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FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

Second extraordinary session

Sofia, Bulgaria, 18 to 22 February 2008

Item 4 of the Provisional Agenda: Adoption of the draft Summary Record of the second session of the Committee 
1. This document contains the draft Summary Record of the second session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (Tokyo/Japan, 3-7 September 2007).
2. The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:

DRAFT DECISION 2.EXT.COM 4

The Committee,
1. Having examined document ITH/08/2.EXT.COM/CONF.201/4 ;

2. Adopts the summary record of its second ordinary session included in this document.
Summary Record of the second session of the Committee
1. The second session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was held at the invitation of the Japanese authorities, from 3 to 7 September 2007 in Tokyo, Tokyo International Exchange Center, Plaza Heisei. UNESCO thanked the authorities of the host country, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Sciences and Technology of Japan, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan and the Permanent Delegation of Japan to UNESCO. 

2. Delegations of 22 States Parties to the Intergovernmental Committee participated at this meeting: Algeria, Belarus, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Central African Republic, China, Estonia, France, Gabon, Hungary, India, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, Romania, Senegal, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Vietnam.

3. The following attended as observers : 

a. Delegations of 16 non-member States Parties of the Committee : Azerbaidjan, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Cyprus, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Lithuania, Luxembourg, Morocco, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Republic of Korea, Saint Lucia, and Spain.

b. Delegations of 12 States non party to the Convention but Member States of UNESCO : Bahrain, Benin, Denmark, Indonesia, Italy, Kenya, Kuwait, Poland, Slovenia, Switzerland, Ukraine, United States of America.

c. Representatives of the Special Adminstrative Region of Macao (of the People’s  Republic of China), Associate Member of UNESCO.

d. A representative of the United Nations University Institute of Advanced Studies (UNU-IAS)

e. Ten non-governmental organizations : Asia/Pacific Cultural Centre for UNESCO (ACCU), Centro UNESCO de la Ciudad Autónoma de Melilla, International Council of Museums (ICOM), International Council for Traditional Music (ICTM), Japan Arts Council, Mediterranean Diet Foundation, National Research Institute for Cultural Properties, Nihon Kougeikai, Traditions For Tomorrow, World Martial Arts Union.

4. UNESCO’s Intangible Cultural Heritage Section provided the Secretariat services of the meeting. 

5. Members of the Bureau of the second session of the Committee :

Chairperson : H.E. Mr Seiichi KONDO (Japan) 

Vice-Chairpersons : Bolivia, Estonia, France and the Syrian Arab Republic 

Rapporteur : Mr Ousmane BLONDIN DIOP (Senegal) 

	Abbreviations :

	ICH:
	Intangible Cultural Heritage /
	PCI :
	Patrimoine culturel immatériel

	USL:
	Urgent Safeguarding List /
	LSU:
	Liste de sauvegarde urgente

	RL:
	Representative List /
	LR :
	Liste représentative

	NGO:
	Non Governmental Organization /
	ONG :
	Organisation non gouvernementale

	IGO:
	Intergovernmental Organization /
	OIG :
	Organisation intergouvernementale

	GA:
	General Assembly of the States Parties/
	AG:
	Assemblée générale des Etats parties


[Monday 3 September 2007, 10 hours]

ITEM 1 OF PROVISIONAL AGENDA : OPENING OF THE SESSION

Official opening ceremony

6.   The second session was opened by an official ceremony chaired by H.E. Mr Seiichi Kondo, Chairperson of the Intergovernmental Committee and Ambassador, Permanent Delegate of Japan to UNESCO and H.E. Mr Koïchiro Matsuura, Director-General of UNESCO. Also present on the podium were H.E. Mr Bunmei Ibuki, Minister of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology of Japan, H.E. Mr Itsunori Onodera, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs of Japan, H.E. Mr Musa Bin Jaafar Bin Hassan, President of the UNESCO General Conference, H.E. Mr Mohammed Bedjaoui, President of the General Assembly of States Parties to the 2003 Convention and Mrs Françoise Rivière, UNESCO Assistant Director-General for Culture (ADG/CLT). 

7.   In his opening speech, H.E. Mr Bunmei Ibuki, Minister of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology of Japan, welcomed the participants of the session and paid tribute to the many achievements of the Committee during the past 17 months following the entering into force of the Convention. He expressed his wish that in Tokyo the Committee will be able to finalize all the directives for making the Convention operational. Recalling the richness of Japan’s intangible cultural heritage, he stressed his country’s commitment to its safeguarding and expressed Japan’s pride at having established, as early as 1950, a law for the protection of intangible cultural properties. In conclusion, he reconfirmed Japan’s engagement for safeguarding measures for intangible cultural heritage throughout the world. 

8.   H.E. Mr Itsunori Onodera, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs of Japan, extended to all delegates his warmest welcome to Japan. Highlighting the importance of respecting each other’s culture for the sake of creating a better world, he pointed out the importance of the living character of the intangible cultural heritage. Given its non material nature, and the difficulties to safeguard it, he expressed his sincere respect for all experts who have contributed to the establishment of the Convention. He further mentioned the creation in 1993 of a Japanese Funds-in-Trust for the Preservation and Promotion of Intangible Cultural Heritage in UNESCO, which has allowed some 85 projects to be implemented all over the world. Finally, Mr Onodera expressed his hope that the individual experience of each country in safeguarding its heritage will enrich the debates of the Committee for establishing a flexible framework for the benefit of all and contribute to UNESCO’s endeavour to have culture contribute to a more peaceful world. 

9.
In his address, the UNESCO Director-General Mr Koïchiro Matsuura began by thanking Japan for having hosted this second session of the Intergovernmental Committee and expressed his gratitude to the Japanese authorities for their warm welcome and their efforts in the organization of this meeting. He recalled the flagship role played by Japan for many years in the promotion of intangible cultural heritage and in the drafting of the 2003 Convention. In emphasizing the exemplary action carried out by Japan in the promotion of intangible heritage, he acknowledged Japan’s efforts in safeguarding activities through the implementation of concrete and efficient measures, as well as in the support of international activities. The Director-General expressed his satisfaction with the efforts undertaken by all and in particular commended the unfailing commitment of H.E. Mr Musa Bin Jaafar bin Hassan, President of the General Conference, H.E. Mr Seiicho Kondo, Chairperson of the Intergovernmental Committee and H.E. Mr Mohamed Bedjaoui, Chairperson of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention. In concluding, he wished the second session of the Committee every success in its work, as it faces considerable challenges for the future implementation of the Convention, and renewed his gratitude to Japan for its generosity. 

10.
H.E. Mr Musa Bin Jaafar Bin Hassan, President of the General Conference, recalled that ten years before, in 1997, the launching of the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity by UNESCO’s General Conference had been a crucial step towards the adoption of the 2003 Convention. He expressed his deep respect to the people of Japan and for its efforts preserving their traditions, and recalled the important contribution of Japan to the preparation of the Convention. Recalling the rich history of his own country, he expressed his appreciation for Japan’s combining boundless aspiration for modernization and preservation of tangible and intangible cultural heritage. He paid also tribute to Mr Koïchiro Matsuura and his relentless endeavours for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage and to Mr Mohamed Bedjaoui for his contribution to the preparation and adoption of the 2003 Convention. He concluded by thanking UNESCO for having prepared this meeting and the Japanese Government for its generosity and hospitality. 

11.
In taking the floor, H.E. Mr Mohamed Bedjaoui, Chairperson of the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention, paid tribute to the active inspirational and leadership role and quality contributor played by Japan in the elaboration of a standard instrument for the safeguarding of the identity of each country and the immortal soul of all peoples. He expressed his admiration for the “awesome intelligence of the men and women who, abandoned to the cruelty of history, understood that the existence of a country and a people is seated in the safeguarding of its intangible heritage”. Briefly touching on Japanese intangible heritage, he gave the Committee a lively and marvellous glimpse of the different facets of the wealth of intangible heritage of the host country. Citing in turn, the writing, the puppets or also the poetry, he concluded his address in calling upon the international community to follow the example and pave the way for true safeguarding action of the world’s intangible heritage. 

[11h30]

12.
After having welcomed the participants, the Chairperson of the Committee, H. E. Mr Seiichi Kondo, informed the Committee that the Bureau would meet every day from 9:30 to 10:00 and that these meetings were open to States Parties non-members of the Bureau. The Representative of the Director-General, Ms Françoise Rivière, then presented all the documents for this session and informed the Committee of a certain number of changes, and in particular the inversion of items 4 (Admission of observers) and 5 (Amendment of the Rules of Procedure), followed immediately by item 13 (Creation of an emblem for the Convention) so that the subsidiary body to be set up can hold its first meeting during the Committee’s session in Tokyo. Also, she explained that a draft decision had been added to item 3 (Adoption of the Summary Record of the first extraordinary session of the Committee) in the form of an addendum and that the corrigendum of item 11 (International Assistance) added a new paragraph to the initial draft decision. She indicated that forms had been distributed in the room to facilitate the work of the Committee with regard to amendments that might be proposed to the draft decisions. She concluded by informing the Committee that a revised version had been prepared for Information Document 2 “Provisional List of NGOs and non-profit making institutions ” so as to take into account all the names submitted by States Parties, as well as for Information Document 4 incorporating the final comments received from States Parties concerning the implementation of Articles 18 and 31 of the Convention. 

ITEM 2 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA : ADOPTION OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/2.Rev

Decision 2.COM 2

13.
The Chairperson indicated the addition of “other business” as item 17 and he proposed that item 13 concerning the creation of an emblem for the Convention be discussed earlier to enable the establishment of a subsidiary body without delay. He encouraged the Committee to propose names of States suited to being members of the subsidiary body. 

14.
The Delegation of Belgium, supported by Estonia, wished to introduce a small revision to the title of item 14, renamed “Incorporation of items that have been proclaimed Masterpieces”. The Chairperson declared the agenda adopted as amended. 
AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT SUMMARY RECORD OF THE FIRST EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE 

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/3

Decision 2.COM 3

15.
The Chairperson recalled that significant progress had been made at the Committee’s first extraordinary session in Chengdu, China, which was well reflected in the Draft Summary Record. The Committee had agreed on inscription criteria for the lists of the Convention, the character of the lists and the significance of Article 18, and had discussed possible ways in which NGOs and communities could be involved in the implementation of the Convention. The Draft Summary Record had been put online some time ago, and no comments had been received by the Secretariat. The Chairperson therefore proposed to adopt them un-amended, unless there were any comments. 

16.
The Summary Record of the Committee’s first extraordinary session was then adopted. 

AGENDA ITEM 5: ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/5 Rev

Decision 2.COM 5

17.
The Chairperson introduced this item by stating that Decision 1.EXT.COM 4 (bis) distinguished three categories of potential observers; he then noted that the document under discussion presented a fourth category, consisting of organizations whose participation had not been proposed by any State Party. He suggested to the Committee that the entities belonging to the last category could attend the meeting as guests, without the right to intervene. 

