. The Secretary explained that the number of files to be processed for the 2013 cycle, which began in 31 March 2012, had already been established in Bali, adding that 61 files had been processed for the 2013 cycle. This figure represented one file per State Party, and in addition certain priority States Parties had two files processed in this same cycle. The Secretary called, in setting the ceiling around 60 files, for some flexibility in order to accommodate to the extend possible the principle of one-file-per-State, as well as the priority status granted to States Parties with no prior inscriptions; she remarked that with such number of files, the Secretariat could unfortunately hardly provide an extensive feedback on the nominations, contrary to what had been the case in previous cycles, even though this feedback seemed to be very much appreciated by submitting States; she invited submitting States Parties to carefully refer to previous decisions of the Committee and reports from previous years before submitting files so that they sufficiently satisfy the requirements in terms of quality, while the Secretariat would comment only on technical issues. The Secretary also remarked on the additional tasks as a result of a higher number of submitted periodic reports, as well as the limited capacity of the Secretariat that rendered it difficult for the Secretariat to realistically treat more than the 61 files proposed.

899. The Chairperson remarked on the reality of the situation and the need to be practical and pragmatic so as to achieve the goals and objectives in a proper manner. He spoke of the work of the Convention as consisting of business other than inscriptions, such as the important periodic reports, adding that the advisory bodies’ reports on which to assess decisions was equally important and should be carefully studied. The Chairperson opened the floor to the Committee and observers for comment.

900. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked on the Secretariat’s proposal as largely reflecting the sentiment of the Committee, adding that it was unnecessary to return to the discussions in Nairobi or Bali on the ceiling, adding that the Committee was well aware of the reality and thus it supported the proposal.

901. The Chairperson concurred with the observation that the subject of the ceiling had been debated at length during the previous Committee sessions.

902. The delegation of Indonesia agreed that the proposal by the Secretariat did indeed present the reality and facts, as the system was already pushed to the limit, and it was important to maintain credibility. The delegation therefore endorsed the proposal.

903. The delegation of Morocco also recalled the extensive debate on the ceiling, and concurred with the remarks by Indonesia on the limited capacity of the system even though wider representation of elements on the Representative List was desirable. With regard to the increasing number of periodic reports [47 in the next cycle] the delegation wondered how best to glean lessons learned from the reports on issues such as safeguarding and capacity-building so as to improve the implementation of the Convention.
904. The delegation of Grenada concurred with the remarks made, and supported the proposal.

905. The delegation of Latvia described the quality of debate as important and a guiding principle when making decisions, and therefore supported the Secretariat’s proposal.

906. The delegation of Japan supported the Secretariat’s proposal, which reflected the given situation and the previous discussions on the subject.

907. The Chairperson noted the unanimous support and the delegations’ appreciation of the hard work that had gone into ensuring consistently successful meetings.

908. The delegation of Spain also agreed with the rationale of the draft decision, but wished to suggest that improvements be made on the instructions given in the nomination form, which would help States Parties in completing and improving their nomination forms and thus increase the number of files that could be treated.

909. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision. With no changes to the paragraphs, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 12.d.
ITEM 13.a OF THE AGENDA:

REFLECTION ON THE EXPERIENCE GAINED IN IMPLEMENTING THE REFERRAL OPTION OF THE REPRESENTATIVE LIST OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE OF HUMANITY
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910. Recalling that the first of the four reflections was requested by the General Assembly in June 2012, the Chairperson remarked that any or all of them could lead to proposed amendments to the Operational Directives for examination by the General Assembly at its fifth session. Thus, the Committee was not requested to examine concrete proposals, but rather to discuss whether it wished to see specific amendments at its next session. The Chairperson emphasized that the Committee was not under any obligation to propose a revision of the Operational Directives, but could instead decide that the Committee had sufficiently reflected.

911. Drawing attention to the working document 13.a, but also the report of the Subsidiary Body, the Secretary recalled that the referral option had initially been proposed by the first Subsidiary Body in 2009 that already ‘regretted that the Operational Directives did not provide for a deferral of evaluation, as such a decision would spare the submitting State Party the four year delay required before being permitted to re-submit an element if the Committee decided not to inscribe it’ (Document ITH/09/4.COM/ CONF.209/INF.6). At its fourth session in Abu Dhabi in 2009, the Committee recommended amending the Operational Directives that provided, ‘After evaluation the Committee decides whether an element shall or shall not be inscribed on the Representative List, or whether to refer the nomination to the submitting State’. Paragraph 36
 of the Operational Directives was later adopted with minor amends by the General Assembly in 2010. It was important to note that the referral option was available only to the Representative List because it was the sole mechanism imposing a four-year waiting period before resubmission (in paragraph 37 of the Operational Directives). By 2011, the Subsidiary Body could apply the rule and recommend a referral, with the first decision on referrals taken at the Committee’s sixth session in Bali. The Subsidiary Body report highlighted the mixed feelings among members on receiving referral recommendations as Committee members in 2011 and then having to evaluate the referred files resubmitted in 2012.

912. The Secretary remarked that the resubmission of referred files brought about its own specific problems from those already encountered with the resubmission of withdrawn files – a provision that allows a submitting State to withdraw its file at any time during the evaluation process and before the Committee’s examination. The Secretary explained that referred files would have already been evaluated by the Subsidiary Body with some of the criteria already deemed satisfied, while withdrawn files would not have been scrutinised by the Committee and thus not be subject to a decision. Thus, the Subsidiary Body was free to review the resubmitted file that had previously been withdrawn in its entirety, which was not necessarily the case for referred files since some of the criteria was said by the Committee to have already been satisfied. It was noted that the Subsidiary Body had evaluated 8 resubmissions (after withdrawal) in 2010, and 8 in 2011. There were no such files in 2012, but 3 in 2013; 4 withdrawn files were still in the backlog. As pointed out by several of the subsidiary bodies, the fact that the interpretation of criteria evolved and improved meant that there was a need to balance predictability and coherency in the decisions, i.e. as the criteria evolved so too would the documentary evidence that the criteria were still satisfied a couple of years later. The Secretary explained that the issue of consistency from year to year for resubmitted files was therefore a broader issue than the referral itself owing to the more stringent requirements to meet the criteria. The Secretary cited as an example the recently recommended minimum number of words in the nomination form. The question was whether the previously satisfied criteria could now be rejected based on a technicality.

913. The Secretary also highlighted the second major problem, which was how to distinguish a ‘no’ from a ‘refer’ recommendation so that ‘refer’ was not considered a ‘polite’ or ‘soft’ no, i.e. the question was whether it served the interests of the submitting States or the Committee. Another issue concerned the problem of consistency between the Representative List (with the referral option) and the Urgent Safeguarding List (with no referral option), since it was noted that there were more options provided to files for the Representative List than the Urgent Safeguarding List, even though greater consideration was sought for the Urgent Safeguarding List and less for the Representative List. The result was that there were now two different standards of evaluation for the two lists. The Secretary surmised that should the Committee consider that it wished to retain the referral option, then a clearer distinction could be made between a ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘refer’, or it could adopt the referral option for the Urgent Safeguarding List or remove the four-year waiting period. Thus document 13.a proposed two options: i) to continue reflecting on the issue; or ii) to draft specific Operational Directives reflecting the comments and recommendations during the debate for examination at the Committee’s eighth session for adoption by the General Assembly in 2014.

914. The Chairperson thanked the Secretary for her explanation of the complicated subject.

915. The delegation of Spain believed that the document prepared by the Secretariat reflected all the elements of the debates so far, and also that further reflection was required. Hence, the delegation supported Option A.

916. The delegation of Greece spoke of its concern with regard to the voting procedures conducted yesterday in which the Committee encountered a confusing situation that saw a decision with 11 favourable votes rejected (since 13 votes were apparently required), while in the same session a decision was adopted with 9 favourable votes (since there were only 5 votes against). The delegation found that the inconsistent voting process was a blow to the credibility of the Committee and violated the principle of equal treatment by fuelling discriminating practices. The delegation had requested the Chairperson of the Bureau to rectify the situation, but the request was declined, adding that it hoped that the regrettable decision experienced by Greece would not happen again and suggested that the voting rules be incorporated into the Rules of Procedure. The Committee should agree that when a decision could not be reached through consensus, then a formal vote should take place, which would prevent such conflicting situations from reoccurring.

917. Thanking Greece for its intervention and recommendation, the Chairperson concurred that the Bureau members had earlier listened and discussed Greece’s concern, believing that Greece’s experience should better guide the working of the Committee and strengthen the recommendations made.

918. The delegation of Nigeria recommended the introduction of a ceiling on the number of referrals, suggesting that the 4-year rule before re-submission be aligned with the Urgent Safeguarding List, as suggested by the Secretariat.

919. The delegation of Belgium endorsed the remarks by Greece, adding that there should be greater clarity in the procedures. Referring to paragraph 8 of decision 7.COM 11, the delegation explained that the Subsidiary Body was asked to only apply the referral option in exceptional cases. The delegation emphasized the importance of capacity-building so as to improve the nomination, particularly with regard to the new nomination form. The delegation therefore sought a reflection in the eighth Committee session with regard to this point, and therefore supported Option A.

920. The delegation of Latvia believed that the referral was a good option from three perspectives: i) in the case of a submitting State presenting a nomination file for the first time and therefore lacking experience; ii) when technical gaps in the nomination required clarification; and iii) for the purpose of public relations that allowed the submitting State to better communicate with the media, while avoiding terms such as ‘rejected’ and ‘not supported’, which were inappropriate when speaking of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation noted that submitting States tended to view referrals as negative decisions, and not as an opportunity to consider the advice so as to clarify aspects of the nomination file.

921. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the referral was an opportunity to clarify minor technical questions that could be quickly rectified, but that it had been applied in such a way that it had lost its purpose and was considered more as a polite No, rendering it open to different interpretations. The question was whether the option should be maintained.

922. Referring to the points raised by the Secretary, notably whether the referral should be applied to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the delegation of Czech Republic believed that the mechanisms could not be applied in the latter because they were quite different, for example, the information required on safeguarding measures in U.3 was more extensive. With regard to the second issue raised, the delegation did not believe that the Subsidiary Body should have unlimited possibilities to refer the files for additional information and suggested that referrals be limited to one or two. The third point concerning whether only the sections covered by the referral and not the entire file be revisited, the delegation found the issue more complicated as the criteria were markedly different, with some criteria requiring an in-depth examination of the other criteria at the same time, for example, in the case of evidence of community participation, which could not be determined hastily.

923. The delegation of Brazil remarked that the four criteria in the Representative List and the Urgent Safeguarding List were essentially the same and that greater consistency should be sought with regard to the two mechanisms. The delegation found that paragraph 37, pertaining to the 4-year delay, unnecessarily differentiated the two lists. Moreover, the referral option would not be required if paragraph 37 were to be deleted. Thus, the delegation favoured a reflection on concrete proposals and thus supported Option B.

924. The delegation of Morocco remarked that the reflection on the referral was additional proof of the Committee’s concern to constantly strive to improve the procedures in the implementation of the Convention. The delegation wished to highlight two important and differentiating aspects. Firstly, the absence of technical details in the nomination form, notably in R.4 and R.5, which were easy to rectify as they concerned the submission of physical evidence. However, the interpretation and justification provided by the submitting States, notably in the first three criteria, represented a different dimension of the nomination and was the likely cause of the uncertainty, as observed during the debates.

925. Referring to the recommendation by the Subsidiary Body that the referral be applied only to technical issues, the delegation of Grenada reiterated that the referral should not be a polite No, since it only opened the possibility of reversing decisions. The delegation agreed with Brazil that greater consistency was needed between the two mechanisms and it suggested a recommendation to the General Assembly to delete paragraph 37, and thus it favoured Option B. The delegation also agreed with Greece that the Committee’s working methodology should be clear and transparent.