18.
The Delegation of India remarked that the procedures for inviting NGOs established in Chengdu had in its view not been followed correctly, since the NGOs that India had proposed to the Secretariat were not invited to attend the Committee’s meeting. The Delegation had been informed that the Legal Affairs Office had been of the opinion that only those NGOs that had made a written request could be invited by the Director-General. The Delegation underlined that this was an incorrect and restrictive interpretation of Decision 1.EXT.COM.4 (bis). It further remarked that several other documents, too, did not reflect the Committee’s wishes as expressed in Chengdu, and that these issues would be brought up at each agenda item concerned.

19.
The Legal Adviser, Mr John Donaldson, replied that there were two concurrent procedures that could have been applied: Decision 1.EXT.COM 4 (bis) and the Rules of Procedure. The Delegation of India remarked that the Legal Adviser had been on the podium when Decision 1.EXT.COM 4 (bis) was taken, and regretted the result that no grassroots NGOs were present in Tokyo. The Representative of the Director-General read out paragraph 6 of the concerned decision stating that only NGOs that had submitted their request to participate in writing could attend. The Delegation of China, while agreeing with that of India, remarked that there were so many NGOs that it would be difficult to check the background of all of them. The Delegation of Brazil supported the intervention by the Delegation of India, and replied to the Legal Adviser that there were no two parallel legal situations, since the Decision taken in China prevailed over the Rules of Procedure. 

20.
The Delegation of Mexico, after supporting the interventions by the Delegations of India and Brazil, requested a list of NGOs that had submitted their requests in written form. The Delegation of Hungary asked how many representatives of NGOs were in the room. The Representative of the Director-General replied that 15 NGOs of those that had been mentioned by States Parties had submitted written requests, and that 10 of them were present in the room 

21.
The Delegation of Bolivia agreed with India, and suggested to discuss the Rules of Procedure at a later stage and to continue with the next agenda item. 

22.
The Delegations of Hungary, Bolivia, Gabon and Nigeria also concurred with India, and stressed how important the participation of NGOs should be in the work of the Committee, especially that of local NGOs. The Delegation of Peru, while not wishing to belittle the importance of NGOs, recalled that the Committee should rather focus on the participation of representatives from communities, who should be the Committee’s key partners. 

23.
The Chairperson, seconded by the Delegation of China, regretted that due to time constraints and differing interpretations only few NGOs were attending the meeting; he expressed his wish that a solution should be found for future sessions. At the request of the Chairperson, the Secretary, Mr Rieks Smeets, read draft Decision 2.COM 5 including the names of the NGOs. The Delegation of India then remarked that, following the Legal Adviser’s reasoning, paragraph 4 should include the expressions “upon written request”. Following brief information by the Secretariat on the three organizations that had not followed the established procedures for requesting admission as observer, and on the nature of UNESCO Unitwin, the Chairperson repeated his proposal that these organizations should not be granted observer status but could attend as guests without the right to intervene. Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the draft decision might then be deleted. The Delegation of Korea (Observer) supported the participation as an observer of the World Martial Arts Union – thus complying with decision 1.EXT.COM.4 (bis), after which the Committee could accept that organization as observer; the Delegation of Japan, for the sake of correctness, asked to delete the English translation of the name of the NGO, Nihon Kougeikai. 

24.
Since there were no objections to the above-mentioned proposals, the Chairperson declared the decision adopted. 

AGENDA ITEM 4: AMENDMENT OF THE RULES OF PROCEDURE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/4 

Decision 2.COM 4

25.
The Chairperson opened the debate by remarking that the Committee, at its first extraordinary session in China, had been unhappy with the Rules of Procedure as far as the admission of observers to the Committee’s sessions was concerned; it had therefore decided to come back to this issue when it adopted Decision 1.EXT.COM 4 (bis). The Legal Adviser added that the revision of the Rules of Procedure was intended to make them easier and to develop a better procedure for the admission of observers. Furthermore, the Legal Adviser suggested the introduction of a new Rule 35 concerning the “Reconsideration of Proposals”, which should be possible during the same meeting only if a two-thirds majority of Committee members present and voting so decided. The Legal Adviser also questioned the opening of the Bureau meetings to observers but underlined that the Committee could take any decision as long as it would not contradict the Convention. 

26.
The Chairperson suggested not taking into account the last point mentioned and to discuss paragraph by paragraph the proposal to amend Rule 8 of the Rules of Procedure. 

27.
Concerning paragraph 2, the Delegation of Mexico, supported by India, Nigeria, Central African Republic, Algeria, France, Bolivia, Bulgaria and China, stressed that the new wording would allow the participation of too many observers, which would overwhelm the Committee. It should therefore not be changed. Moreover, the Committee had not asked in Chengdu for a revision of the Rules of Procedure, which had been adopted only recently, at its first session, and which should not be too detailed for the sake of flexibility. 

28.
The Representative of the Director-General recalled that the Committee had been faced in Chengdu with a request to be allowed to be present as observer from the Special Autonomous Region of Macao of the People’s Republic of China, an associate member of UNESCO, and from Member States of UNESCO that are not yet States Parties to the Convention. Another issue to be dealt with was that some NGOs appear at the meeting itself, and that the Committee is then faced with a fait accompli. The Legal Adviser added that it was important to give clear instructions to the Secretariat. If the Committee does not change the wording of Rule 8, the Director-General may only invite to participate those NGOs that the Committee has first authorized. 

29.
Following a request on the definition of “associate members” by the Delegations of Mexico, Bulgaria, Estonia and Gabon, the Legal Adviser explained that associate members are not “States”, which is why they are not covered under Rule 8. 

[Lunch break]

[Monday 3 September 2007, 14:50]

AGENDA ITEM 4 (CONTINUED): AMENDMENT OF THE RULES OF PROCEDURE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/4 

Decision 2.COM 4

30.
The Chairperson opened the afternoon discussion giving the floor to the Rapporteur who pointed out that the requirement that NGOs submit a request for admission in writing had not been discussed. He asked for the opinion of the Committee while proposing to delete this mention as it appeared unnecessary. 

31.
The Delegation of Gabon recalled that this issue had already been decided in the morning, but was not opposed to such deletion since procedures of the UN system usually foresee that States non party have to submit a request in writing to obtain observer status. The Delegation of Bulgaria shared this view and also supported the position of the Delegation of Mexico that the Committee should have some regulations to know who is going to be present in the meetings.
32.
The Chairperson summarized that the organizations mentioned under Rule 8.2 would have automatic approval of observer status and that the Director-General would send out invitations to that effect. The Delegation of Mexico stressed that this would mean an important change in the working methods inasmuch as it would now be the Director-General who would have authorization to invite NGOs. The Delegation of China concurred, stating that keeping the text as it is does not constitute any discrimination and that it is normal practice in the UN system obliging observers to submit written requests. The Delegation of France, supported by those of Algeria and Bulgaria, requested to leave the text as it is, following which the Chairperson declared Rule 8.2 approved as amended in the morning.

33.
The Chairperson then presented the amendment to Rule 8.3, proposed by the Secretariat, which should prevent embarrassing situations in which the Committee would have to deal with NGOs arriving at the session venue without prior request for attendance. The Delegation of Hungary supported this proposal stressing that the Committee should facilitate the participation of NGOs. The Delegation of Bolivia, supported by that of Belarus, wondered about the roles of NGOs and observers in the future, when the Committee will have to discuss nomination files and reports, and cautioned that many NGOs will not have the resources to attend the meetings, a view shared by the Delegation of Algeria which recalled that in Chengdu the Committee envisaged the participation of NGOs in ad hoc groups, and warned that such participation should not constitute a permanent permission to attend Committee sessions. The Delegation of China concurred that NGOs should not receive permanent authorizations.
34.
The Delegation of Turkey proposed an addition to the text foreseeing that Member States would be informed in advance by the Committee of those entities wishing to attend. The Delegation of Gabon supported this but proposed that the Secretariat should rather inform the Committee. It also expressed the view that the question under discussion was mainly concerned with seeking how to avoid complaints in the future, but feared at the same time that many NGOs would not be in a position to learn about this procedure.

35.
The Delegation of Hungary insisted on the importance of the participation of NGOs in the sessions of the Committee. Recalling the important steps taken by the Committee since its first sessions in Algeria, it underlined the need to involve civil society and communities in achieving the objectives of the Convention. It asserted that the Committee would greatly benefit from working with the advice of NGOs and communities on the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, since NGOs have a wide knowledge of local situations and realities. 
36.
The Delegation of India noted a conflict between the wish to involve a large number of NGOs and the Secretariat's capacity to handle the huge amount of work this entails. Recognizing the crucial role of NGOs, much work could be done in advance at national level with NGOs, e.g. to elaborate inventories and to prepare the work of the Committee. The Delegation of Romania proposed to ask any NGO requesting admission to submit a motivation letter. 
37.
The Chairperson proposed the creation of a working group to be charged with the elaboration of amendments to Rules 8.3 and 8.4. He invited the Delegations of France, Hungary, China, Mexico, Algeria, and Gabon to get together. He also took note of the remark by the Delegation of Lithuania drawing attention to the fact that UN Organizations and IGOs are not considered in the present text. 
38.
The Chairperson then opened the discussion on a new Rule that the Legal Adviser had presented as a way for the Committee to avoid reopening discussion during one and the same meeting on points that have already been concluded by a decision. The Delegation of Brazil expressed its regret to be discussing issues the Committee had not requested for discussion. The Delegation of Algeria recalled that the Rules of Procedure had been adopted in Algiers with reference to the experience of the World Heritage Committee and proposed to give these Rules of Procedure some time to prove their efficiency. The Delegation of France preferred to amend the text now and avoid recurrently discussing it in the future, while the Delegation of Algeria disagreed, stressing that the text was not mature yet. The Chairperson agreed to that and proposed to reopen the discussion on amending the Rules of Procedure after having heard the report of the working group.
39.
The Chairperson suspended the discussion on item 4 and proposed to discuss the following point on the agenda.

AGENDA Item 13: creation of an Emblem for the Convention 

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/13

Decision 2.COM 13

40.
Invited by the Chairperson, the Secretary introduced the item by recalling that the Committee had decided in Chengdu to create an emblem for the Convention and to establish a subsidiary body to supervise its creation through an international competition; he then informed the Committee that the document under discussion contained proposals for guidelines for the graphic design of the emblem and for terms of reference for the subsidiary body. The Chairperson then invited the Committee to comment on Annexes 1 and 2 of the document. 
41.
The Delegation of Estonia, supported by those of Brazil and Nigeria, noted that Annex 1 fully reflected the discussion of Chengdu and proposed to adopt it as it is, keeping the text “intangible cultural heritage” as in the Convention, rather than “living heritage”.

42.
Having noted agreement on Annex 1, the Chairperson opened the discussion on Annex 2. The Legal Adviser informed that the Committee may want to limit the number of applications by requesting the participating artists to submit a qualification, certificate, diploma or degree, as was done by WIPO when organizing a similar competition. 

43.
The Delegations of Bolivia, Algeria, India, Bulgaria and Gabon, echoed by the NGO International Council for Traditional Music (ICTM) (Observer) strongly expressed their disagreement to such limitations since the competition should be as open as possible, and they rejected the idea of asking for such qualifications or certificates. The Delegation of China, supported by that of Gabon, expressed concern with regard to the reference to “all graphic professionals” as it will be difficult to reach all of them in all countries, and proposed to delete “all” from the text, which was supported by the Delegations of Estonia and France. 

44.
Assuming that not everyone is an artist, the Delegation of Gabon proposed that the text also address “other interested persons”, an addition that would take into account the huge field of ICH and mark the intended openness; speaking only of “professionals” would be already a restriction. The Delegation of Estonia, however, supported by the Delegation of France, suggested that this addition was not necessary considering that anyone can be considered an artist. 

45.
The Delegation of the Central African Republic questioned whether the Committee wanted indeed to involve anyone, while India warned of the negative distinction between graphic professionals on the one hand, and everyone else on the other. Supporting Gabon, it proposed to delete “all” and to speak of “graphic professionals, artists and practitioners of ICH”. The Delegation of Bolivia suggested to delete any mention of categories and to ensure the largest participation possible by trusting that each country will inform on the competition through all channels available. 
46.
The Delegation of France stated that the creation of an emblem requires skills and professionalism and that the Committee should remain practical since the competition is of a professional nature. The Delegation of Algeria pointed out that the subsidiary body will not deal with the technical aspects of creating the emblem, while the Delegation of Bulgaria expressed confidence that professionals and experts will be able to judge any professionalism and talent behind the proposals, and that it would be wise to wait until the proposals are submitted.
47.
The Chairperson, having noted the consensus among the Committee, declared Annex 2 as adopted with the amendment proposed by the Delegation of India. As suggested by that of Gabon, Committee members consulted between them during coffee break after which the election of the members of the subsidiary body took place.

48.
The Chairperson proceeded with the election of the body members and invited the electoral groups to propose the names of the body members. 

49.
The Delegation of India wished to clarify that the subsidiary body was not a political or diplomatic initiative; therefore it did not consider it appropriate to be asked to communicate the country selected. The Delegations of Belgium, Estonia, China, Gabon, the United Arab Emirates and Bolivia proposed, on behalf of their respective groups, that France, Bulgaria, India, Nigeria, Algeria and Peru constitute the subsidiary body.
50.
The Delegation of Algeria expressed thanks for the nomination, but reminded that it will leave the Committee in 2008 and wondered whether this would be a problem in the event that the subsidiary body had not achieved its tasks by that time. It also wished to inquire on the costs the work of the subsidiary body entails and how these will be covered. The Secretary replied to the second question that funds will have to be found within the budget of the Secretariat, hoping that few meetings will be sufficient and reduce the cost. At a later stage, he suggested, the Intangible Heritage Fund could continue covering the costs of the body. 

51.
The Delegation of Japan pointed out that the subsidiary body is elected in accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, and that Rule 21.2 stipulates that it is up to the Committee to determine the duration of the body's task. The Representative of the Director-General confirmed that if the work of the body goes beyond the membership of Algeria, the Committee will have to find a solution for replacement. The Delegation of Brazil hoped that the work will be done before the next General Assembly and that this objective implied already a specific timeline for the body's work. 
52.
The Secretary read the draft decision of document 13 as amended, which the Chairperson then declared as adopted. 

AGENDA ITEM 6: DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE INSCRIPTION OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE ON THE LISTS OF THE CONVENTION

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/6 and 6 Rev
Decision 2.COM 6

53.
In opening the discussion on agenda item 6, the Chairperson invited the Representative of the Director-General to present the major components of the document and proposed to discuss first the explanatory notes to the criteria. The Secretary, upon the request of the Representative of the Director-General, introduced the document by stressing that it was the result of lengthy discussions within the Secretariat. The document presented the criteria the Committee had already agreed upon in Chengdu together with the explanatory notes to these criteria that had not formed part of the Decision taken in Chengdu. He recalled that during the drafting process of the document the Secretariat had tried to find a balanced compromise for the draft directives for submission and the evaluation of nominations for inscription on the lists of the Convention. The Secretariat had tried to take into account the provisions of the Convention, indications received from the Committee and the necessity to present a workable set of proposals. Experience gained with the World Heritage Convention and the Masterpieces Proclamation was also taken into account. Finally a set of options had been chosen that the Committee might wish to discuss, and to improve. A difficult choice had been the proposal that States Parties should not submit more than one nomination for inscription per cycle. This option was discussed at length and was the result of an attempt to reconcile the wish so often expressed for an open-ended and inclusive list and the concern related to the feasibility in view of both human and financial factors. These are practical limitations linked to the possibility for States to present files, financial and human limitations for the Secretariat and time constraints for Committee members. It is an attempt to reconcile two requirements: the widest possible inclusiveness of the lists and the credibility of their evaluation and examination process. The Secretary continued that the document also proposes identical evaluation procedures for the USL and the RL with an evaluation to be accomplished by NGOs accredited to the Committee, taking note that a lighter procedure for the RL had been envisaged but had been excluded. 
54.
The Chairperson opened the discussion on Annex 1, recalling that the criteria for inscription on the lists had already been adopted and that only the explanatory notes should now be discussed. 

55.
The Delegation of France, supported by the Delegations of Estonia, India, Belgium, the United Arab Emirates, Turkey and Bolivia, regretted that the document prepared by the Secretariat did not reflect the discussions in Chengdu. It took the example of the reversed order in which the lists are being presented, although the Committee had decided to put the USL before the RL. 

56.
The Delegation of Estonia suggested to first discuss what had not yet been discussed at all, seconded in this by the Delegation of India that also expressed its concerned about the document as of point 14 onward. The Delegation of the United Arab Emirates wondered why this had not been presented to the Committee already in Chengdu, given the great experience of UNESCO in this field. The Delegation of Brazil remarked that the explanatory notes provided by the Secretariat in this document were interpretations that would trigger a reopening of the discussion on the criteria, which had already been approved in Chengdu. 
57.
The Delegation of Mexico noted that further thought should be given to the recurrent word “element”, since in Spanish it does not reflect the sense of the Convention; a better formulation should therefore be found. With reference to point 2, the Delegation underscored that the notion of “generation” was problematic.
58.
The Delegation of Turkey understood that the Lists were presented in the same order as that of the Convention, and asked the Legal Adviser whether this order should be followed. The Legal Adviser replied that the Committee was free to decide the order of the points in the Operational Directives. In the same vein, the Delegation of Luxembourg (Observer) considered that, while according priority to the USL, it was the RL that had logical and philosophical precedence and it was thus logical to retain the order proposed by the Secretariat and set out in the Convention. 
59.
The Delegations of Bolivia and Algeria suggested creating a working group to discuss this issue. 
60.
The Representative of the Director-General indicated to the Delegation of Mexico that the term “element” was already in use in the adopted criteria. She also recalled that the criteria had already been presented in Chengdu with explanatory notes, but those had not been discussed or adopted. The Delegation of Brazil, supported by India, China and France, recalled that the decision of Chengdu did not foresee the submission of criteria to the General Assembly with explanatory notes and that such notes should be avoided at this stage. The Delegation of France proposed not to take account of the explanatory notes and to invert the order of the two lists and begin with the USL. The Delegation of Brazil recalled that the decisions adopted at Chengdu already included these critera which should be approved by the General Assembly. Consequently, the Committee should only have the inscription procedures to adopt. 
61.
After noting that the order of the presentation of the list had been inverted again, the Chairperson closed the session of the day at 17:45. 

[Tuesday 4 September 2007, 10:15]

AGENDA ITEM 4 (CONTINUED): AMENDMENT OF THE RULES OF PROCEDURE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/4 

Decision 2.COM 4

62.
The Chairperson invited the Delegation of Algeria, as representative of the informal working group on the admission of observers, to propose a new drafting of Rules 8.3 and 8.4 of the Rules of Procedure. The group was composed of the Delegations of Algeria, China, France, Gabon, Hungary and Mexico. The Delegation of Algeria  proposed to keep “two months” in Rule 8.3, which would be sufficient for sending a written request, recommended to keep the original draft of Rule 8.4., and suggested to delete any reference to the UN. However, the Delegation noted that at the Bureau meeting that took place earlier that morning, the Representative of the Director-General and the Chairperson remarked that the reference to the UN was still necessary. The group also recommended to use electronic means when granting observer status, and suggested to introduce the terms “in due course” in order to provide a deadline for granting such status. 
63.
The Chairperson opened the floor for discussion. The Delegation of Brazil pointed out that UNESCO, as Member of the UN family, could not authorize the participation of the UN. The Legal Adviser clarified that this Committee was a sovereign body. However, as suggested by the Delegation of India and supported by that of Hungary, it was decided to replace the term “authorizes” with “invites”. 

64.
The Delegation of Brazil also remarked that the Committee could only take decisions collectively, since the representatives of its delegations may change at every meeting. It was further of the opinion that there was a contradiction between the possibility of the Director-General “to invite” and paragraph 8.3 in which the Committee would give its opinion “in due course”. The Delegation of India stressed that the Committee should not be flooded with NGOs that are not competent in the field of ICH. A list should therefore be prepared by the Secretariat on the basis of which the Committee could take a decision at the first day of its session. The Delegation of the United Arab Emirates supported this view but cautioned that the Committee should decide whether it wants to authorize such observers for only one session or for all. It would be better to limit their participation to the next session. 

65.
The Delegation of Bulgaria, while supporting that intergovernmental organizations should be invited and that there should be no restriction on NGOs, suggested that the working group continue discussing who should participate, how and when, in order to submit a solution to the Committee. 

66.
Replying to a question by the Chairperson, and agreeing with an earlier remark made by the Delegation of Hungary by which the Committee may only take decisions collectively, the Legal Adviser clarified that the Committee cannot take decisions through Internet but in plenary, unless the Rules of Procedures are amended. The Committee Members could however carry out consultations among themselves through electronic means. While the Delegation of Bolivia suggested to amend the Rules of Procedure in this sense, and the Delegation of Gabon provided more clarifications about the proposed text, the Delegation of Brazil, seconded by those of France and Mexico, stressed that no decision had been taken in Chengdu concerning the amendment of the Rules and that this was not the moment to have lengthy discussions on this issue. 