926. The delegation of Japan found the referral to be a good tool that facilitated the work of the States Parties, and as a new initiative deserved further reflection, though concrete and clear guidance was required. The delegation believed that both Option A and Option B could be combined such that the Committee could continue its reflection in both directions, while requesting the Secretariat to propose concrete draft amendments.
927. The delegation of Belgium supported the remarks by Japan in that the two options provided were not exclusive.
928. The Chairperson thanked the Committee whose comments would strengthen the Convention, surmising that the referral itself was not the source of the problem but rather the States Parties’ interpretation of the option. Returning to paragraph 5 of the draft decision and the options provided, the Chairperson noted that there was support for Option B and support to adopt both options. The Chairperson noted support for the latter from Indonesia, Grenada, Belgium, Czech Republic, Peru, Latvia, Uganda, Nigeria, Nicaragua, Morocco, Tunisia and Azerbaijan. Noting a consensus to adopt both options, the Chairperson turned to paragraphs 1–4 of the draft decision, which were duly adopted. As a result of the consensus in paragraph 5, two separate paragraphs (corresponding to the two proposed options) were proposed.
929. The delegation of Belgium proposed to add ‘eighth session’ in conformity with paragraph 8 of Decision 7.COM 11, which would help determine whether the referral option functioned correctly. With regard to Option B, the delegation remarked that the timing was such that the Secretariat had already to reflect on the eighth session should the Committee wish to draft amendments to the General Assembly, which had to be reflected in the decision.
930. The Chairperson then turned to the proposed amendment in paragraph 5, which would read: ‘Decides to continue its reflection on the experience gained in implementing the referral option at its eighth session in conformity with paragraph 8 of Decision 7.COM 11 and invites the Subsidiary Body to address this topic in its 2013 report to the Committee’. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Grenada, Peru, Azerbaijan, Albania, Nicaragua, Czech Republic, Kyrgyzstan and Latvia. With no objections to amended paragraph 5 and paragraph 6, they were duly adopted.
931. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 13.a.

932. Before leaving the podium, the Chairperson took the opportunity to thank the interpreters.

[The Vice-Chairperson from Morocco took over from the Chairperson]

ITEM 13.b OF THE AGENDA:

REFLECTION ON THE RIGHT SCALE OR SCOPE OF AN ELEMENT
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933. The Chairperson turned to the second subject of reflection concerning the outcome of the open-ended intergovernmental working group convened in October in 2011. He then invited the Chairperson of the working group, Mr Francesco Tafuri, to the podium. He recalled that the working group was organized following the Committee’s Decision 6.COM 15 in Bali in November 2011, which defined the mandate of the group, namely ‘to discuss what the right scale or scope of an element should be’. He thanked the Government of Japan for its generous contribution that allowed for the organization of the meeting, particularly the participation of 33 experts from developing countries.
934. The Secretary introduced the background document, adding that the four discussion papers prepared by the four experts were still available on the website. The summary records of the working group would also be made available in early 2013.

935. Introducing his oral report, the Chairperson of the Working Group, Mr Francesco Tafuri, reported that the main objective of the working group meeting was to provide an opportunity for States Parties to reflect upon a set of recurrent questions faced by the States, the Committee and its advisory bodies in recent years with regard to similarities among certain nominated elements or the inclusivity of others. The Chairperson recalled that the working group met at UNESCO Headquarters in Paris on 22 and 23 October 2012, which he presided together with Mr Sidi Traoré from Burkina Faso with the participation of more than 210 experts representing 76 States Parties, of which 33 experts from developing countries thanks to the generous financial support of Japan. Additionally, representatives of six States non-party to the Convention, category 2 centres, NGOs and a number of individual researchers attended as observers (Document 7.COM WG/7). The Chairperson recalled that in 2009 the Subsidiary Body requested that ‘submitting States clearly define the scale and scope of the proposed element in the nomination form’. In 2010, the Subsidiary Body expressed its concern faced with several similar nominations presented by the same submitting State that appeared to be the same element proposed as different manifestations, thus suggesting that States submit more inclusive elements. Repeating the concern in 2011, the Subsidiary Body noted that in several nominations to the Representative List, submitting States had not sufficiently demonstrated the differences between an element proposed and an already inscribed element that would justify a new inscription. The Subsidiary Body therefore wondered whether the contribution of the second inscription would respond to the objectives of visibility and awareness of the Representative List. The other issue concerned elements considered as being too generic, which included elements that were excessively inclusive and broad with multiple manifestations from the different domains of intangible cultural heritage. The Subsidiary Body in 2011 therefore recommended to find a balance between over-generalized elements and micro-elements whose specificity was unclear and therefore difficult to determine.

936. The Chairperson of the Working Group explained that in order to help frame the reflections of the working group, the Secretariat had asked four experts to prepare discussion papers organized around each of the four themes, which were then introduced by the authors. The excellent quality of the discussion papers was also noted. The first discussion paper by Rieks Smeets (Document ITH/12/7.COM WG/3) traced the thinking of the international community with regard to the concept of ‘element’ as it developed over the past four decades. The paper argued that the development of terminology for intangible cultural heritage was accompanied by changing notions of heritage, which was first raised within UNESCO in 1973. Although the decades saw a shift from an earlier preoccupation with documenting, protecting and promoting individual expressions of folklore to the living and changing character of intangible cultural heritage as a dynamic social process, it assumed that the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage of a given group or region should begin with the identification and documentation of specific manifestations, which led to the term ‘element’ becoming accepted as an international neutral term for such manifestations. The second discussion paper by Toshiyuko Kono (Document ITH/12/7.COM WG/4) analysed a large sample of the elements inscribed on the Lists since 2009 (72 of the total of 169 such elements) and attempted to characterize them in terms of the membership of the element itself in one or more domains and within ten parameters chosen to highlight the various characteristics of the communities and the different ways in which communities consider their elements. Given the tremendous diversity of the world’s intangible cultural heritage, the data not surprisingly revealed wide variation across each of the parameters. The paper suggested that the parameters proposed might be applied to determine whether two manifestations could be consolidated as a single element if judged to share the same attributes. The working group welcomed with interest the methodology, which was said to be practical for the authorities and the communities concerned. The third discussion paper by Ahmed Skounti (Document ITH/12/7.COM WG/5) concerned the question of similarity and possible practical mechanisms to treat ‘similar’ elements in relation to inscription on the lists of the Convention. The paper traced the development of the procedures for serial inscriptions of World Heritage properties and the extension of the scope of an already inscribed property. The current Operational Directives for the 2003 Convention foresees the possibility of re-inscription on an extended basis of elements already inscribed in order to include one or more States. The paper suggested that a similar process of re-inscription might be warranted for elements found entirely within the territory of a single State Party. As the consent and aspirations of the communities concerned are of paramount importance, there was the inevitable possibility of re-inscribing an element on a reduced basis or bifurcating a nomination at the request of the communities concerned. The working group found pertinent the comparisons with the 1972 Convention, but nevertheless found that serial nominations were better suited to tangible cultural heritage. The fourth discussion paper by Maria Cecilia Londres Fonseca (Document ITH/12/7.COM WG/6) examined various considerations at local, national or international levels that might determine the type of element to nominate for one of the lists or how to delimit an element when inventorying or preparing a safeguarding project. It drew upon examples and the extensive experience of Brazil in safeguarding and inventorying, as well as national registration and international listing. These Brazilian experiences revealed that although something might be right in one context it might not be for another, while respecting the wishes of the communities concerned in every aspect of the nomination process. Moreover, there was no one-size-fits-all model when determining the right scale or scope of an element.
937. The Chairperson of the Working Group recalled the lively debate that ensued on the second day, which was devoted to synthesizing the questions and considerations so that the working group could report to the Committee. In the ensuing discussion, many experts considered that it was preferable not to refer to ‘similar’ elements given that each manifestation was specific and unique to a given community. Experts suggested instead that reference be made to ‘shared heritage’ and to ‘elements with shared characteristics’; others invoked the notion of ‘family’ as a potentially useful one. Certain experts considered that multinational files should be further promoted to highlight ‘shared intangible cultural heritage’. The issue of terminology was recurrent throughout the meeting and it was deemed essential that each State Party translate, adapt or develop the terminology of the Convention at the national level so that it can be clearly explained to the communities and other partners. For the purpose of implementing the Convention, a larger and more complex cultural reality often needed to be segmented, classified and labelled. The scale and scope of an element depended then on the particular context of the Convention’s mechanisms at the national and international levels. In this regard, the experts concurred that a one-size-fits-all solution should not be sought, but rather it should question the appropriate scale and scope when drawing up an inventory, and the scale and scope of an element most suited for promoting intangible cultural heritage in general (in line with the purpose of the Representative List), as well as the suitable scale and scope of an element requiring urgent safeguarding (in line with the purpose of the Urgent Safeguarding List). The participants agreed that the scale and scope of an element depended on the different contexts of the mechanisms in the implementation of the Convention at both national and international levels. The working group therefore recommended that States Parties be attentive as to what scale is appropriate for what purposes.
938. The Chairperson of the Working Group also wished to draw attention to the fact that a number of States deemed that the communities best know the most appropriate scale and scope of a specific context. In this respect, States had a particularly important task to explain to the communities the purposes for which a certain element of their intangible cultural heritage is of interest. The working group also gave substantial attention to the question of extending the scope of an existing inscription on one of the Convention’s lists, concurring in the idea that a provision be made in the Operational Directives for the extension of an inscription within a single State Party, complementing the existing provision for one or more States to join an existing inscription. Such a directive would help States Parties define the appropriate scale and scope of an element corresponding to the objectives of the list concerned. The working group reached a consensus on the principle of welcoming the possibility of enlarging existing inscriptions. Certain experts expressed concern on the dissuasive aspects of the procedure for enlargement of multinational nomination files. Other experts believed that the extension of an element should not be a simple administrative exercise but rather involve broad consultations with all the communities concerned and obtain their free, prior and informed consent on the new extended nomination. The Committee could also consider the possibility that one or more of the communities concerned might withdraw their consent from an inscription of either a multinational or national file. The Chairperson reiterated his thanks to the government of Japan for its generous voluntary contribution to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund that enabled the meeting to take place, as well as the four experts for their work on the discussion papers, and the participants for their spirit of openness.
939. The Chairperson thanked Mr Tafuri for the report and his excellent leadership during the working group. He also congratulated the working group for its fruitful discussions, adding that it was crucial to reflect and exchange opinions separately from the Committee and other decision-making organs.

940. The delegation of Japan also wished to thank Mr Tafuri for the report and his excellent leadership, as well as the four international experts for their presentations. The delegation spoke of the fruitful discussions on the right scale and scope of an element and the mechanisms to treat similar elements. With regard to the procedure of extending an element, as provided for in paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives, the delegation welcomed the consensus in the working group that such procedures should be broadened to include elements found within the territory of a single State Party, which would allow States Parties to find elements of an appropriate scale or scope.
941. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the issue of extensions would be covered under item 13.c.

942. The delegation of Latvia highly appreciated the report as it reflected well the essential conclusions of the working group, and thanked Japan for making the meeting possible. Due to the differences in linguistics and policy frameworks, the delegation found it evident that national discourses on intangible cultural heritage should be developed in each State independently. The delegation found that the questions outlined in paragraph 10 of the document were good points of reference. With regard to the 10 parameters elaborated by Prof. Kono, the delegation found them useful in defining communities and the right scale and scope of elements. The delegation also supported the notion of ‘shared heritage’, which had a huge potential to create new platforms for building intercultural dialogue among countries that go beyond making lists.