67.
The Delegation of France, supported by those of Peru and Gabon added that a decision should be taken on the participation of observers at the next session, that a list of NGOs should be established and that the Rules of Procedure should remain as they are for the time being; the Delegation of China concurred but also mentioned the possibility to still amend the text as a second option. These proposals were supported by the Delegations of the United Arab Emirates, Senegal and Luxembourg (Observer). Following an intervention by the NGO Traditions pour demain (Observer), the Chairperson decided to suspend the debate and ask the working group to continue its discussion.

[11:20]

AGENDA ITEM 6 (CONTINUED): DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE INSCRIPTION OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE ON THE LISTS OF THE CONVENTION

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/6 
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68.
The Chairperson recalled that the Committee had taken the decision the day before that since the criteria for inscription on the List had already been adopted in China, and since the explanatory notes should not be included in the Operational Directives, paragraphs 1 to 13 should be deleted. Following an introduction of the remaining paragraphs by the Secretary, the Chairperson stressed that the Members should pay special attention in their comments to (1) whether the same evaluation process is to be applied to both lists, (2) the role to be played by advisory organizations, (3) the designation of advisory bodies, (4) the thoroughness of the evaluations, (5) the role of public and private bodies and (6) whether the number of inscriptions should be limited. 

69.
The majority of the Members that took the floor emphasized that the document prepared by the Secretariat did not take into account the discussions of the Committee’s first extraordinary session in Chengdu. In particular, they criticized that: 

· the document reflected the spirit of the Masterpieces and the 1972 Convention rather than that of the 2003 Convention; 

· the autonomous character of each list was not reflected; 

· prominence had not been given to the USL; 

· the number of inscriptions had been limited to one national nomination per year and the lists, as presented in the document, were not open-ended;

· monitoring should be essential only for the USL, not the RL;

· there was lack of clarity concerning multinational nominations;

· the procedures, especially concerning referral or deferral of nominations, were based on those of the 1972 Convention, and therefore introduced the concept of “outstanding universal value” instead of that of “representativeness”; the errors made in the implementation of the 1972 Convention were introduced anew here, which was exactly what the Committee wanted to avoid.

70.
In emphasizing the different nature of the Lists of the Convention with that of the Masterpieces Programmes, the Delegation of France regretted all absence of differentiation in the proposals submitted for the RL and the USL. The RL was created to ensure a certain media coverage of the Convention, while recognizing that the principal list was the urgent safeguarding one. If one element by country/year could be proposed for inscription, the countries would make the most direct choice, the most newsworthy, that of the RL. The experts would have a hard time convincing Governments to give priority to an element in danger threatened with disappearance and, consequently, not representative. The Delegation was concerned that the Convention could lose its raison d’etre and not achieve its objectives. Even if countries would favour inscriptions on the USL rather than the RL, the limitation of one inscription per country would oblige countries to sacrifice other elements in danger. For this reason, the Committee had wished that the Lists would be open. However, one had to be realistic and seek a system in order that the Representative List would not become immediately overloaded. While in Chengdu the Committee had decided that only the elements proposed for inscription on the USL be evaluated, the Committee must now reflect upon a system which would allow for a certain balance between the two Lists. While the two Lists are different in nature and objectives, the Delegation invited the Committee to reflect on a mechanism that would link them, suggesting that each State that proposed an element for inscription on the RL undertake to support an element on the USL. This mechanism would represent a true example of cooperation and dialogue between cultures and establish at the same time a bridge between the 2003 and the 2005 Conventions. 

71.
The Delegation of India also stressed the importance of the USL and remarked that inscription on the RL is a decision that should be taken primarily by the States Parties rather than by the Committee. It pointed out that the Secretariat was influenced by the World Heritage Convention, which was illustrated by the proposal in paragraph 18 to refer or defer the inscription of an item. This was, according to the Delegation, meant to prove the “outstanding universal value” of the property to be inscribed on the World Heritage List, while the Committee had rejected this concept of outstanding universal value for the 2003 Convention and had replaced it with the concept of representativeness. Moreover, the USL is more important than the RL and should therefore be placed before it. Besides, the Delegation called the attention of the Secretariat on the terminology used in the draft format for submission of elements. As was stated in Chengdu, also individuals, if applicable, should be mentioned in the paragraph of the format concerning the involvement of communities.

72.
The Delegation of Bulgaria wondered how many multinational nominations could be submitted and complained that communities were excluded from playing an advisory role in the process of reviewing nominations. The Delegation of the Central African Republic also wondered how the Committee would deal with multinational nominations, to which the Secretary replied that according to paragraph 15 of the draft text, multinational nominations do not count towards the limit on the number of nominations per State Party. With regard to the involvement of communities, the Legal Adviser recalled that Article 9.1 of the Convention provided that only NGOs could be accredited by the General Assembly to advise the Committee.

73.
The Delegation of Hungary, supported later by that of Belarus (which also questioned the use of the word “element” in the document), suggested that nominations be submitted to the Secretariat through the State Party’s National Commission, since the process required a lot of coordination at the national level. 

74.
The Delegations of Japan, Estonia, China, Gabon, Belgium, Senegal, Turkey, Brazil, Mexico and Luxembourg (Observer) fully concurred with the opinions expressed by the Delegations of France and India. The Delegation of Japan added that the diversity of the world’s ICH should be enhanced, rather than limited by reducing the number of inscriptions. On its part, the Delegation of Estonia stressed that too much political involvement in the evaluation procedures should be avoided, and also suggested that the Committee should have the right to propose elements for inscription on the USL in cases of extreme urgency. The Delegation of China recalled that, due to financial constraints, the evaluations for inscription should be stricter. The Delegation of Gabon added that the Committee needed to carefully study what is urgent and what is not when considering inscription on the lists. The Delegation of Belgium agreed with that of France that in order to control the number of inscriptions on the RL, States Parties should be obliged to provide thorough justifications in their nomination files, and supported the Delegation of Gabon concerning a clear distinction between the two lists. The Delegation of Turkey further underscored that the implementation of safeguarding measures should be ensured by communities and groups, in accordance with Article 15 of the Convention.

75.
At this stage, the Delegation of Bolivia cautioned that the debate was the same as in Chengdu, and that the Committee should concentrate its efforts in preparing a new document. The Chairperson suggested asking the Secretariat to reformulate the document, before the Committee would start working on its revision, but gave the floor first to other Committee Members who wished to intervene. 

76.
The Delegation of Bulgaria, supported by that of Romania, replied to the Legal Adviser that Article 9 does not mention the functions of the NGOs to be accredited, and that no reference was made to any form of evaluation. This was supported by the Delegation of Senegal, which highlighted that Article 15 clearly states that communities and groups have an important role to play in the active management of the Convention. The Delegation further supported France’s proposal to establish a bridge between both lists, and underlined that the mechanisms to be established by the Committee should not become too heavy and have a dissuasive effect on States Parties. Safeguarding is the most important matter, and everything proposed in the Operational Directives should lead to that. 

77.
The Delegation of India insisted that the main objective of the Convention is safeguarding, not listing. The proposal made by the Secretariat to limit the number of inscriptions on the RL was therefore against the Convention text itself, and a way to reintroduce the concept of outstanding universal value and the Masterpieces through the back door. While the Delegation of Algeria agreed with India on the need to have an open list and to avoid the errors of the 1972 Convention, it also understood that the open list system would be a heavy burden for the Secretariat. 
78.
The Delegation of the United Arab Emirates suggested starting to make corrections of the text, in order to advance the work of the Committee on this issue. The Delegation of Brazil agreed with India, and remarked that no linking mechanism should be established between both lists, as had been suggested by France, since this would create new cooperation obligations that are not included in the Convention. Safeguarding should be done primarily at the State level, not internationally, and States Party have the prerogative of preparing nominations, except in cases of extreme urgency. The Delegation of Mexico also remarked that safeguarding is the main task, and wondered what the role of the accredited organizations would be concerning the evaluation of nomination files. 

79.
The Delegation of Bulgaria insisted on the parallel character of both lists and their differences. The Observer Delegations of the Dominican Republic, Pakistan, Norway and Benin also intervened to support earlier interventions, in particular concerning the open character of the RL and the importance of the USL. 

80.
The Delegation of Luxembourg (Observer) concurred with those of France and India on the importance of safeguarding, and supported France’s suggestion to establish a link between both lists: when a developed State Party requests the inscription of an element on the RL, it should financially support the inscription of an element from a developing country on the USL. However, despite its importance, the attention given to the USL should not be excessive in order to keep a certain harmony between both lists. 
81.
The Delegation of Lithuania (Observer) suggested establishing a working group to work on the document. It further recalled that the limitation to one inscription per year was introduced by the World Heritage Committee years after its entry into force, and that the Intangible Heritage Committee should avoid the mistakes made by the World Heritage Committee. For instance, concerning the evaluation role of advisory bodies, it should be stated clearly in the Operational Directives that an advisory body cannot evaluate an element from its own country. A code of conduct should therefore be established. 

82.
The Delegation of Spain (Observer) cautioned that it would be too early to set limitations for inscriptions at this stage, and that both lists should be treated in a different way. Moreover, it could be too late to start inscriptions on the USL only in 2009. The Observer Delegations of Kenya and Italy informed the Committee that they expected to finalize the ratification process very soon. That of Morocco (Observer) insisted that the 1972 Convention should not be used as a reference, while the Delegation of Cyprus (Observer) warned that the inscription on the RL should not become a competition in which States Parties with more financial means would be able to inscribe more elements than others. 

83.
The Chairperson summarized that the Secretariat should prepare a new draft on the basis of the discussions, to which the Delegation of Peru added that the Delegations of India and France should participate in the preparation of this text. The Representative of the Director-General informed the Committee that the Secretariat had other drafts available in which different procedures and timetables are proposed for both lists, which could be checked by a small working group. She requested some time for the Secretariat to adapt these new texts to fully reflect the Committee’s discussion. 
84.
Following a proposal by the Delegation of Japan to participate together with those of France and India in the working group, the Delegation of India, supported by Bolivia and Algeria, suggested to suspend the work of the Committee for an hour, so that everybody could provide comments. 

85.
The Legal Adviser replied to the question concerning Article 9 of the Convention that the NGO does not make a decision on the inscription, but that the evaluation of nomination files can be seen as one of its advisory functions. Concerning the number of inscriptions, he clarified that indeed the Convention does not refer to it, but that the Committee can determine its own priority inscriptions through its working methods. 

[Lunch break]

[Tuesday 4 September 2007, 15:00]

ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES CONCERNING CRITERIA AND MODALITIES FOR THE ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
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86.
The Chairperson introduced item 7, recalling that a set of criteria had been adopted in Chengdu where it was decided to wait until the Tokyo meeting to examine the issues concerning the consultative functions of NGOs. 

87.
The Secretary presented the document, recalling that in accordance with Article 9.1 of the Convention, the criteria for accreditation of NGOs should be adopted by the General Assembly of States Parties. These criteria were adopted in Chengdu and the Committee requested the Secretariat to prepare a draft with the modalities of participation and the consultative functions (Directives 7 to 10). He informed the Committee that in conformity with decision 4 (bis) adopted in Chengdu, a list with about a hundred NGOs was established in cooperation with Member States. He concluded by inviting States Parties to provide names of other NGOs to complete this list.

88.
The Delegation of Estonia underlined that the responsibilities of the relevant NGOs must be spelt out and that Article 13 of the Convention, which stipulates that each State Party designate or establish one or more competent bodies for the safeguarding of the ICH present in its territory, should be kept in mind ; Article 15 also mentions the role of communities at the national level. In the two cases, NGOs play an important role to ensure the link between civil society and the Committee. The Delegation considered that it was first and foremost States Parties who had obligations and that NGOs had a specific role to play in the Convention, over and above a simple consultative function.

89.
The Delegation of Japan recalled the experience already existing within the World Heritage Convention. The NGOs shall have an evaluator role of candidate files for the USL but not RL. It considered that all reference to Article 16 should be deleted and that the term “evaluate ” should be replaced by “examine ”, a proposal supported by the Delegation of Morocco (Observer). The Chairperson took note of this proposal, but indicated that this would fall under discussions under item 6, supported by the Delegation of Bulgaria which requested the suspension of this item. Moreover, it wished to have a legal opinion on the term consultative function and asked that the answer be given in the presence of all Committee members. The Central African Republic also voiced its agreement with the Delegation of Japan concerning item 7a and asked if NGOs could refuse a request for financial assistance. 

90.
The Delegation of Belarus supported the Japanese proposal and recalled that the evaluation of nominations was the responsibility of bodies with recognized competence. It also proposed that National Commissions coordinate nominations for inscription at the national level.

91.
The Delegation of Belgium proposed an addition to 7d, that NGOs evaluate the effects of the safeguarding plans for multinational proposals and suggested inviting the NGOs to give an opinion on the proposals of multinational nominations.

92.
The Delegation of Estonia, supported by China, disagreed with the proposal made by the Delegation of Belarus to involve National Commissions in coordinating nominations in States Parties, because they have different legal status in each State Party, and concurred with Belgium in proposing more involvement of NGOs to provide advice on safeguarding plans of multinational proposals. 

93.
The Delegation of India supported the proposal made by the Delegation of Japan on 7a and agreed with Estonia that the responsibilities of National Commissions differ from country to country. The Delegation further expressed its strong reservations with 7b and with evaluation of requests for international assistance by NGOs. With regard to 7c, it proposed that NGOs undertake missions to assess the state of safeguarding of ICH in danger “when requested to do so”. The Delegation of Bolivia proposed to add in the first paragraph “under the responsibility of the Committee”.

94.
The Delegation of Estonia took the floor again, considering it would be more advisable to postpone discussion on this issue until after examination of item 6. 

95.
At the request of the Delegation of India who wished to know whether, in the framework of the 1972 Convention, the evaluation of international assistance requests was made by NGOs and then submitted to the Chairperson, the Representative of the Director-General confirmed that these evaluations were made by the advisory bodies, but that the decisions were taken by the Chairperson up to a fixed amount, then by the Committee. 

96.
Considering that the big NGOs, who work in the framework of the 1972 Convention, could not be compared to the small NGOs who were available for the 2003 Convention, the Delegation of India deemed that the evaluation and approval of financial assistance should be the responsibility of the Secretariat, Committee and its Chairperson. The Delegation of Brazil recalled that the advisory bodies to be accredited would be of a different kind to those bodies accredited to the World Heritage because they would be more specialized and work at the local level.

97.
The Delegation of Lithuania (Observer) considered that, based on the experience acquired by the World Heritage Convention, the assistance of advisory bodies in the work of the Committee was essential, especially in the evaluation of activities for the implementation of the Convention. 

98. The Delegation of Bulgaria was surprised that this discussion was being held, after having requested it be postponed, a request supported by the Delegation of Estonia. It further considered it risky to make a direct comparison between the two Conventions and invited the Committee to be innovative, particularly as regards the very specific nature of intangible cultural heritage. 

99.
At 16:00, the Chairperson suspended the Committee meeting on item 7, allowing the Secretariat and the informal working group to work on the text concerning item 6. 

[16:00-21:00]

WORKING GROUP ON AGENDA ITEM 6: DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE INSCRIPTION OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE ON THE LISTS OF THE CONVENTION

100.
The Working Group, comprising Members of the Committee and open to observers, chaired by Mr Chérif Khaznadar, Representative of France, met for five hours to discuss the new proposal prepared by the Secretariat during the lunch break. 

101.
The Representative of the Director-General presented the new text to the Working Group, indicating that the Secretariat had begun from paragraph 13 of the previous document, leaving aside the criteria already approved. This reworked text first presented a procedural proposal for nominations for the USL accompanied by a timetable, followed by a draft procedure for the RL, with its timetable. Given the pressure to proceed immediately with the first inscriptions, transitory measures could allow a reconciliation of the two timetables. Thus, following an experimental stage of the first inscriptions both for the RL and the USL already in 2009, the timetable for inscriptions on the USL could also be accelerated while keeping in mind that the inscriptions on this List required a more in-depth evaluation, therefore more time. 

102.
The Chairperson then opened the discussion, proposing to examine the text paragraph by paragraph.

Operational Directives for inscription on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding

Procedures for a nomination
103.
In order to reflect a clear differentiation between the two lists of the Convention, the Delegation of India asked the Legal Adviser whether the word “inscription” was correct for both lists, since Article 16 says that the Committee shall “establish, keep up to date and publish”, while Article 17 says “shall inscribe”. The Delegation further recalled that Article 2.3 of the Convention uses the term “identification” and Article 7(g) (i) “inscription”. The Delegation considered that “inscription” would only be valid for the USL.

104.
The Representative of the Director-General highlighted that Article 7 (g) (i) speaks about inscription on the lists and proposals mentioned under Articles 16, 17 and 18 that means that inscription is related to all these three Articles. The Delegations of Japan and Estonia agreed with the Representative of the Director-General. 

105.
The Delegation of India indicated that it did not dispute the existence of the two lists, but that the inscription, in conformity with the interpretation of the Convention by Indian jurists, did not concern the USL, the RL being the true domain of the States Parties. 

106.
When the Chairperson enquired whether the room was in agreement with the first paragraph, the Representative of the Diurector-General indicated that this first paragraph was the one of the original text as there had been no disagreement. In paragraph 2, the limitation of the number of nominations had been deleted and the sentence concerning multinational nominations had been retained. Paragraph 3 was completely new. 

107.
Concerning paragraph 2, the Delegation of Japan preferred more neutral language by replacing “States Parties are encouraged to jointly submit multi-national nominations” by “may jointly submit”, leaving it up to States Parties how to nominate elements. Highlighting the importance of multinational nominations, the Delegation of Estonia, supported by Bolivia, preferred to keep “encouraging” States Parties as this could strengthen dialogue, cooperation and awareness-raising. 

108.
Following a reminder from the Delegation of Bolivia of the reservation of the Latin American members with regard to the term “elements”, the Chairperson, while understanding the reservations expressed, recalled that this matter had been discussed many times during earlier meetings. Given the varied and evolutive character of the ICH, the term “element ” appeared for the present to be the best solution until such time as a more appropriate one is found. 

109.
With regard to the new paragraph 3 dealing with the setting of the order of priority for the examination of nominations in the case where the number of requests exceeds the financial resources allocated by the Committee, the Delegation of India requested that mention also be made of the possibility to receive extrabudgetary funding. The Delegation of Bolivia, on the contrary, considered that one of the mandates of the Committee was precisely the seeking of additional funds and that, consequently, the mention of extrabudgetary funding was unnecessary. The Delegation of Estonia remarked that the most important question of this paragraph concerned the order for the examination of nominations and requested the Secretariat to provide justifications in this respect.

110.
The Representative of the Director-General recalled the unanimous rejection by the Committee of any notion of limitation in the number of nominations on either one or the other of the lists. However, note had been made of the financial restrictions that existed in the case of urgent safeguarding as it implied the implementation of safeguarding plans, thus a need for funding, notably from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. In the event that this scenario should occur and without any kind of restriction on the part of States Parties in the number of requests, it is the Committee that establishes an order of priority to be applied by the Committee itself. This restraint does not apply to the submitting States but to the Committee and to the decisions, particularly financial, that it will have to take. 

111.
The Delegation of Bolivia added that if this paragraph was retained, the criteria explaining these priorities would also have to be clearly defined. 

112.
Given the fact that the USL foresees safeguarding plans that require international assistance, the Delegation of Japan wondered who can decide which element is worthy to benefit from urgent safeguarding and which not. It may therefore be wise to introduce some restrictions to a certain number per States Parties as far as the USL is concerned. The equity of States Parties is extremely important for the healthy future of the Convention. With regard to the statement of the Delegation of India that the Convention requests prioritization in case of extreme urgency, the Delegation of Japan reminded that within the paragraph concerned by the nomination process, only urgent safeguarding is concerned. 

113. The Delegation of Bolivia recalled that the Committee was reviewing the nomination procedures and not the modalities for Committee action and proposed the deletion or postponement of paragraph 3, proposal agreed to by the Chairperson who then invited the working group to pass to the chapter on the examination of nominations and its paragraph 4. 

Examination of nominations
114.
The Reprensentative of the Director-General indicated that paragraph 4 corresponded to the former paragraph 16, largely reformulated so as to take account of Committee discussions as well as the observations of the Legal Adviser on this issue. 

115.
The Delegation of Mexico wished that individuals be added to public or private bodies in the examination of nominations. The Delegation of Turkey wondered who would decide upon the number of NGOs to be involved and based on what criteria, and recalled the establishment of an international jury for the evaluation of nominations for Masterpieces. The Chairperson clarified this, indicating that for each case the Committee should decide the number and specialization of the NGOs to be involved. With regard to the proposal of the Delegation of Turkey to designate at least two organizations or persons to make evaluations, a kind of evaluation and counter-evaluation, the Chairperson considered that it was best not to multiply costs at the outset and suggested designating a second organization only in the event of dissent. 