943. The delegation of Indonesia thanked Mr Tafuri for his chairmanship of the working group and his excellent summary, adding that the meeting had stimulated those present to reflect upon on the important issue of scale and scope of an element.

944. The Chairperson remarked that States Parties seemed to be aware of the importance of defining properly proportioned elements based on their specific purpose, adding that the communities themselves had to be the primary actors in the identification process. The Chairperson then turned to the draft decision and its adoption as a whole. The delegation of Indonesia agreed with the adoption of the decision in its entirety.

945. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 11.COM 13.b.
ITEM 13.c OF THE AGENDA:

REFLECTION ON THE PROCEDURE FOR EXTENDED INSCRIPTION OF AN ELEMENT THAT IS ALREADY INSCRIBED
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946. Introducing the item, the Chairperson recalled that at its fourth session in June 2012, the General Assembly requested that the Committee begin a process of reflection on the ‘procedure for extended inscription of an element already inscribed’ and that the Committee ‘report on it to the next session of the General Assembly’ (Resolution 4.GA 5). It was noted that Mr Tafuri had already introduced some reflections on this item.

947. Presenting the background, the Secretary explained that following the discussion by the first Subsidiary Body and the Committee in 2009, the Operational Directives were amended in 2010, particularly paragraph 14, to include a provision to extend a nomination to include one or more States Parties. The principles are that the new inscription replaces the original inscription, but if the Committee decides not to inscribe the extended element, the original inscription would remain intact so that existing inscriptions were not placed at risk. The 2009 Subsidiary Body suggested that submitting States share a common approach and not simply add a State Party to the existing file. It also suggested that all the States Parties concerned should jointly submit a new nomination, as reflected in paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives. At its sixth session, the Committee began to consider the inscription on an extended basis of an element already inscribed by the same State Party. The issue was also discussed during the open-ended intergovernmental working group, which largely agreed that the procedure should be broadened to include elements found within the territory of a single State Party. As reported by Mr Zebec, the 2012 Subsidiary Body examined two dossiers that raised a number of questions regarding extended nominations that might be submitted in the future (Document ITH/12/7.COM/11), such as: i) determining information common to all States involved in the multinational file as well as information specific to each country; ii) the extent of the information provided in the nominations concerning the specific situation of the element and its community in the States Parties newly joining; iii) the free, prior, and informed consent of all the communities concerned; and iv) potential mechanisms within the concerned States Parties to ensure proper coordination of multinational nominations. Based on the history, the reflections of the open-ended working group, and the concrete experience of the Subsidiary Body, the draft decision proposed two options: A) to further reflect before addressing specific recommendations to the General Assembly; B) to request the Secretariat to propose specific operational directives for your examination in the eighth session, so they can be proposed to the fifth session of the General Assembly in June 2014. It was noted however that both options could be adopted, as had previously occurred in Decision 7.COM 12.

948. The Chairperson remarked that the participants of the working group were particularly concerned that the extension should not simply be an administrative exercise and required comprehensive consultation with the communities concerned. The working group also considered that the Committee might wish to think about the possible reduction in the scope of an element, the size of the community, or the number of States Parties adhering to an inscription, even though it had not been explicitly asked to do so by the General Assembly.

949. Thanking the Secretary for the explanation, the delegation of Indonesia remarked that extensions were already occurring, i.e. as seen in the falconry file with two new joining States Parties, which suggested that further reflection was perhaps unnecessary and that Option B was therefore more pertinent. However, the delegation agreed to unite the two options. The delegation of Japan also supported the adoption of both options.

950. The delegation of Greece believed that the next step would involve concrete options and thus supported Option B. The delegation spoke of the consent of communities as a delicate matter and recommended having clear formalized guidance in this regard, particularly in cases where communities did not consent to an extension.

951. The delegation of Belgium favoured combining the two options, adding that the Research Forum and the NGO Forum could be invited to reflect on and contribute to the subject.

952. The delegation of Spain also supported the proposal to combine both options, adding that common sense could be applied in developing the procedures so that they encouraged extensions by remaining reasonable and least burdensome as possible.

953. The delegation of Grenada was also in favour of merging both options and having clear draft directives for the extension of an element on both a multinational and national basis, as well as a reduction of an inscription.

954. Noting a consensus to merge the two options, the Chairperson moved to the draft decision.

955. The delegation of Grenada wished to add possible reduction as a point for reflection in Option A.

956. The Chairperson concurred that in light of the discussion and the findings of the working group, a reflection on a possible reduction should be introduced.

957. The delegation of Belgium reiterated that the NGO Forum at the next Committee session could be invited to also reflect on the issues, and proposed, ‘Invites the NGO Forum to submit a report on reflections about this topic’.

958. The Chairperson reiterated Grenada’s and Belgium’s proposal, which read, ‘Decides to continue its reflection on the procedure for extended inscription of an element already inscribed or its possible reduction at its eighth session and in conformity with the discussion of the open-ended intergovernmental working group and invites the Subsidiary Body and the Consultative Body to address this topic in their 2013 reports to the Committee and invites the NGO Forum to submit a report on reflections about this topic’.
959. The delegation of Peru supported the amendment by Grenada, but did not agree with Belgium’s amendment to convene an NGO Forum on the subject, suggesting that the category 2 centres be invited to provide their contributions in this regard.

960. The delegation of Nigeria agreed that category 2 centres should be invited to reflect on the issue, and suggested deleting the latter part of the sentence.

961. The Chairperson noted the support for Grenada’s amendment.

962. The delegation of Peru wished to include a reference to category 2 centres and their contribution to the reflection process.

963. The delegation of Belgium suggested adding both the NGO Forum and category 2 centres.

964. The delegation of Spain suggested also inviting States with experience in extensions.

965. The Secretary remarked on the substantial work involved in collating the input of the many contributors, and suggested that proposals and recommendations by category 2 centres and States Parties be channelled through the members of the Committee, which would then be submitted to the Secretariat by a given date so that it may draw up the draft recommendations. In this way, the proposals and suggestions can be sorted so that a consensus could emerge. By nature of its non-governmental status, the recommendation would not extend to the NGO Forum.

966. The delegation of Nigeria reiterated that it wished to delete the sentence since contributions should in any case transit through Committee members.

967. The delegation of Indonesia concurred with Nigeria that Peru’s and Belgium’s amendment could be deleted, not least because item 16 would deal specifically with NGOs.

968. The delegation of Peru agreed that the sentence should be omitted. The delegation of Belgium withdrew its amendment.

969. The Chairperson concurred with the decision, as a decision along the same lines had already been adopted. Noting that there were no further comments or objections to paragraph 4 [corresponding to Option A] and the new paragraph 5 [corresponding to Option B], the Vice-Chairperson moved to the adoption of the draft decision as a whole. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 13.c.
970. The Chairperson reiterated his thanks to Mr Tafuri for his work as Chairperson.
ITEM 13.d OF THE AGENDA:

REFLECTION ON THE USE OF THE EMBLEM OF THE CONVENTION
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971. The Chairperson recalled that the item on a reflection on the use of the emblem of the Convention had been included in the agenda at the request of Belgium.

972. The delegation of Belgium explained that it sought to strike the right balance between raising awareness on intangible cultural heritage at the national level (without creating extra work for States Parties and the Secretariat) and the obligation to protect the credibility of the Convention by monitoring the proper use of the emblem. The delegation remarked on the frustration among stakeholders caused by a lack of information about and misunderstanding of the attribution of the emblem. For example, it was not known by Belgian authorities that the emblem could be used for a longer but limited time for a particular event or activity. The delegation did not agree with the proposal by the Secretariat to delegate the national use of the emblem to National Commissions for UNESCO, and thus submitted a proposal that took into account two aspects: i) the need for clear communication with States Parties on the use of the emblem; and ii) the need for proper reporting on the use of the emblem in line with Art. 150
 of the Operational Directives.

973. Representative of the Secretary, Mr Proschan explained that the Secretariat was aware of the frustration encountered by a number of requestors who wished to use the emblem of the Convention but were not authorized to do so. It was also regrettable that the Secretariat was unable to authorize its use due to late or technical deficiencies in the requests. The document proposed was therefore an effort to propose a mechanism resulting from the correspondence with Belgium, as well as the Secretariat’s experience in processing requests. Mr Proschan informed the Committee that a total of 27 inquiries had been received so far: 14 formal requests of which 12 had been granted. Thus, two formal requests were denied and 13 more were turned down at the initial inquiry stage. Mr Proschan explained that a request to use the emblem that was completely inappropriate would be immediately reported to the submitting State by the Secretariat. Also, should the inquiry come less than 90 days before its planned use, the Secretariat would promptly decline the request. Thirteen requests out of a total of 27 received were thus declined at the initial screening stage. Twelve out of the 14 formal requests were however successful. Two requests from Belgium and Croatia were declined because they did not comply with the Operational Directives. Of the formal requests approved, the average time from receipt to the Director General’s signature was 42 calendar days or 6 weeks. The fastest being 26 days and the slowest 68 days – though still below the 90-day benchmark. Mr Proschan further explained that although the 6-week delay might appear long, it was by no means unprecedented. One third of the requests were for ongoing or permanent activities and were not punctual, as stipulated in the Operational Directives, as highlighted by Belgium. Two-fifths arrived too late, others lacked the basic information required, and one-tenth were for inappropriate commercial activities. Noting that half of the original inquiries were declined because they were inappropriate, Belgium had requested the Secretariat to increase efforts to disseminate clear instructions and conditions on the use of the Convention emblem, currently available on the Convention website. Nevertheless, the Secretariat welcomed any suggestions that would improve visibility in the dissemination of information on the associated procedures.

974. The delegation of Brazil felt that it was a mistake to link the Convention emblem to the UNESCO emblem in the Operational Directives, which meant that the use of the emblem was somewhat restricted. The delegation believed that the emblem should be used and seen as many places as possible so as to increase the visibility of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation agreed with the proposal by Belgium but that greater reflection was also necessary.

975. The delegation of Grenada agreed that greater visibility was needed, but that misuse of the emblem should be controlled and monitored through an appropriate mechanism. The delegation was aware that other conventions were not linked to the UNESCO logo, adding that the Committee could reflect on this issue and bring it to the attention of the General Assembly.

976. Moving to the adoption of the draft decision, the Chairperson invited Spain and Belgium to present their respective amendments.

977. The delegation of Spain had submitted an amendment to the Secretariat that would appear after the current paragraph 4, which dealt with the concern of over-commercialization and the organization of a working group to discuss the issue.

978. The delegation of Belgium thanked the Secretariat for the information given on the emblem requests, adding that the low number of requests only strengthened its resolve to propose the amendment, which would delete the existing paragraph 5 and introduce two new paragraphs 6 and 7. Paragraph 6 sought better communication with States Parties on the procedures for the use of the emblem, and paragraph 7 reminded States Parties of their reporting requirements in this regard, which may also be included in the periodic reports.

979. The delegation of Indonesia spoke of its surprise at the two amendments presented, as they contravened the present Operational Directives, particularly as the issue of the emblem had been thoroughly debated since 2007. The delegation was satisfied with the explanation by the Secretariat in that those correctly applying to use the emblem are granted the authorization. The delegation suggested that those wishing to revise the Operational Directives should propose to discuss the issue at another meeting, but that an open-ended intergovernmental working group was unnecessary.

980. The delegation of Nigeria welcomed any productive discussion as well as the open-ended working group initiative, but that the source of the financial voluntary contributions for the meeting should be explicit specified.

981. The delegation of Brazil felt that there was some confusion between paragraphs 116 and 117 of the Operational Directives (on commercial activities and commercial misappropriation respectively) relative to the second part of the paragraph with regard to the use of the emblem. The delegation welcomed the opportunity of the working group to discuss commercial activities related to intangible cultural heritage, but felt that the decision was not the right place to initiate the recommendation.