116.
Following the proposal made by the working group to exchange, in the title of the chapter, the word “evaluation ” by that of “examination”, the Delegation of Bolivia wished that paragraph 4 begin with the reminder “in view of their evaluation by the Committee, the nominations will be examined…” 

117.
The Legal Adviser then drew the attention of the working group to Article 9.1 of the Convention that implies that examinations are to be done by NGOs. By following that line, the Committee would avoid contestations and disagreements, in particular if at the end of the nomination process a State Party is unhappy with the outcome and wishes to contest it by claiming that the proper procedure under the Convention was not followed because, for instance, one of the institutions involved may have been governmental. And with governmental institutions one can allege that there was governmental influence. He assumed that this was probably the reason why the drafters of the Convention used the term “non-governmental organizations” in Article 9.1. For a lawyer it is best to stick closely to the Convention in order to minimize possible contestation. He also pointed out that other entities – public and private bodies as well as individuals – can already be consulted in accordance with Article 8.4. The difference is that in-depth examination and analysis are to be done by NGOs, after which the Committee may invite others to offer their comments. He once again clarified that Article 9.1 should apply under paragraph 4 of the text under discussion, but finally the Committee is sovereign to take its decisions.

118.
The Delegation of Bulgaria recalled that Article 8.4 of the Convention concerning the working methods of the Committee and Article 9.1 concerning the accreditation of advisory bodies are very different from the question of evaluations. Moreover, it was uneasy with regard to the establishment of an hierarchy among the bodies evaluating the nominations, reserving the first place for NGOs, then institutions and experts. Recalling that in Chengdu it was decided that one of the principal criteria for choosing NGOs was their level of expertise, the Delegation preferred the global term of “expert bodies” including NGOs with expertise structures, but also experts and research institutions. Responding to the concern of the Delegation of Turkey regarding the number of organizations chosen to carry out evaluations of a given file, it proposed to formalize this procedure by a clear decision.

119.
The Chairperson intervened, requesting that the term evaluation should not be confused with that of accreditation. The Committee first proposed the accreditation of a certain number of NGOs to the Committee who could later proceed with evaluations. He asked the Legal Adviser why in the chapter concerning the examination of nominations there is a reference in Article 9.1 of the Convention that concerns the accreditation of the consultative organizations. 

120.
Recalling the drafting process of the Convention, the Legal Adviser recalled that the drafters did not want to follow the World Heritage model in mentioning specific NGOs in the Convention, because this would have limited the choice of evaluating NGOs forever or at least until the Convention would be amended. The drafters of the 2003 Convention wanted to have the choice among a variety of NGOs to do evaluations. Article 9.1 is meant as a filtering process by which NGOs are recognized as being knowledgeable. 

121.
Recalling that this issue had already been discussed at length in Chengdu, the Delegation of Estonia proposed amending paragraph 4 with the words “in accordance with Article 9 of the Convention and with consideration of Article 8.4 where applicable” to take into account the considerations of those countries that may not be satisfied with the NGOs that will be accredited. In response to the Delegation of Bulgaria, Estonia pointed out that governmental institutions’ involvement could be a dangerous issue in some parts of the world and highlighted the necessity to come to a consensus on this matter. 

122. In response to the Delegations of Bulgaria and Estonia, the Delegation of Gabon recalled that it had purposely requested the addition of institutions and experts to take account of the fact that in the absence of NGOs able to accomplish this task in Africa, the necessary expertise was available in these entities, and requested that all reference to Article 9 of the Convention be deleted. 

123.
The Delegation of India proposed as a compromise “the examination of nominations by the Committee shall be accomplished by one or more accredited advisory organizations as well as by any public or private bodies as well as by private persons with recognized competence in ICH in conformity with Article 8”, in order to take into account the important concern raised by the Delegation of Gabon. The Delegation of Bolivia drew the attention of the Chairperson to the communities, groups and individuals mentioned in Article 15 of the Convention and asked that reference be made to this Article as well. 

124.
Having attended all drafting sessions of the Convention, the representative of the Delegation of Japan confirmed that the spirit behind Article 9.1 is exactly what the Legal Adviser explained. The language of 9.1 specifies how to involve these entities to assist the Committee, without limiting the advisory capacities to these entities. Article 8 concerning the working methods of the Committee does not specify the activities of private bodies or individuals. It simply concerns how to involve them. This means that it is up to the Committee to decide who should serve or assist it for advisory purposes. While fully supporting the Delegations of Estonia and India, the Delegation of Japan drew attention to a slight problem with Article 8.4 as the language used says that “the Committee may invite to its meetings”. This means that these individuals and entities can be invited to meetings but says nothing about the examination process prior to these meetings. 

125.
Noting that there was a consensus on paragraph 4 as amended by the Delegation of India, the Chairperson passed on to paragraph 5.

126.
The Delegation of India proposed to add in this paragraph a reference to the dangers threatening ICH and invited the group to add a sentence taken from the Guidelines that were to be followed for nomination files for proclamation as Masterpiece. 

127.
The Delegation of Japan considered that the proposed paragraph 5 confuses technical assessments that can be done by the Secretariat and examinations requiring expertise.

128.
The Delegation of Estonia, with regard to the concern expressed by that of Gabon during the discussion of paragraph 4, proposed to insert in paragraph 5 “in recognition with Article 15 of the Convention” in order to bring in the participation and involvement of communities. The Delegation of Bulgaria, for its part, did not agree with this suggestion because Article 15 refers to the obligations of States, while paragraph 5 of this document refers to the duties of the Committee. 

129.
Paragraph 5 was then approved as amended by the Delegations of India and Japan, omitting the word ‘acculturation’ at the request of the Delegation of Belgium. 

130.
The Representative of the Director-General explained that paragraph 6 replaced the former paragraph 18 and made mention of only two categories instead of four. The simplification of this paragraph was appreciated by the Chairperson who then passed to paragraph 7. 

Evaluation and decision by the Committee of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage
131.
The working group decided not to repeat Article 8.4 of the Convention and paragraph 9 was deleted, with paragraph 10 and new paragraph 8 adopted as such. 

Nominations needing to be treated urgently
132.
The Chairperson recalled that it was decided, at the beginning of the meeting of the working group, that paragraph 3 concerning the establishment of the order of priority of nominations should be included in the chapter relating to nominations needing to be treated most urgently. The Delegation of Bolivia considered, in this event, that it was necessary to define clear criteria to establish priorities (geographical, cost, who evaluates…) and that for the present it was a very lengthy, delicate and difficult undertaking. The Delegations of India, Estonia and Mexico expressed their agreement with the Delegation of Bolivia indicating that, even in WHC, such a judgement was not retained, and the Chairperson, also of this opinion, decided to delete the former paragraph 3. The Representative of the Director-General agreed that this very sensitive text could raise problems of a political nature and it was preferable, at this stage, to withdraw it in order to reach a consolidated text to propose for a consensus. However, she was convinced that these problems would resurface during the inscription of elements on the Urgent Safeguarding List if funds are insufficient to finance preparatory assistance and safeguarding plans. The Delegation of India added that the Committee should reflect upon innovative approaches with regard to financial contributions to solve this issue. 

133.
The Delegation of Estonia recalled that under Article 17.3 of the Convention, the Committee has the duty to propose criteria to define extreme urgency to the General Assembly, and that therefore there was a problem of priority. 

134.
The Representative of the Director-General infomed the working group that the Committee was also mandated to discuss the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund and that it was foreseen to reserve 5% of these Funds to respond to requests for extreme urgency which, de facto, already constitute a quantitative criteria. 

135.
With regard to paragraph 12, new 10 , the Delegation of India remarked the absence of a reference to Article 17.3 of the Convention that stipulates that, in cases of extreme urgency, the Committee may inscribe an item in consultation with the State Party concerned. The Chairperson, indicating that this mention is found in paragraph 13, proposed to place paragraph 13 before 12 and to make one paragraph. This proposal was retained by the working group and thus constitutes the new paragraph 9. 

Removal of an element from the Urgent Safeguarding List 
136.
Paragraph 14 – new paragraph 11 : The Delegation of Bolivia considered it necessary to include in this paragraph that the Committee, in taking the decision to withdraw an element from the USL, must base its decision on a valid study. At the request of the Delegation of Turkey, that wished to know what the procedure would be for the Committee to withdraw an element, the Chairperson indicated that this could be the case if an element no longer met all the inscription criteria. The Delegation of Bulgaria considered that the formula used in paragraph 14 foresaw regular reports on the safeguarding of the element in question. It emphasized the need for a mechanism to organize such safeguarding reports and recalled its proposal made in Chengdu to inscribe an element on the USL for the duration of its safeguarding plan. 

137.
The Chairperson declared this paragraph approved by consensus after the addition of a sentence concerning the study on the implementation of the safeguarding plan. 

USL – Transfer of an element from one List to the other
138.
Paragraph 15 – new 12 : The Representative of the Director-General regretted that the Secretariat had not yet received clear indications on this point from the Committee to permit the drafting of a paragraph reflecting the viewpoint of the Committee. 

139.
The Delegation of India considered that it should be possible to have an element simultaneously inscribed on the RL and on the USL and requested to drop the first part of the paragraph preventing such a situation. In response to this proposal, the Delegations of Bolivia and Estonia thought it preferable to establish a bridge between the two lists, considering it unsuitable to have the same element inscribed on both lists at once. The Delegation of Belgium, followed by that of Gabon and Mexico, did not see any need to keep this paragraph since both lists are completely different, which makes a situation in which an item would simultaneously be inscribed on the USL and on the RL unlikely.

140.
The Delegation of Japan supported those of Bolivia and Estonia considering that the two lists have a very different character. But in order to make things clear for the future, clear language is needed and the provision should be maintained in its present form. 

141.
The Delegation of Turkey, taking into consideration the spirit of the Convention and the representativity of the ICH, wondered if all the elements should not be inscribed on the RL, whether they are in need of urgent safeguarding measures or not. 

142.
Whilst taking note of the three different positions within the working group, namely the possibility of an element being inscribed simultaneously on both lists, maintenance of the paragraph as it stands or its complete deletion, the Chairperson indicated that since the outset, it was very clear that there were two distinct lists with the possibility of passing from one list to the other. However, it was not logical that an element could at the same time be very sick requiring intensive care, and be representative. 

143.
In response to the remark of the Delegation of India that the Convention does not explicitly preclude that an element be inscribed in parallel on both lists, the Delegation of Japan, fully supported by the Chairperson, recalled that the RL requests a management plan for the element inscribed, while the USL calls for the submission of a safeguarding plan. These two plans having a different nature, the same item should not be on both lists at the same time. 

144.
The Delegation of Bolivia considered it of the highest importance to conserve this paragraph, as the problem could arise with the very first inscriptons. The Delegation of Peru joined Bolivia in underscoring the need to establish the rules from the outset. In response to the concern expressed by the Delegation of India, the Delegation of Peru explained that an element inscribed on the RL, in need of care at a given time of its life, could pass automatically onto the USL, but the inverse should not be true. An element, inscribed on the USL, once “healed”, cannot automatically be placed on the RL. The Chairperson confirmed that this should be the case but that there was not clear unanimity on this point. 

[Break]

[19h00]

145.
The Chairperson informed the working group that during the break the participants had continued discussions and that the Delegation of Belgium wished to make a statement. 

146.
The Delegation of Belgium indicated its alarm at the automatic passage of an element from one List to the other. It indicated that it could only accept this text on the condition that the two lists existed separately, that the transfer was not automatic and that each transfer should be accompanied by all the required procedures. The Chairperson added that the Delegation of India wished that the text be slightly revised indicating that only the return to the RL should be automatic. In other words, when a State requests that an element inscribed on the RL is transferred to the USL and comes off the RL for that reason, that same element, once safeguarded, should be able to transfer back automatically to the RL without having to undergo the initial procedures. The Delegation of Bolivia considered that an official report was still required before the new transfer to the RL. 

147.
The Delegation of Japan, referring to the language of Article 7 “functions of the Committee”, paragraph (g) (i) “inscriptions on the lists” in plural did not see any possibility of automatic transfer from one list to another. It considered that the concern expressed by the Delegation of Belgium is totally in line with the Convention’s language and any automatic transfer should be excluded. 

148. The Chairperson considered that the spirit of the Convention should be respected, in that there were two distinct lists, which implied that an element could only be inscribed on one or the other of the lists. From the moment when one of the criteria defining that an element is on one of the lists is no longer valid, a procedure may be engaged for the transfer to the other list, excluding any automatic transfer. He invited the Delegation of India to follow the working group in adopting this paragraph as it stands, while keeping in mind that in a few years time, after experience will have been gained, automatic transfer might be discussed. Following the agreement of the Delegation of India, the Chairperson declared this paragraph adopted and thanked the Delegations of India and Turkey for having joined the consensus. 

Update and publication of the Urgent Safeguarding List

149.
`Paragraph 16 – new 13 : The Delegation of Bulgaria requested that in this paragraph mention be made that the evaluations carried out within the Committee would be anonymous to avoid any problems. The Delegation of Bolivia remembered that this question had been discussed during the establishment of the preliminary draft of the Convention. 

150.
The Chairperson considered that if the elements were inscribed it was because the evaluations had been positive, providing transparency of the reasons for which one or other element had been inscribed. The Delegation of Bolivia added that the widest possible diffusion would contribute towards the visibility but unfortunately, the working languages had to be abided by, but not all those used within the United Nations system. It expressed the wish that some States Parties might eventually take responsibility for the diffusion of files in other languages. The Chairperson wondered whether it was not preferable to allocate funds to safeguarding actions rather than the publication of files in many languages.

151.
The Delegation of Japan observed that the language of the paragraph is not very clear and requested clarification on whether the Secretariat should examine the inscribed items and who has to make available those files? 

152.
The Representative of the Director-General indicated that the paragraph under consideration referred to the consultation of nomination files at UNESCO Headquarters for all who wished to consult them there. Little by little as such precious documentation is compiled, it would be made available to students and researchers. With regard to questions of confidentiality and copyright, the Secretariat proposed to limit itself, for the present time, to only inscribed elements and which, therefore, had been positively evaluated. With regard to the possibility of their electronic availability, the questions of language, digitization, and funding means, etc. have to be considered. Therefore, it was judged useful to retain the formula “as far as possible”. 

153.
Consequently, the Delegation of Japan suggested replacing “examination” of these files by “consultation”. The Chairperson, informed that this word was already employed in the French version of the document, and proceeded to paragraph 17.

154.
Paragraph 17 – new 14 : The Chairperson considered the time lapse of five years to publish the lists in paper form rather long and suggested every two years. To the response of the Secretariat that this time lapse was chosen in view of financial considerations that such a publication would involve, the Chairperson indicated that there was no need for luxury publications but very simple ones. The proposal was accepted with the suggestions of the Delegation of Estonia to coincide the frequency of the publication of the lists with those of the General Assembly sessions. 

Timetable - Global view of procedures
155.
Paragraph 20 – new paragraph 15 : The Representative of the Director-General indicated that amendments should be made, notably with regard to new terminology of the preceeding paragraphs. She indicated that for USL the original timetable had been retained – for a period of eighteen months – whereas for the RL, for which an accelerated and more flexible procedure of evaluation had been proposed, a shortened timetable over one year was foreseen. 

156.
The Chairperson agreed not to return to terminology but proposed to examine chronology.

157. With regard to the preparation and submission of nominations, the Delegation of Gabon expressed its doubts concerning the delay of two months between 1 July and 1 September of Year 1 to provide additional elements of sufficiently high quality, if necessary. The Secretary indicated that the States could send their nomination files throughout the year, even if the Secretariat is aware that the majority of nominations would likely be received at the last moment. Upon receipt of the files, the Secretariat registers and studies them. For files linked to financial assistance for their preparation, the entire procedure takes twelve months, for the others it takes six months. The Delegation of Gabon however expressed its concern about files being received at the last minute. The Representative of the Director-General remarked that the whole procedure for an urgent safeguarding action took eighteen months, which was already rather lengthy. Being fully aware of the problems that the preparation of a good file presented, she was convinced that if a longer time was allowed the notion of urgent safeguarding would become illusionary. The Delegation of Bolivia reminded that experts would be involved in the preparation of files. If they were good experts, revisions would be minor, therefore urgency should come before all other considerations. Following the reminder from the Delegation of Gabon that often the safeguarding plans were largely dependent on national administration, which was time-consuming, and the month of August was in many cases a holiday month, the working group agreed to extend by one month the period allowed to complete the incomplete files and to begin this procedure on 1 June instead of 1 July. 

Operational Directives for inscriptions on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity

Procedure for nominations
158.
Following a proposal by the Delegation of Estonia, only paragraphs that were different than those that had just been agreed would now be discussed. The Chairperson recalled that the two first paragraphs 21, new 16, and 22, new 17, were exactly the same as paragraphs 1 and 2, adopted as they stand. However, the Representative of the Director-General added that paragraphs 23, 24, 25 and 26 were completely new, proposing a simpler and more rapid procedure as the Committee had insisted on the need to have two lists of a distinctly different nature. In agreement with the Legal Adviser, this preparatory work of examination will be entrusted to a subsidiary body of the Committee established in conformity with Article 21 of the Rules of Procedure and not to NGOs, experts and institutions. The procedure for the establishment of such a subsidiary body was left to the discretion of the Committee. Paragraph 24, new paragraph 19, should be amended to reflect the changes made to paragraph 5. Paragraph 25, new 20, corresponds to paragraph 6 already examined and amended, and paragraph 26, new 21, corresponds to paragraph 7, it being understood that the end of paragraph 7 has not been reproduced here as the right to benefit from international assistance was only valid for the USL. Therefore, these three paragraphs have, de facto, already been approved.  However, the evaluation procedure for the RL is completely new.

 Examination of nominations

159.
Paragraph 23, new 18 : in response to the Delegation of Bulgaria that wished to know the difference between a subsidiary body and the experts envisaged for the USL, the Representative of the Director-General indicated that the subsidiary body as defined by the Rules of Procedure comprises members of the Committee. It is therefore a sub-body of the Committee similar to the one created for the emblem of the Convention. The Chairperson also added that the Committee had wished, both in Chengdu and in Tokyo, that the inscriptions on the RL would not entail financial implications and that the subsidiary body would only verify whether the criteria had been correctly respected. The Delegation of Mexico considered that it was not the moment to discuss the nature/character of a subsidiary body. 

160.
The Delegation of Japan proposed to simplify the procedure because of the different nature of the two lists, and suggested that the title of all the paragraphs from 18 to 21 be “Technical evaluation of the conformity of nominations to be carried out by the Secretariat and, if necessary, with expert assistance”. It also requested the creation of a database of experts for recommendation to Member States. The Delegation of Peru expressed its disagreement with this proposal, considering that it would make the procedure much more complicated then that proposed by the Secretariat and requested that the text be kept as proposed. However, it judged it necessary to define on what basis the subsidiary body would evaluate the files presented by the countries and especially verify whether the files were in conformity with the criteria. 

161.
The Delegation of Belgium regretted that the Committee had gone from a very serious examination of nominations to an extremely lax system, being satisfied with a purely technical examination of files considering that this was sufficient for an element to be inscribed on the RL. It considered that to be inscribed on the RL, the element had to be representative, therefore possess a certain number of qualities, and it expressed its doubts on the good judgement that a State might have on the different elements that would be presented. Very reticent with regard to this simplified procedure, the Delegation expressed its concerns that the RL would become a mishmash and valueless without a serious examination by experts. 

162.
The Delegation of Algeria noted that it was in favour of maintaining the responsibility for nomination files with the States, they having primary responsibility for the safeguarding of ICH and having undertaken commitments in the name of the Convention. It recalled Article 21 of the Rules of Procedure that allowed the Committee to call for serious evaluations, if need be, and requested that the paragraph be retained as proposed by the Secretariat.

163. The Delegation of Bolivia considered that the Secretariat should not be overstretched; to carry out an administrative and technical evaluation required in-depth expertise. The volume of work would be far too much. Therefore, a part of the responsibility should be entrusted to Member States, notably those comprising the subsidiary body. It was in agreement with the subsidiary body, and not in agreement with the issue of experts, and requested that the text as prepared by the Secretariat be maintained. 

164.
The Delegations of Gabon and Estonia and France, considering that it was the responsibility of the States Parties to control the quality of the files, requested the text be maintained as is.

165.
The Delegation of Japan did not understand why its proposal was not well received by the working group. As it had been decided to keep the RL an open list, the Committee is not in a position to know how many nominations will be submitted and, therefore, does not know how many experts will be needed for this subsidiary body. According to Article 21.2 of the Rules of Procedure, so it reminded the members of the working group, the Committee shall define the composition and terms of reference of a subsidiary body at the time of its establishment, but this could only be done once the nomination process will have started. For that reason, the Delegation proposed to establish a database of experts and it should be up to the Secretariat to select or appoint one or more appropriate experts from this database. This system would ensure the quantity and quality of the experts needed and would give all the needed flexibility. 

166.
The Secretary recalled that the Secretariat has to remain as neutral as possible. If the Secretariat appoints experts and they make a negative or contested evaluation this will reflect back on the Secretariat. Therefore, this specific task should not be done by the Secretariat. 

167. The Chairperson resumed discussions on paragraph 23, new 18, adopted with the amendment of Bulgaria concerning the conformity of nominations with established criteria. Paragraphs 24, 25 and 26 (new 18, 19 and 21) were also adopted as amended for the USL. 