982. The delegation of Grenada wondered which amendments were under discussion.

983. The Chairperson proposed to move to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis and open the debate when comments were forthcoming.

984. The delegation of Czech Republic thanked Belgium for its proposal to set some clear rules with regard to the use of the emblem, but felt that it might complicate the situation even further, suggesting that the directives be clearly highlighted and recalled.

985. The Chairperson turned to paragraphs 1–3 of the draft decision, which were duly adopted.

986. With regard to the new paragraph 4, the delegation of Grenada found the word ‘complex’ unnecessary, as the procedures would not be ‘complex’ once clearly understood. The delegation of Indonesia supported Grenada’s revision to the paragraph.

987. With no further comments or objections the Chairperson pronounced the new paragraph 4 adopted, and turned to paragraph 5 and the amendment proposed by Spain.

988. The delegation of Latvia supported Spain’s proposal, but wished to delete the latter part of the sentence after ‘Convention’.

989. The delegation of Grenada did not see the need for an open-ended working group to further discuss the issue when paragraphs 116 and 117 dealt specifically with the commercial activities related to intangible cultural heritage.

990. Agreeing with Latvia’s proposal, the delegation of Peru welcomed Spain’s initiative for an open-ended working group, but that the latter part of the sentence should be dealt with elsewhere.

991. The delegation of Brazil proposed the following,’ to discuss about the use of the emblem of the Convention, including its commercialization’.

992. The delegation of Czech Republic wished to include a sentence that reminded States Parties to reflect on the definition of the use of the emblem and then convene the working group. However, with time and resource limitations, the delegation wondered whether it was a good time to convene the meeting.

993. The delegation of Indonesia supported Grenada earlier amendment to delete the paragraph based on the fact that the provision was already contained in the Operational Directives.

994. The delegation of Belgium clarified that its amendment was based on the circulation of information and that it did not wish to change the current Operational Directives. It therefore proposed to delete the paragraph on the working group meeting, but if maintained it should be placed as the final paragraph and begin with ‘encourages’, while keeping the reference to voluntary contributions.

995. Referring to paragraphs 140 and 143 of the Operational Directives, the delegation of Madagascar noted that the conditions covering the commercial use of the emblem were already covered and defined. It therefore did not consider the moment to convene the working group as opportune.

996. The delegation of Spain explained that its amendment addressed a voiced concern on the issue, which was not fully covered in the Operational Directives, but was willing to withdraw its proposal.

997. The delegation of Azerbaijan also supported the position by Grenada and Indonesia.

998. The Chairperson turned to the new paragraph 5 proposed by Belgium.

999. The delegation of Brazil wished to retain the original text that requested the Secretariat to propose possible amendments to the Operational Directives, which would have benefitted from inputs from the working group, but to stop at ‘session’. The delegation also suggested alternative phrasing to the Belgium proposal, which would read, ‘Requests the Secretariat to make available the information to the States Parties on the use of the emblem of the Convention’.

1000. The Chairperson noted that the proposal would become the new paragraph 6. The delegation of Belgium accepted the new wording.

1001. The delegation of Grenada wondered whether the Secretariat was clear on how it would be expected to ‘make available the information’ since the information was already online and contained in the Operational Directives. The delegation also supported the amendment by Brazil to stop at ‘session’, i.e. deleting ‘in order that such amended Directives might facilitate the use of the Convention emblem alongside the logo of a National Commission for UNESCO (which incorporates the UNESCO logo)’, adding that the two emblems were already linked, particularly as the emblem was known with the UNESCO logo.
1002. The Legal Adviser clarified that the Convention emblem and the UNESCO logo were already protected by the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property. Under the Operational Directives, the Convention’s emblem should be associated with the UNESCO logo. Any dissociation required a change in the Operational Directives, which had been largely debated at the General Conference and the General Assembly. Referring to Belgium’s proposal, the Legal Adviser explained that the dissemination of information was a general request and that the Secretariat could work on ways to facilitate its circulation. He considered however that it was too early to discuss the issue, even though the Secretariat was available to entertain suggestions. Nevertheless, the Legal Adviser found no judicial impediment to the amendments proposed.
1003. With regard to the question of information dissemination, the Secretary suggested that States Parties manage their own national internal communication, while the Secretariat disseminated the information, i.e. through the website, which was already available as a step-by-step guide. Nonetheless, the Secretariat was open to any suggestion that would improve the circulation of information.
1004. The Chairperson then turned to the new paragraph 5 proposed by Belgium. The delegation of China supported the new paragraph, but explained that the mention of ‘States Parties, national commissions and/or duly designated authorities’ was incorrect since national commissions and authorities are within States Parties, suggesting instead ‘States Parties through National Commissions’.
1005. The Chairperson thanked China for the clarification, and with no further comments or objections, paragraph 5 as amended was adopted.
1006. With regard to paragraph 6 proposed by Brazil, the delegation of Belgium wished to clarify whether the Committee sought to facilitate the use of the emblem or wish to have further discussion on its use. The delegation of Brazil clarified that the proposal was to maintain the original wording of the draft decision and thus referred to facilitating the use of the emblem.
1007. The delegation of Grenada remarked that the Committee had not accepted the concrete proposal in the original paragraph, and that any revision of the Operational Directives required a thorough discussion in order to guide any possible modifications. The delegation proposed stopping at ‘present session’.
1008. The delegation of Madagascar remarked that the Secretariat was already ‘requested’ in paragraph 5 to provide clear instructions on the use of the emblem, which would involve a summary of paragraphs 140–143 of the Operational Directives, such that paragraph 6 was contradictory. The Chairperson agreed with Madagascar that there was a slight contradiction in the two paragraphs.
1009. The delegation of Peru remarked that paragraph 5 already requested the Secretariat to provide clear information, whose feedback would help the Secretariat propose possible amendments, suggesting that the proposal be deleted.
1010. In light of the discussion, the delegation of Brazil withdrew its proposal.
1011. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 13.d.
1012. Following a number of announcements, the Chairperson adjourned the session.
[Friday 6 December, morning session]

ITEM 12.c OF THE AGENDA (CONT.):

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SUBSIDIARY BODY FOR THE 2013 CYCLE (PARAGRAPH 29 OF THE OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES) AND ADOPTION OF ITS TERMS OF REFERENCE
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1013. Thanking Mr Ahmed Skounti for his chairmanship of the previous evening’s session, the Chairperson turned to the unfinished business of draft decision 7.COM 12.c regarding the establishment of the Subsidiary Body for the 2013 cycle, with electoral Group IV having reached consensus.

1014. The delegation of China proposed Japan as member of the Subsidiary Body.

1015. With no objections, the Chairperson declared 7.COM 12.c adopted.
ITEM 14 OF THE AGENDA:

MECHANISM FOR SHARING INFORMATION TO ENCOURAGE MULTINATIONAL NOMINATIONS
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1016. The Chairperson recalled that item 14 had not been considered at the sixth Committee session in Bali owing to a lack of time. In its Decision 5.COM 6, the Committee requested the Secretariat to propose an information-sharing mechanism that allowed States Parties to announce their intentions with regard to submitted nominations as a means of stimulating the submission of multinational nominations.
1017. Mr Proschan recalled that during its debates in Nairobi, the Committee acknowledged that intangible cultural heritage was often shared across international borders, yet multinational nominations were much less numerous than the frequency of shared heritage would suggest. Over the years, the Committee encouraged the submission of multinational nominations to the lists, considering that such nominations exemplified the Convention’s purpose of promoting international cooperation. When looking at inscriptions on the lists, a number of elements inscribed in their own right might very well have been the subject of a multinational inscription had communication between States been different. The Committee therefore suggested that such parallel inscriptions could be avoided – and multinational inscriptions encouraged – if there were convenient means by which States Parties could announce their intention to nominate a given element so that States with shared heritage might have the opportunity to cooperate on a multinational nomination. It was recalled that only when the Committee’s working documents were circulated did a neighbouring State discover the submission of an element in which it may have been working in parallel. During the Committee discussion in Nairobi on the subject, members evoked the tentative lists of the 1972 World Heritage Convention. In Art. 11.1 of the 1972 Convention, no property may be nominated unless it has first been included in a State’s Tentative List. A similar provision echoing Art. 11.1 of the 1972 Convention was put forward for the 2003 Convention, but was finally deleted in the negotiation process. At a time when the Committee is seeking to encourage nominations from countries with no or few previous inscriptions, creating additional obligations that would lengthen the process or impede nominations from States that had not anticipated their intentions in due course could be perceived as counter-productive. The Secretariat therefore understood that a mechanism for sharing information on intended nominations should be voluntary rather than obligatory. Moreover, the system should not require complex technical treatment either by the Secretariat or the advisory bodies, since both were already burdened with the substantial work of examining nominations. The Secretariat therefore proposed an information-sharing mechanism, as outlined in paragraph 7 of document ITH/12/7.COM/14 with the following main features: i) State Parties would be invited to make known their possible intentions to submit nominations to the lists and to provide minimum information on the element, the communities, as well as complete contact information; ii) this information would be put on an online interactive form; iii) each State would remain responsible for the accuracy and completeness of the information, which would not be subject to analysis or examination; iv) the Secretariat would acknowledge receipt of the information received with copies to the Permanent Delegation and the National Commission concerned. One month after receipt, the information would be made public on the Convention website in French and English. The information would be removed from the website once the nomination is submitted for inscription or at the request of the submitting State.
1018. The delegation of Spain was grateful for the presentation of the item, which perfectly reflected the goal of international cooperation, and it was pleased to note that information offered would be done so on a voluntary basis.

1019. The delegation of Greece found that knowledge on the intention of neighbouring States was very helpful and would have avoided heated discussions had it been introduced earlier. The mechanism was therefore timely and the delegation recommended introducing the mechanism on an obligatory basis in a way that was not a heavy burden to States Parties, but would allow such important information to be shared.

1020. The delegation of Indonesia supported the multinational files though wondered about a scenario in which two communities agreed on the nomination but not the two corresponding governments or vice versa. Additionally, multinational nominations should not be forced, but be allowed to happen naturally. The delegation supported the draft decision and the information-sharing on a voluntary basis.

1021. The delegation of Uruguay endorsed Spain’s remarks on the good initiative from the Secretariat that would serve as a focal point on the progress of States Parties on their plans to inscribe elements, adding that it should remain on a voluntary basis.

1022. The delegation of Czech Republic believed that since the Committee encouraged multinational files then it should provide the appropriate instruments, and thus supported the initiative.

1023. The delegation of Belgium agreed with the proposal by the Secretariat, particularly its flexible approach.

1024. The delegation of Grenada welcomed the proposal and understood that the mechanism was not a condition for the submission of multinational files, but was simply a source of information supplied on a voluntary basis. The delegation sought confirmation that the initiative would remain an information-sharing mechanism and not a list.

1025. The delegation of Nigeria also welcomed the initiative on a voluntary basis, since States Parties were not always ready at the same time, and hence the mechanism of extensions.

1026. The delegation of Morocco thanked the Secretariat for its initiative and agreed that it was important to share information to encourage States Parties to work together on a voluntary basis, adding that the title of the mechanism was apt.

1027. The delegation of Burkina Faso appreciated the Secretariat’s initiative, particularly as it had been contacted by several States Parties to cooperate on multinational files, adding that the mechanism would greatly facilitate such collaborations.

1028. The delegation of China joined the previous speakers in welcoming the initiative, as it would facilitate multinational nominations. The delegation also wondered whether nominations to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices would fall under the remit of the mechanism.

1029. The Secretary explained that the intention was to include information for all three mechanisms, namely the two lists and the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.

1030. Thanking the Chairperson for his leadership, the delegation of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic welcomed the initiative, which was advantageous to States Parties preparing files in that they could benefit from the experience of others, adding that it agreed on the voluntary basis of the initiative.

1031. The delegation of Turkey thanked the Secretariat for the important initiative, as it reflected the objectives of inter-cultural dialogue and cultural rapprochement embedded in the Convention and UNESCO through the submission of files on shared elements. The delegation spoke of its own experience in the multinational submission of Nowruz and agreed with the Committee’s principle of encouraging multinational files.

1032. The delegation of Viet Nam joined in the remarks made by the Lao People's Democratic Republic, adding that it agreed on the voluntary basis of the mechanism. 

1033. The delegation of Grenada wished to see the voluntary nature of the mechanism clearly specified in paragraph 7 of document ITH/12/7.COM/14.
1034. The Chairperson turned to paragraphs 1– 4 of the draft decision, which were duly adopted.

1035. The delegation of Grenada wished to include reference to the information-sharing mechanism in the paragraph, which would read, ‘Decides to establish an on-line resource, the mechanism for sharing information to encourage multinational nominations as described in Document ITH/12/7.COM/14 […]’.

1036. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Belgium, Peru, Greece, China, Nigeria, Nicaragua, Brazil, Indonesia and Namibia.

1037. The delegation of China supported the amendment and wished to add ‘proposals’. The Secretary suggested including ‘files’ instead.

1038. The Chairperson read out the amended paragraph, ‘Decides to establish an on-line resource, the mechanism for sharing information to encourage multinational files as described in Document ITH/12/7.COM/14 through which States Parties can announce their intentions to nominate elements and other States Parties may learn of opportunities for cooperation in elaborating multinational nominations’.
1039. The delegation of Grenada proposed to spell mechanism with a capital ‘M’ to specify that it was the official title of the mechanism. It also wished to insert ‘on a voluntary basis’ between ‘can’ and ‘announce’.
1040. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraphs 5–6 adopted.
1041. The delegation of Uganda wished to add a paragraph before paragraph 7, which would read, ‘Further encourages all the States Parties that have agreed to submit multinational nomination files to support each other to ensure that all the criteria are fully responded’.
1042. The Chairperson noted support from Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Nicaragua, Belgium, Namibia, Peru and Indonesia.
1043. The delegation of Morocco thanked Uganda for its proposal, but wondered whether the draft decision was the right place because it specially referred to the information-sharing mechanism.
1044. Having given its support for the proposal, the delegation of Burkina Faso agreed that the principle of mutual support and assistance between submitting States Parties involved in a multinational file was generally accepted and perhaps did not have to be reiterated in the decision.
1045. The delegation of Spain concurred with the remarks by Morocco and Burkina Faso. The delegation of Greece agreed with the principle, but sought clarification on what was implied. The delegation of Czech Republic agreed with the position voiced by Burkina and Spain.
1046. The delegation of Uganda recalled the previous discussion in which it was shown that criterion R.5 in multinational submissions was often not satisfied, which demonstrated the ineffective sharing of information.
1047. The Chairperson agreed with the pertinence of the proposal, but the question was whether the decision was the correct place for such a provision.
1048. The delegation of Grenada understood Uganda’s proposal and suggested the following, ‘Encourages States Parties to use this mechanism to share their experience and support other States Parties for possible submission of multinational files’.
1049. The delegation of Brazil expressed concerns on the procedure of the mechanism in that a State Party wishing to collaborate with another State Party on a multinational nomination should in any case seek consultation prior to submitting information so as to avoid any unexpected surprises. The delegation saw the benefit of creating a common platform to share information on forthcoming submissions, but that prior consultations should be actively sought and guaranteed.

1050. The delegation of Greece supported Grenada’s proposal.

1051. The Chairperson noted that the proposal offered a solution to Uganda’s proposal by taking into consideration the voiced concern.

1052. The delegation of Burkina Faso wondered whether the two amendments were appropriate since the mechanism proposed by the Secretariat was a way for States Parties to announce their intention to submit a nomination. In cases of shared heritage the States Parties concerned could join forces to elaborate a multinational file, i.e. the mechanism was not a measure for ensuring the coordination of a joint nomination, which was the responsibility of the States Parties concerned. The delegation therefore supported the deletion of the two amendments.

1053. The delegation of Morocco supported the remarks by Burkina Faso, even though it understood the rationale behind the proposals by Uganda and Grenada.

1054. The delegations of Uganda and Grenada agreed to withdraw their proposals.

1055. Turning to the draft decision, and with no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 14.
ITEM 15 OF THE AGENDA:

TREATMENT OF CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE PUBLIC OR OTHER CONCERNED PARTIES REGARDING NOMINATIONS
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1056. The Chairperson recalled that owing to a lack of time, the Committee in Bali in 2011 had been unable to consider item 15.

1057. The Secretary explained that the Secretariat had received correspondence in the 2010 cycle that raised concerns in a number of nominations to the Representative List. The Secretariat subsequently informed the Subsidiary Body when it met in May 2010 and it decided at that time that the letters should not be brought to the attention of the Subsidiary Body prior to it reaching a decision in order not to influence its recommendations, since decisions were solely based on the information provided in the nomination file. After the Subsidiary Body adopted its recommendations on the cases concerned, the Secretary revealed the content of the correspondence and the Subsidiary Body reconfirmed all its original decisions. It did however request that the Secretariat bring the letters to the attention of the Committee prior to the Committee’s evaluation of the nominations concerned. During the debate on the issue in Nairobi, the Committee welcomed these expressions of interest from civil society (associations or individuals), since transparency in the nomination process only benefitted the Convention. Nevertheless, the Committee expressed its opinion that such correspondence should be communicated to the States concerned in a timely manner so that they are able to respond to the concerns raised at the same time as the evaluation of the file by the Committee. By its Decision 5.COM 6, the Committee invited the Secretariat ‘to propose, for its sixth session, in light of the debate of the Committee, guidelines for the treatment of correspondence received by the Secretariat from the public or other concerned parties on nominations, and for their prior communication to the submitting States’.

1058. The Secretary further explained that guidelines for the treatment of correspondence were outlined in the Annex to document 15 in which it proposed that upon reception of nominations (following the Secretariat’s requests for additional information), the Secretariat would make them available on the Convention website (to be replaced by revised nominations where applicable). Correspondence received up to four weeks prior to the meeting of the Subsidiary Body would immediately be sent to the Permanent Delegation of the State Party concerned for its response up to two weeks before the meeting of the Subsidiary Body. Correspondence and the response from the State Party would then be made available to the Subsidiary Body, and published on the Convention website together with the nomination concerned. The Secretariat also proposed that correspondence received after the deadline, or correspondence on an element already inscribed, would be transmitted to the Permanent Delegation of the State concerned so that any response could be communicated directly to the author of the correspondence, which would not be published. With regard to elements that were not yet nominated for inscription, the Secretariat proposed to inform the Permanent Delegation of any correspondence received, while informing its author that no such nomination had yet been received. The Secretary added that all such correspondence would be withdrawn from the website upon inscription of the element concerned.

1059. The delegation of Brazil appreciated the draft guidelines as it met the requirements for transparency, dialogue and access to information and therefore it fully endorsed the recommendation. However, it expressed concern that some Permanent Delegations had limited personnel and therefore wished to broaden the recipients to include National Commissions as well as the responsible focal point for the nomination concerned.

1060. The delegation of Indonesia noted that the draft decision proposed to publish nomination files on the website prior to their inscription, when according to the existing procedure such nomination files should remain confidential.

1061. The Secretary made clear that there were no provisions specifying that nomination files should remain confidential upon receipt, as only the Committee and the General Assembly could decide on the appropriateness of the measure. The Secretary explained that all working documents, including nomination files, were made public, adding that the Convention was the first instrument to apply such a release of documents to the public domain. Consequently, other conventions, i.e. the 2005 Convention, were considering introducing the same measure. The Secretary added that UNESCO’s Legal Office had already reviewed the draft decision and that no legal impediments to its adoption had been identified.

1062. Congratulating the Secretariat on its work, the delegation of Morocco wished to raise a point on paragraph 5 of the Annex. The Chairperson asked that the point be raised later.

1063. The delegation of Belgium felt that the Secretariat should nevertheless be informed of all correspondence, even if it is received after the Committee’s work and the inscription of the element concerned.
1064. The Secretary replied that the draft decision specifically referred to correspondence received by the Secretariat so that letters received on time would be shared with the State Party concerned so that it may respond in a timely manner. Letters not received on time would be shared with the Permanent Delegation. However, the Secretary agreed that should the State Party receive correspondence not initially addressed to the Secretariat, the Committee could decide that such correspondence be transmitted to the Secretariat, which would then enter the treatment process as outlined in the draft decision.
1065. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision and paragraphs 1–3, which were duly adopted.

1066. The delegation of Brazil proposed to include ‘National Commissions to UNESCO’ and ‘the contact person responsible for the nomination’ in each paragraph of the annex containing ‘Permanent Delegation’.

1067. The delegation of China understood and supported the point raised by Brazil but added that National Commissions were not always responsible for the nominations, and therefore wished to add ‘duly designated authority or institution’.

1068. The Chairperson noted the relevant point and suggested ‘the competent authorities’.

1069. The delegation of Morocco wished to retain the reference to the ‘Permanent Delegation’ and ‘the duly designated authority’, which referred to the responsible State authority submitting the nomination file, and to delete ‘National Commission’.

1070. The delegation of Latvia fully supported Brazil’s amendment and wished to retain the reference to the ‘National Commission’, because in many countries, the National Commission is a real forum for experts in implementing the Convention. The delegation of Grenada supported Brazil’s amendment, as amended by China. The delegation of Nicaragua believed that all the relevant bodies in the State Party should be informed, and therefore supported Brazil’s amendment, as endorsed by Grenada and Latvia. The delegation of Burkina Faso supported Brazil’s amendment, as amended by China since this would provide ample opportunities for the State Party concerned to be informed of the correspondence and therefore adequately respond. The delegation of Uganda also wished to retain the reference to ‘National Commission’. Noting the support to retain ‘National Commission’, Morocco withdrew its amendment. With no further objections, paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Annex, as amended by Brazil, was adopted.

1071. With regard to paragraph 5 of the Annex, the delegation of Morocco wished to replace ‘after inscription’ with ‘in case of inscription’.
1072. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment proposed by Morocco from Grenada, Brazil, Belgium, Albania, Greece, Latvia, Czech Republic, Tunisia, Egypt, Burkina Faso and Nicaragua.

1073. The delegation of Brazil clarified that the adopted amendment in paragraph 3 should be repeated in paragraphs 6 and 7 [wherever ‘Permanent Delegation’ appeared].

1074. The delegation of Peru remarked that paragraph 5 implied that the correspondence would remain online should the element not be inscribed and suggested that it be removed from the website upon evaluation of the nomination file. The Secretary clarified that the correspondence remained online during the process of evaluation, but would be removed afterwards, regardless of whether the element is inscribed or not.

1075. The Legal Adviser suggested replacing ‘after inscription’ with ‘after the examination of the elements’. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the wording should be ‘after the examination of the nomination files’.

1076. The Chairperson read out the amended paragraph, ‘After examination of the nomination files, correspondence and comments are removed from the website of the Convention’.
1077. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 5 of the annex. Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the annex were amended in line with paragraph 3, which were duly adopted.

1078. The delegation of China wondered whether the guidelines would also apply to correspondence received with regard to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. The Secretary confirmed that this would also apply to this mechanism.
1079. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted 7.COM 15.
ITEM 16.a OF THE AGENDA:

ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Document
ITH/12/7.COM/16.a 
17 requests
Decision
7.COM 16.a

1080. The Chairperson then turned to item 16.a on requests for accreditation by NGOs received since the previous Committee session, and agenda item 16.b on the possible revision of accreditation criteria. NGOs would thus be recommended for accreditation to the General Assembly during its meeting in June 2014 so that they may potentially be called upon by the Committee to provide advisory services as members of the Consultative Body.

1081. The Secretary remarked that this was the fourth time that the Committee had been asked to consider requests for accreditation and that the recommended NGOs would be put to the General Assembly for accreditation in June 2014. So far 156 NGOs had been accredited by the General Assembly in 2010 and in 2012. It was noted that the Committee had expressed concern that there were few requests from NGOs in Latin America and the Caribbean, and even fewer from Africa and from the Arab States. The Secretariat therefore continued to make a sustained effort to communicate to NGOs in these regions and as a result Latin America and the Caribbean as well as Africa were now relatively well represented. Referring to the working document, the Secretary drew attention to the several lists of NGOs and other entities presented. Paragraph 4 listed 10 NGOs that submitted complete requests considered by the Secretariat to satisfy the criteria for accreditation set out in paragraph 91 of the Operational Directives, and were publicly available on the Convention website since mid-October. Paragraph 5 listed 7 entities that did not appear to satisfy the criteria; one organization did not appear to have the legal status of an NGO, while the remaining 6 organizations did not demonstrate proven competence in the field of intangible cultural heritage. Paragraph 6 mentioned 22 entities listed in the Annex whose requests were not completed before 16 October, but the Secretariat would continue to work with them to so that they may complete their requests in time for the Committee’s eighth session. Finally, the final section of the Annex presented 12 entities that had submitted requests prior to 30 October 2010, but had not responded for more than 24 months and whose requests were therefore considered suspended.

1082. The Chairperson proposed to move directly to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments or objections, paragraphs 1–3 were duly adopted.

1083. With regard to paragraph 4, the Chairperson noted that 10 NGOs satisfied the criteria for accreditation. With no objections, paragraph 4 was pronounced adopted.

1084. The delegation of Belgium noted that the hyperlink to the Belgian NGO was linked to the Greek NGO request, which was duly corrected. Paragraph 5 was also pronounced adopted.

1085. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted 7.COM 16.a.
ITEM 16.b OF THE AGENDA:

REFLECTION ON THE CRITERIA AND MODALITIES FOR ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Document
ITH/12/7.COM/16.b 
Decision
7.COM 16.b

1086. The Chairperson then turned to item 16.b and the reflection on the criteria and modalities for accreditation of NGOs, adding that NGOs played a key role in the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, particularly at the national level. With regard to accreditation, the Chairperson explained that the specific purpose was to accredit NGOs so that they may ‘act in an advisory capacity to the Committee’, and thus serve as a member of the Consultative Body to evaluate nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000. Every year, only one or two NGOs would be newly designated to serve the Consultative Body, with a total of only six NGOs serving at any one time. It was noted that the General Assembly had already accredited 156 NGOs, with an additional 10 NGOs recommended for accreditation by the General Assembly in 2014. Thus, in any year, an accredited NGO will have a relatively small chance of being called upon to act in an advisory capacity, suggesting that many NGOs would never serve as members of the Consultative Body and that the procedure had perhaps created false expectations. The Chairperson explained that the current criteria for accreditation were developed in 2007 and 2008 when it was still unclear how the Committee would wish to call upon NGOs for advisory services. It was surmised that the current criteria might not be perfectly suited to the actual context. The General Assembly therefore requested that the Committee undertake a reflection on the criteria and modalities for accreditation of NGOs.

1087. The Secretary noted that the Convention accorded an important role to NGOs, as specified in Art. 9 on the accreditation of advisory organizations and Art. 11(b) obliging States Parties to involve relevant NGOs in the implementation of the Convention at the national level. This includes: the identification and definition of intangible cultural heritage and other safeguarding measures; ensuring respect for intangible cultural heritage; and raising awareness at the local, national and international levels (as outlined in paragraph 90 of the Operational Directives). The Secretary recalled that the General Assembly in 2008 had adopted the Operational Directives defining the participation of accredited NGOs in the Committee’s work, its criteria for accreditation, the modalities and review of accreditation, and the procedures for accreditation (Chapter III.2.2 of the Operational Directives). A clearer vision of the specific advisory functions of NGOs emerged only with the adoption in 2010 by the third session of the General Assembly of paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives concerning the tasks of the Consultative Body, as revised in 2012. Paragraph 26 describes the membership of accredited NGOs in the Consultative Body charged with evaluating nominations and with providing recommendations to the Committee. It also recalled the need to take into consideration equitable geographical representation and the various domains of intangible cultural heritage in the selection of its membership. It was noted that the sole purpose of accrediting NGOs, as set out in Art. 9 of the Convention, was so that they may later be asked to ‘act in advisory capacity to the Committee’. The Committee may therefore wish to consider whether the current criteria for accreditation were well adapted to the specific functions set out in the Operational Directives.

1088. The Secretary emphasized that although most of the 156 accredited NGOs were carrying out extremely important work on safeguarding intangible cultural heritage at the local, national or international levels, a substantial proportion did not have the required competencies and skills to carry out the work of evaluation as members of the Consultative Body since the work required a very good command of either English or French, strong analytical skills, capacity to draft synthetic texts, and ability to work across several domains of intangible cultural heritage. Experience at the international level or the capacity to extrapolate from local experience to apply it within an international context was also considered essential to the work of evaluation. The question therefore was whether the existing criteria adequately distinguished those organizations capable of acting in an advisory capacity. Although the 156 accredited NGOs are very efficient at the local levels, and States may wish to call upon them for assistance in inventorying or other safeguarding tasks, their contribution to the implementation of the Convention did not depend on whether or not they are accredited. At the same time, the General Assembly, Committee and Secretariat spend a significant amount of time on the process of accrediting organizations that were unlikely to be called upon for advisory services, which could lead to disappointment by the NGOs. Another issue concerned the lack of a clear definition of an NGO in the Operational Directives in that the Secretariat receives a number of requests for accreditation from government-established organizations such as academic research institutes, centres of expertise or specialized training institutions, which insist on their ‘non-governmental’ status. The Secretary explained that should the Committee wish to consider possible revisions in the criteria for accreditation, the Secretariat could propose them for examination during the Committee’s eighth session for presentation to the General Assembly in 2014.

1089. The Chairperson thanked the Secretary for the useful background, adding that the problem was clear in that the Committee should consider how to revise the existing criteria so that they better reflect the specific needs of the Subsidiary Body. In this way, NGOs with a corresponding profile could be selected, while limiting the administrative burden on the Secretariat, the Committee and the General Assembly, not to mention the disappointment or frustration of some accredited NGOs that may have high expectations. The Chairperson insisted that the intention was to have a pool of several strong NGOs in every region, so that the Consultative Body could continually be renewed, rather than have hundreds of accredited organizations that will never be called upon to serve. 

1090. The delegation of Belgium drew attention to paragraph 96 of the Operational Directives which stated that accredited NGOs ‘may be invited by the Committee to provide it, inter alia, with reports of evaluation as a reference for the Committee to examine’. The delegation emphasized the words ‘inter alia’, adding that the second sentence in paragraph 3 of document 16.b had to be changed to include ‘some’, which should therefore read, ‘A substantially clearer vision of some of the specific advisory functions of NGOs’. The same principle would apply in the second sentence of paragraph 4, which would therefore read, ‘With the emerging clarity on the nature and modality of some of those advisory functions’.  The delegation also referred to the sentence in paragraph 5, ‘a substantial proportion do not have the required competencies and skills to carry out the evaluation work’, adding that the evaluation of the skills could not be determined without proper examination of the fact. The delegation therefore recommended that the draft decision explicitly focus on the words ‘inter alia’ as well as paragraph 96 of the Operational Directives. Moreover, paragraph 6 could be deleted and replaced with a request to the Secretariat to invite all accredited NGOs to respond to a questionnaire highlighting the skills required by the Committee before the deadline of March 2013, as well as provide an annexed report on the advisory services they could offer to the Committee.
1091. The delegation of Latvia emphasized the importance of NGOs in implementing the Convention and that it was important to build a participatory culture within the framework of the Convention that should mainstream all the procedures, including independent expertise in the examination of nomination files. However it agreed that certain accredited NGOs did not have the requisite experience to provide advisory services and that an evaluation of their skills should be carried out.
1092. The delegation of Brazil supported the remarks by Belgium, adding that only NGOs having served in their advisory capacity in the Consultative Body could serve in other advisory functions. The delegation agreed that many of the accredited NGOs would never serve, but that accreditation was an important asset for those NGOs working at the grassroots level. It therefore did not oppose a revision of the Operational Directives to introduce criteria that would assess their analytical and language skills, but felt that it was still important to continue the accreditation process.
1093. The delegation of Morocco wished to congratulate the NGOs for their work in the implementation of the Convention and believed that their contribution should be diversified and strengthened. It regretted that geographical representation was not assured in certain regions, which highlighted the need for capacity-building among NGOs. The delegation also expressed concern on the revision of the criteria since NGOs had already been accredited based on a set of criteria, and any change of criteria would affect the heterogeneity of the current pool of NGOs.
1094. Remarking on the wonderful work carried out by NGOs in the Asia-Pacific region, the delegation of Indonesia supported the comments by Belgium, Brazil and Morocco. The delegation asked the Secretariat to clarify on the proposed review process of accreditation alluded to in paragraphs 2 and 9 of document 16.b, and whether the removal of accreditation was envisaged.
1095. The Secretary drew attention to paragraph 94 of the Operational Directives, which provide that ‘The Committee reviews the contribution and the commitment of the advisory organization, and its relations with it, every four years following accreditation, taking into account the perspective of the non-governmental organization concerned’. This required that the 97 NGOs accredited in 2010 submit a report on their contributions in this regard, which would be reviewed by the Committee in order to determine an extension or termination of their accredited status. With regard to paragraph 95, the Secretary cited that ‘Termination of relations may be decided at the time of the review if the Committee deems it necessary’. Thus, a provision already existed on the revision of NGO contributions every four years with a recommendation to extend or terminate the accreditation.
1096. The Representative of the NGO Traditions for Tomorrow, Mr Diego Gradis, member of the NGO-UNESCO Liaison Committee, acknowledged that States Parties represented the highest international body in the safeguard of intangible cultural heritage, and that the Convention and the Operational Directives called upon NGOs to contribute towards the implementation of the Convention at the national, regional and international levels. Although the actual functions of accredited NGOs appear limited at the present time, paragraph 96 of the Operational Directives anticipated an extension of their functions. Mr Gradis explained that the choice of NGOs among the 156 accredited NGOs to serve in the Consultative Body was the Committee’s decision, as accreditation did not confer rights to the NGO in this regard. However, accreditation by the General Assembly was considered important to the NGOs as it legitimized their action with regard to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. It was therefore important that the NGOs through its Forum be able to directly collaborate with the Secretariat so as to present their recommendations and opinions on the revision of the accreditation criteria.
1097. The delegation of Turkey shared the concerns expressed by Morocco and Indonesia.
1098. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 1 of the draft decision, which was duly adopted.
1099. The delegation of Belgium proposed an amendment in paragraph 2 to add ‘explicitly focusing on the word “inter alia” of paragraph 96’ after ‘Committee’.
1100. The Chairperson noted support from Latvia and Indonesia.

1101. The delegation of Brazil suggested that Belgium’s proposal appear after ‘Directives’, which Belgium agreed.

1102. The Chairperson noted support for the Belgium amendment from Namibia, Nigeria, Grenada, Albania, Greece and Czech Republic. With no objections, paragraph 2 as amended was adopted. With no change to paragraphs 3 and 4, they were duly adopted.

1103. The delegation of Belgium proposed replacing ‘Takes further note of’ with ‘Regrets’ and inserting ‘up to now’, which would read, ‘Regrets the limited opportunities up to now for non-governmental organizations to act in an advisory capacity to the Committee’.
1104. The delegation of Morocco supported the amendment and provided the French equivalent.

1105. The Chairperson noted support for the amendment from Indonesia, Latvia, Tunisia, Czech Republic, Uganda, Brazil, Namibia and Nigeria. With no objections, paragraph 5 as amended was duly adopted.

1106. The delegation of Belgium proposed replacing paragraph 6 with the following, ‘Explicitly requests the Secretariat to invite all accredited NGOs to provide the Committee before the deadline of 31 March 2013 answers to questions about the required competences and skills to carry out the evaluation work described in paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives and annex a report on what advice they have to offer to the work of the Committee as mentioned in paragraph 96 of the Operational Directives’.

1107. The delegation of Brazil sought clarification from the Secretariat on the feasibility of the request, as the format of the questionnaire was unclear. With regard to the proposed wording, the delegation found irregular the use of ‘explicitly requests’ and that the wording of the latter part of the sentence needed editing.

1108. The Secretary was of the understanding that Belgium was requesting the Secretariat to draw up a questionnaire on the skills and competences needed to carry out evaluation work, which the NGOs would complete together with an annexed report.

1109. The delegation of Belgium remarked that the wording was inspired by paragraph 5 of the working document in which it was stated that some NGOs ‘do not have the required competencies and skills to carry out the evaluation work’.
1110. Responding to the remark by Brazil, the Chairperson wondered whether the request was premature.

1111. The delegation of Belgium explained that the questionnaire would address the concern that some NGOs did not have the prerequisites to offer advisory services to the Committee, whose possible shortcomings could include those cited in paragraph 6.

1112. The Secretary wondered whether Belgium sought a revision of the accreditation form that would highlight the skills needed such as language and analytical skills.

1113. The delegation of Belgium felt that the NGOs could be asked to state their areas of competence presented as a series of questions, while giving them the opportunity to explore the ‘inter alia’ as mentioned in the document.

1114. The delegation of Greece shared the concerns with regard to the skills of the NGOs, but wondered what would happen should certain NGOs decide not to respond to the questions. The delegation was also uncomfortable about the wording of the amendment.

1115. The delegation of Latvia supported the idea of having a questionnaire in order to glean information on the NGOs before requesting the Secretariat to propose revisions to the Operational Directives, which seemed even more premature.

1116. The delegation of Burkina Faso wondered whether the questionnaire was necessary given that a provision in the Operational Directives anticipated the re-examination of NGO accreditation every four years, surmising that the questions sought by Belgium might emerge from the findings of the assessment.

1117. The delegation of Nigeria felt that the introduction of a questionnaire was too premature, particularly as: i) a mechanism was already in place to assess the accreditation process; ii) it would overburden the Secretariat; and iii) NGOs should not be limited to the evaluation of files, as they were also important in raising awareness of intangible cultural heritage and safeguarding intangible cultural heritage at the national level.

1118. Despite support from Latvia and Indonesia, the Chairperson noted insufficient support and ruled against Belgium’s amendment. He then turned to the original paragraph 6.

1119. The delegation of Brazil proposed to replace paragraph 6 with the following, ‘Requests the Secretariat to report at its eighth session on the profile of the NGOs accredited and the nature of their work and to propose an evaluation form for assessing their potential contribution to the implementation of the Convention’. The delegation added that the document compiled by the Secretariat would help chart the different NGOs and the domains in which they work, which could form the basis of a questionnaire that would be sent to the NGOs, whose findings could then be submitted to the General Assembly.
1120. The Chairperson noted support for the proposal from Indonesia, Peru, Belgium, Greece, Latvia, Spain, Azerbaijan and Namibia.
1121. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the spirit of the proposal, but suggested limiting the evaluation form to the NGOs directly involved in the implementation of the Convention or in the Consultative Body, as compiling such information represented a huge body of work.
1122. With no objections to the new paragraph 6 by Brazil, the Chairperson pronounced the paragraph adopted.
1123. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 16.b.
1124. Chairperson of the NGO Forum regretted that she was unable to present the statement earlier on behalf of the NGOs, which may have helped the Committee in its deliberations. On behalf of the NGO Forum held on 2 December 2012, she spoke of the role of NGOs and the trust the Committee had bestowed on civil society with regard to the implementation of the Convention whose ‘Community involvement in the implementation of the 2003 Convention’ was the principal theme of the NGO Forum. An immediate concern was the idea of working on tools to share information on the best practices and methods in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, while the NGO Forum reaffirmed its earlier statements made at the Committee sessions of 2010 in Nairobi and of 2011 in Bali. Presenting the Forum’s observations, she reiterated the fundamental role of NGOs in the implementation of the 2003 Convention as stakeholders and intermediaries with core competences in that: i) they can translate the concepts, spirit and goals of the Convention into actions; ii) they are able to activate, mediate and connect different actors; and iii) they apply a participatory approach and problem-resolving attitude. The Forum recognized that the accreditation of NGOs undeniably stimulated the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage through capacity-building, while strengthening the networking of NGOs at the international level. It encouraged NGOs, particularly from developing countries, to enhance their safeguarding capabilities and alignment to accepted international standard working concepts and methods, which could continue contributing towards assisting the Committee in the fulfilment of its objectives. Presenting the Forum’s recommendations, she took note of the willingness of NGOs to contribute towards the strengthening of community participation in the implementation of the Convention by: i) supporting and providing expertise in national and international processes; ii) taking into consideration the fundamental role of NGOs for cultural mediation, awareness-raising, representation and advocacy; iii) exploring possibilities at multilateral level to develop the advisory functions of accredited NGOs; and iv) recognizing that the role of accredited NGOs goes beyond the limited opportunities to act in an advisory capacity to the Committee. Thus, NGOs should be considered as active participants in any revision of the accreditation criteria. It was hoped that the periodic reports of the NGOs together with the periodic reports of the State Parties serve as important sources of information for the Committee – a practice common in other UN treaty bodies.
1125. The Chairperson thanked the Chairperson of the NGOs Forum for the timely report, whose recommendations had already been taken into consideration. He spoke of the Committee’s appreciation of their work as well as the need to strengthen the work of the NGOs with that of the Convention so that ongoing efforts continued to engage the NGO community, making full use of their expertise.

ITEM 17 OF THE AGENDA:

DATE AND VENUE OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE

Document
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7.COM 17

1126. The Chairperson turned to the item on the date and the venue of the next Committee session in 2013, adding that the Director General of UNESCO, Ms Irina Bokova, received an invitation from Azerbaijan expressing its wish to host the Committee’s eighth session in early December 2013 on the occasion of the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the Convention.

1127. The delegation of Azerbaijan repeated its pleasure to formally invite the Committee to Baku for its eighth session. The Committee accepted its kind offer by acclamation.

1128. The Chairperson thanked Azerbaijan for its kind offer, adding that the session would be particularly special given the tenth anniversary of the Convention.

1129. The Secretary explained that the Operational Directives provided that the Committee meet in November each year, but that it may exercise some flexibility. In 2013 the General Conference of UNESCO was scheduled to take place 4–19 November, while Indonesia was hosting a World Conference on Culture on 24–29 November, which many delegations will attend, including the Director-General. Thus, together with the Director-General and the Azerbaijani authorities, the Secretary confirmed 2–8 December as the date of the next Committee session.

1130. The Chairperson then turned to the draft decision. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 17.
1131. The delegation of Azerbaijan wished to thank the Secretariat and to congratulate all the States Parties that had elements inscribed, including the element submitted by Azerbaijan on Craftsmanship and performance art of the Tar, a long-necked string musical instrument on the Representative List. The delegation spoke of its gratitude, honour and privilege to host the next Committee session in Baku on the occasion of the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the 2003 Convention. The delegation spoke of the country’s commitment to the Convention, which was considered one of its main priorities, particularly as it was at the cultural crossroads of many civilisations, reflecting its deeply rooted sense of cultural tolerance and respect.

[Film projection on Azerbaijan]
1132. Thanking Azerbaijan for its kind offer, the delegation of Brazil remarked on the two additional days allocated to the session, adding that it hoped this would prevent the occurrence of evening sessions, particularly as States Parties took the opportunity of intermissions to consult with each other.
ITEM 18 OF THE AGENDA:

ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE BUREAU OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
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1133. The Chairperson recalled that in accordance with Rules 12 and 13 of its Rules of Procedure, the Committee shall elect its Bureau consisting of a Chairperson, one or more Vice-Chairpersons and a Rapporteur who shall remain in office until the end of the next ordinary session. In accordance with Rule 13.4, the Committee, in electing the Bureau, shall have due regard to the need to ensure equitable geographical representation and a balance among the various fields of intangible cultural heritage.

1134. The delegation of the Czech Republic wished to propose the Minister for Culture and Tourism of Azerbaijan, Mr Abulfas Garayev, as Chairperson of the eighth session.

1135. The Chairperson noted support for the nomination from Belgium, Peru, Greece and Japan, which was accepted by acclamation.

1136. With regard to the election of Vice-Chairpersons, Electoral Group I proposed Greece. 

1137. Electoral Group II was represented by the Chairperson from Azerbaijan.

1138. Electoral Group III proposed Brazil.

1139. Electoral Group IV proposed China.

1140. Electoral Group V(a) proposed Burkina Faso.

1141. Electoral Group V(b) proposed Egypt.

1142. The Chairperson noted the Bureau members nominated: Greece, Azerbaijan, Brazil, China, Burkina Faso and Egypt. The Chairperson then turned to the election of the Rapporteur.

1143. The Chairperson suggested Ms Ling Zhang (China), which was accepted by acclamation.

1144. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 18.
ITEM 20 OF THE AGENDA:

OTHER BUSINESS

1145. The Chairperson opened the floor for general discussion.

1146. The delegation of Azerbaijan noted a spelling error in the name of the next Chairperson.

1147. The delegation of Morocco spoke of the relationship between the Committee and the Subsidiary Body. The functions of the bodies for the implementation of the Convention are defined by the text of the Convention and the Operational Directives, giving each organ a specific role, which individually contributed to the process of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. The delegation remarked that six members of the Committee serve in the Subsidiary Body in conformity with Art. 8.3
 of the Convention and paragraphs 29, 30 and 31 of the Operational Directives in which it evaluates the nomination files to the Representative List submitted by States Parties. Members of the Subsidiary Body, representing their States in the Committee, exercise their function in both organs. The delegation added that new elements or clarifications on nominations during the period of the Subsidiary Body’s term might appear during the Committee’s session debates, which often provided a necessary overview of the nomination examined. The delegation believed that the sovereignty of the Committee was not in conflict with the expertise of the Subsidiary Body. Moreover, occasionally the Committee or even a member of the Subsidiary Body could take a different position than the recommendation proposed by the Subsidiary Body. The delegation remarked that the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body had made efforts to reach consensus during its sessions and had provided the relevant information to the Committee to facilitate a rich and productive dialogue, adding that there was nothing in the procedure preventing members of the Subsidiary Body from exercising their function as Committee members. The sole concern guiding the Subsidiary Body in its work was the ideal of objectivity in the examination of files that included taking into consideration clarifications when provided by the submitting State Party. Reminding the various discussions during this session and the previous one on intangible cultural heritage and commercialization, the delegation concluded by inviting States Parties to a seminar on intangible cultural heritage and economy to be hosted by Morocco.

1148. The delegation of Grenada wished to propose a draft resolution that thanked all States Parties for their contributions to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund, regardless of the amounts contributed.

1149. The Chairperson recalled that Decision 7.COM 19 thanked three countries for their specific contributions, while the proposal sought to thank all countries that had contributed to the Fund from the last General Assembly to the present, and so encourage further contributions. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 20.1.
1150. The delegation of Grenada recalled Decision 7.COM 7, Decision 7.COM 8 and Decision 7.COM 11 that provided recommendations to States Parties on how to complete nomination files, proposing that in the draft decision the Secretariat and the States Parties apply the recommendations to all the mechanisms, as appropriate.

1151. The delegation of Belgium wondered why adopted decisions were being reopened. The Chairperson explained that the draft decision proposed to recall the decisions already adopted so that States Parties could take them into consideration when preparing nomination files to any of the mechanisms.

1152. The Secretary explained that Decision 7.COM 11 referred to nominations to the Representative List, but that the recommendations contained within it, i.e. on the technical completeness of files, were also relevant and applicable to the other mechanisms.

1153. The delegation of Nicaragua wondered about the date from which the draft decision would apply, and whether the decisions would have an impact on nominations currently being examined.

1154. The delegation of Grenada explained that the draft decision sought to ensure consistency among the mechanisms so that the requisite technical detail in one nomination form is applied to the other nomination forms of the other mechanisms. The proposed draft decision would apply at the same time as the other decisions taken during the Committee’s present session.

1155. The Chairperson reiterated that the recommendations made in one particular mechanism would be harmonized across all the mechanisms.

1156. The delegation of China remarked that the amended versions of the decisions adopted were not fully known. The delegation wished to know the content of paragraph 13 in 7.COM 7 for example. The delegation of Grenada explained that it had submitted the text to the Secretariat.

1157. The Chairperson read out paragraph 13, which had already been adopted, ‘States Parties are welcome within the established deadlines to revise files to provide additional information needed for the examination but decides that it cannot examine new files on different subjects that are substituted in place of those originally submitted and requests the Secretariat to return such substitute files to the submitting States without proceeding to the evaluation or examination during the cycle concerned’.

1158. To avoid confusion, the delegation of Belgium suggested to first adopt the List of Decisions before turning to the final decision that sought coherency across all the decisions.

1159. The Chairperson reiterated that the decisions had already been adopted, and that Grenada sought simply to harmonize the decisions across all the mechanisms.

1160. The delegation of Azerbaijan clearly understood the rationale and supported the amendment, as it repeated the principles adopted for the Representative List so that it could be applied to the other mechanisms.

1161. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 7.COM 20.2.
1162. The delegation of Indonesia congratulated Azerbaijan for its offer to host the next Committee session, as well as the Chairperson for his excellent leadership that would serve as a best practice in the future. The Chairperson thanked Indonesia for its kind words.

1163. The delegation of Spain fully supported the statement made by Morocco on the work of the Subsidiary Body, suggesting that it serve as guidance in Azerbaijan next year. The delegation explained that the examination of files by members of the Subsidiary Body took months, consuming a lot of time and effort, and that they should therefore be able to share their findings with the Committee throughout the Committee’s session. In this regard, the delegation wished to establish an understanding of open dialogue concerning objections and comments on the files that the Subsidiary Body might wish to openly voice.

1164. The delegation of China congratulated the Chairperson for his professionalism and Azerbaijan for its generous offer, extending its gratitude to the Committee for nominating Ms Ling Zhang as Rapporteur in its next session. With regard to item 13.d, the delegation recalled that the Convention emblem was selected at the second General Assembly in 2008 from over 100 proposals, yet the meaning of the emblem was seldom explained in detail, with the sole known example being an interview with the graphic designer. The delegation believed that the correct use of the emblem should be based on the proper understanding of its meaning. In China for example, the emblem’s meaning was often asked whenever it was used to promote the Convention at local and national levels. The delegation asked the Secretariat to provide information on the meaning of the emblem, particularly when it is associated with commercial activities. In this way, misuse or misinterpretation of the emblem would be avoided. The Secretary took note.

1165. In light of the tenth anniversary of the Convention, the delegation of Brazil offered to contribute US$200,000 to support the global capacity-building strategy in developing countries, which was welcomed by a round of applause. The Chairperson thanked Brazil for its kind gesture. 

1166. The delegation of Burkina Faso wished to add its voice to the expressions of gratitude to the Chairperson for his guidance, as well as congratulations to the States Parties that successfully inscribed their elements. It also congratulated Azerbaijan for its offer to organize the eighth Committee session. The delegation also supported the statement made by Morocco and Spain with regard to the participation of the Subsidiary Body members in the Committee debates. It also wished to remind the States Parties that had not received a favourable recommendation that the referral was an opportunity to improve their nomination files in a subsequent cycle. The delegation spoke of the referral option as having been established to fill technical gaps in the nomination file, but that its meaning was slowly being lost, reminding States Parties to consider the communities behind the nominations when submitting files. The Chairperson thanked Burkina Faso for its continually focused remarks.

1167. The delegation of Pakistan wished to thank the Chairperson, the Secretariat, the advisory bodies and the Committee, adding that it was honoured to have participated in the session, which it described as a learning experience and an excellent opportunity to observe the commitment of States Parties towards their elements. This was indicative of the high priority bestowed by high-offices in States Parties, NGOs and individuals to elements of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation spoke of the discussions as having provided a congenial environment in which to move forward, adding that it would further work with UNESCO in this spirit.

1168. The delegation of Belgium thanked the Chairperson for his management of the session, and the Secretariat for preparing the working documents and for its continued assistance.

1169. The delegation of the Czech Republic also wished to thank the Committee, the advisory bodies for their thorough work, and the Secretary and her team for their professional guidance. The delegation thanked the States Parties for their submissions, which reminded the Committee of the common goal of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. The delegation concluded by thanking the interpreters, and the Chairperson for his leadership.

1170. The delegation of Brunei Darussalam congratulated the Chairperson and the Secretariat for the excellent organization of the meeting, and Azerbaijan for its offer to host the next meeting. The delegation spoke of its pleasure in having participated for the first time since it ratified the Convention in 2011. It congratulated the advisory bodies for their hard work and for their reports, which it considered as learning platforms. The delegation noted the important issue of capacity-building, particularly in the preparation of nominations, adding that unsuccessful attempts at inscription did not in any way reflect the value of the element submitted, and it fully supported the programme.
ITEM 21 OF THE AGENDA:

ADOPTION OF THE LIST OF DECISIONS
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1171. The Chairperson then turned to the adoption of the List of Decisions, citing Rule°43 of the Rules of Procedure in which it stipulates that the report of the Committee will be adopted in the form of a list of decisions, which the Rapporteur would verify together with the Secretariat. The decisions shall be published in the two working languages in the month that follows the closure of the Committee session. Rather than reading aloud the decisions, the Chairperson asked the Committee to entrust the Rapporteur and the Secretariat to validate the List of the Decisions taken during the session.

1172. The Secretary explained that a draft of all the decisions would be made available online in the evening.
1173. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced the suggested approach adopted.
ITEM 22 OF THE AGENDA:

CLOSURE OF THE SESSION
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1174. The Chairperson remarked that the meeting had come to the end of its five days of intense and fruitful work, and gave the floor to the Assistant Director-General for Culture, Mr Francesco Bandarin for his closing remarks.

1175. Mr Bandarin conveyed the Director-General’s great satisfaction on the results of the important and constructive meeting. He spoke of the impressive list of achievements with now 288 elements on the Representative List and the Urgent Safeguarding List, and 10 programmes on the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. Mr Bandarin spoke of his appreciation of the festive atmosphere that prevailed with a number of welcome lively performances of intangible cultural heritage. He concluded by congratulating the Committee for its contributions, the Rapporteur for her work, the Chairperson and the Vice-Chairpersons for their effective management of the meeting as well as the Secretary and the Secretariat for their work.
1176. The Chairperson concluded by congratulating the Committee for the great results achieved, which had seen the Representative List enriched with the inscription of 27 new elements, the Urgent Safeguarding List with 4 new elements, and 2 programmes as best representing the objectives of the Convention. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for preparing the List of Decisions together with the Secretariat, and the Vice-Chairpersons who skilfully conducted the sessions in his absence, as well as the dedication of the members of the Bureau. The Chairperson expressed his deep gratitude to the Secretary and her team for the excellent preparation of the meeting and for their commitment and hard work. He also warmly thanked the interpreters for agreeing to accommodate the extended sessions that demonstrated their commitment and dedication, which was greeted with a round of applause. The Chairperson thanked the technical team and the security staff for their discreet but invaluable contributions to the success of the meeting. 

1177. The Chairperson officially declared the seventh session of the Committee closed.
�.	Art. 29: The States Parties shall submit to the Committee, observing the forms and periodicity to be defined by the Committee, reports on the legislative, regulatory and other measures taken for the implementation of this Convention.


�.	Rule 16.2: If the Rapporteur ceases to represent a State Member of the Committee or if he is for any reason unable to complete his term of office, he shall be replaced by a Vice-Chairperson, after consultation within the Committee, for the remainder of the term of office.


�.	Art. 29: The States Parties shall submit to the Committee, observing the forms and periodicity to be defined by the Committee, reports on the legislative, regulatory and other measures taken for the implementation of this Convention.


�.	The ‘intangible cultural heritage’, as defined in paragraph 1 above, is manifested inter alia in the following domains: (a) oral traditions and expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible cultural heritage; (b) performing arts; (c) social practices, rituals and festive events; (d) knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe; (e) traditional craftsmanship.


�.	Rule 49: The Committee may suspend the application of any of these Rules of Procedure, except when they reproduce provisions of the Convention, by a decision taken in plenary meeting by a two-thirds majority of the States Members present and voting. Rule 22.4: Representatives of a State Party, whether or not a Member of the Committee, shall not speak to advocate the inclusion in the lists mentioned in Articles 16 and 17 of the Convention of an item of the intangible cultural heritage nominated by that State or to endorse a request for assistance submitted by that State, but only to provide information in reply to questions raised.


�.	Paragraph 4: At each session the Committee may explicitly call for proposals characterized by international cooperation, as mentioned in Article 19 of the Convention, and/or focusing on specific priority aspects of safeguarding.


�.	Chapter I.3: Criteria for selection of programmes, projects and activities that best reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention.


�.	‘Criterion P.8 requires that “the programme, project or activity features experiences that are susceptible to an assessment of their results”. Provide concrete examples of assessments that have been already carried out or will be carried out.’ (‘en train d’être menées’ in the French version [being carried out]).


�.	Identification and definition of the element. Section 1(v): ‘Is there any part of the element that is not compatible with existing international human rights instruments or with the requirement of mutual respect among communities, groups and individuals, or with sustainable development?’


�.	Respect for customary practices governing access to the element. Section 4.c: ‘[…] demonstrate that inscription of the element and implementation of the safeguarding measures would fully respect [any] customary practices governing access to specific aspects of such heritage’.


�.	Art. 37 of the Rules of Procedure: Except where otherwise specified in these Rules, all decisions of the Committee shall be taken by a simple majority of the States Members present and voting.


�.	Paragraph 33: The Committee determines two years beforehand, in accordance with the available resources and its capacity, the number of files that can be treated in the course of the two following cycles. This ceiling shall apply to the set of files comprising nominations to the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding and to the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity, proposals of programmes, projects and activities that best reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention and international assistance requests greater than US$25,000.


�.	Paragraph 36: Nominations for the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity that the Committee decides to refer to the submitting State for additional information may be resubmitted to the Committee for examination during a following cycle, after having been updated and supplemented.


�.	Art. 150 of the Operational Directives: The Secretariat and the States Parties should closely cooperate in order to prevent any unauthorized use of the emblem of the Convention at the national level, in liaison with competent national bodies and in line with the present Operational Directives.


�.	Art. 8.3: The Committee may establish, on a temporary basis, whatever ad hoc consultative bodies it deems necessary to carry out its task.