Evaluation and decision by the Intangible Cultural Heritage Safeguarding Committee

168.
The Representative of the Director-General then clarified that paragraph 27, new 22, corresponded to paragraph 8, already adopted. Paragraph 28, new 23, deleted from the USL (paragraph 9) was added to refer to the possibility of associating individuals possessing recognized competence in the examination of nominations (Article 8.4 of the Convention). Paragraph 29, new paragraph 24, corresponded to paragraph 10, and paragraph 30, new paragraph 25 corresponded to paragraph 11. With regard to paragraph 31, new paragraph 26, provision is made for the withdrawal of an element if the Committee so deems necessary, as it no longer fulfils one or more criteria. 

169.
Considering that in paragraph 27, new 22, it was not the role of the Secretariat to give an overall view to the Committee, the Delegations of Bolivia and Algeria suggested that it was the responsibility of the subsidiary body directly dependent on the Committee. 

170.
The Delegation of Peru requested the deletion of Article 28, new 23. Following the remark of the Delegation of Morocco (Observer) that certain delegations or National Commissions had difficulty consulting electronic files, the Secretariat indicated that all the files would be available electronically, but those who had no means of access could request the Secretariat make paper versions available. 

171.
Paragraph 29, new 24, was adopted (new 23). The Delegations of Algeria, Estonia, Turkey, France and Spain (Observer) requested the deletion of the paragraph proposing that a nomination could no longer be resubmitted for inscription once rejected by the Committee. Paragraph 30, new 24, was adopted with the addition of a delay of four years for the resubmission of a rejected nomination, on the understanding that the State Party would be informed of the reasons for the rejection of the nomination file. 

Transfer of an element from one list to the other

Update and publication of the Representative List 

172.
The Representative of the Director-General indicated that for the new paragraphs 26, 27 and 28, the Secretariat would ensure that the same amendments as those made to the corresponding paragraphs of the USL were made. 

Timetable – Global view of procedures

173.
With regard to the timetable, she informed that it was new and presented a simpler more flexible procedure, based on a year with no preparatory assistance foreseen. The subsidiary body proposed for the examination of files of nominations would meet in May of Year 2, outside of Committee meetings.

Transitory timetable for the first inscriptions on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding

174.
Taking into account the request of the Committee, and in order to respond to the expectations of States, populations and communities to see the Convention operational, a transitory timetable for the first inscriptions on the USL has been proposed so that the first inscriptions can take place, both on the RL and the USL, at the end of a year after the second General Assembly, namely in September 2009.

175.
The Chairperson expressed his gratitude to the working group for having found a consensus on this document which was then presented to the plenary the following day. 

[Wednesday 5 September 2007, 10:15]

176. The Chairperson recalled that the Committee had started working on items 4, 6 and 7, and that two informal working groups had prepared their respective consensus texts to be given to the Committee for discussion. He suggested starting with item 4, on “observer status”. 

AGENDA ITEM 4 (CONTINUED): AMENDMENT OF THE RULES OF PROCEDURE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/4 

Decision 2.COM 4

177.
The Chairperson suggested that rather than amending the Rules of Procedure, the Committee should take a decision on this issue similar to the one it had taken in Chengdu.

178.
The Delegation of Gabon, presenting the proposal prepared by the informal working group on this issue, underlined that the working group considered that the work of the Committee is still in a transitional period that requires flexibility and transparency to avoid mistakes. The new proposal therefore intends to answer in a flexible way who should be admitted as observers, how and when. 

179.
The Chairperson asked the Legal Adviser whether the Rules of Procedure should be suspended, as had happened in Chengdu. The Legal Adviser replied that, in order to avoid confusion, it was desirable to suspend existing Rule 8 of the Rules of Procedure. Paragraph 7 of the new draft decision could therefore read “decides to provisionally suspend Rule 8 of its Rules of Procedure”, and paragraph 8, “further decides to continue to examine at its next session the issue of admission of non-governmental organizations and non-profit-making institutions, with the view to taking a decision on this matter”.

180.
The Delegation of India, supported by those of China, Vietnam and Senegal, referring to paragraph 4 of the new draft, proposed to delete the reference to National Commissions or to add the words “if appropriate”, since they are not empowered to take such decisions. It also suggested to replace the words “Pemanent Delegations” with “States Parties to the Convention and, if appropriate…” The Delegation of Nigeria, however, believed that Permanent Delegations should also be mentioned. Following a discussion on how to always admit UNESCO Member States and how to deal with the role of National Commissions (with a reference to UNESCO’s correspondence manual), the Secretariat produced a new proposal that was adopted subsequently. The Delegation of Japan recalled that the decision was taken only for the admission of observers to the Committee’s next extraordinary session in Bulgaria.  

AGENDA ITEM 6 (CONTINUED): DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE INSCRIPTION OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE ON THE LISTS OF THE CONVENTION

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/6 and 6 Rev
Decision 2.COM 6

181.
The Chairperson recalled that the Secretariat had been asked to produce a revised text and that a working group, chaired by the representative of France, had been established to study this text. 

182.
The Delegation of France thanked the Secretariat for producing a new document reflecting exactly what the Committee had discussed in China and at its current session. The working group had studied all its paragraphs, in a spirit of consensus, being aware that nobody could be fully satisfied. The result is a document based on consensus, in which none of the paragraphs was left in brackets. The objective is that within eighteen months, the Committee can start inscribing elements on the lists of the Convention. 

183.
The Representative of the Director-General introduced the text and remarked that some stylistic corrections should be made, in particular in the French version. The new draft proposed different examination procedures and different timetables for each of the lists. She clarified that the proposed exceptional timetable to allow the first inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List as early as 2009 was not to be included in the Operational Directives document. 

184.
Following a presentation by the Secretary of the proposed timetables, the Chairperson asked whether there were any comments in order to adopt it as it stood. The Delegations of Brazil, Turkey, Nigeria, Japan, Mexico, Bolivia, Central African Republic and India took the floor to support the adoption of the document. The Delegation of Senegal suggested to invert the order of paragraphs 9 and 10 in order to reflect cases of extreme urgency first, which was not supported by the Delegation of India because then the words “in consultation with” should be introduced for extreme urgent cases, and this was already clearly explained in the Convention itself. 

185.
The Delegation of Belarus asked whether the draft nomination format should be included in the Operational Directives, to which the Representative of the Director-General replied that this was a technical matter between the Secretariat and the States Parties, and that in the years to come, with more experience acquired, new proposals might be made. ICTM (Observer) expressed its hope that the importance given to the Urgent Safeguarding List would also be reflected in the allocation of financial resources. The Delegation of Belgium intervened to recall that the subsidiary body in charge of examining nomination files for the Representative List should be composed of experts, and asked the Secretariat to highlight this in the Summary Record. 

186.
The decision together with the draft Operational Directives was adopted with an amendment proposed by the Delegation of Nigeria. Following adoption, the Delegation of France and the Observer Delegation of Morocco took the floor to congratulate the Committee on the approval of this text that truly reflected its debates in Chengdu. 

[Lunch break]

[14:48]

AGENDA ITEM 7 (CONTINUED): DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES CONCERNING THE CRITERIA AND MODALITIES FOR THE ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/7
Decision 2.COM 7

187.
The Chairperson recalled that the day before, while some Members of the Committee had started working on item 6, others had started the discussion of item 7 and several constructive suggestions had been received. He recalled that the changes in item 6 concerning terminology would also be reflected in item 7. 

Advisory functions
188.
The Delegation of Peru, supported by that of Brazil, referring to consultative functions, underlined the need to take account of the amendments made to item 6 of the agenda concerning the creation of a subsidiary organ to examine the requests for inscription on the USL. It should be noted that the NGOs can only provide examination reports on nomination files for the USL and not the RL. 

189.
The Delegation of India added that the Secretariat should clarify that the modifications of item 6 would be reflected accordingly in the document under consideration. The Secretary said that the Secretariat had decided to present the text first as it was, without anticipating the outcome of the discussion of item 6 in the plenary, and therefore changes as suggested by Peru had not yet been reflected. Still on paragraph 7, the Delegation of India added that with regard to the same phrasing of item 6, all mention of missions to be undertaken by NGOs to assess the safeguarding of ICH should be eliminated and brought into line with the more precise language adopted that same morning for item 6.

190.
The Representative of the Director-General, referring to paragraph 11 of item 6 approved that morning, recalled that an element is removed from the USL by the Committee when it considers that following a study of the state of implementation of the safeguarding plan, the element in question no longer fulfils one or several of the criteria of that List. She proposed the modification of paragraph 7 (c) in the light of this paragraph 11 already approved. 

191.
The Delegation of Brazil, supported by that of India, raised its concern that this paragraph is a rather legal text with cross-references to the Articles of the Convention and only understandable for parties very familiar with the Convention. But it was afraid that even for NGOs it would not be easy to understand what is really expected from them. With regard to proposed 7(d) and the proposal to entrust NGOs to provide advice for the evaluation of periodic reports, the Delegation wondered if advice should be given on the way the Committee has to make evaluations of national reports or on the national reports themselves, reminding that the latter should normally not be reviewed by anybody else except an intergovernmental body. It also invited the Committee to redraft the paragraph concerning the involvement of NGOs in international assistance requests. 

192.
The Delegation of India deemed it necessary to add “at the request of the Committee” when inviting NGOs to examine nominations and to delete the paragraph on the examination of requests for international assistance, as the NGOs working in the framework of the 2003 Convention are small grassroots NGOs and not big ones like those of the 1972 Convention who have considerable financial resources. This will result in small NGOs being dominated by big ones, which is totally undesirable. With regard to 7(d), the Delegation suggested that NGOs might provide advice when requested to do so by the Committee about the effects of safeguarding plans accompanying multinational proposals to the USL. It furthermore agreed with the Delegation of Brazil that States Parties could not accept that NGOs carry out evaluations of periodic reports. 

193.
Summing up the discussion so far and stating that the advisory functions should only be carried out if so requested by the Committee, the Chairperson suggested to add this reference in the heading of the paragraph. 

194.
While supporting the amendments proposed by the Delegation of India, the Delegation of Bulgaria noted that paragraph 7 was a little unbalanced in that it spoke only of NGOs and not of other consultative bodies. For its part, the Delegation of Estonia agreed with the amendments proposed for 7(d) but disagreed with the Delegation of Bulgaria to include other advisory partners in paragraph 7 since it concerned only the accreditation of NGOs. In response to the Delegation of Brazil, it recalled that there are certain countries where NGOs represent grassroots level and communities. The Delegation of Estonia therefore wished to keep a mention of NGOs and examination reports somewhere in the document. 

195.
The Delegation of the Central African Republic was uncomfortable that NGOs might reject requests for international assistance and if that were the case, the Delegation wished to support that of India in asking for the deletion of paragraph b of this item, recalling that this is a matter of a Convention ratified by States and not by NGOs. The Chairperson added that NGOs will not have other functions than those decided upon by the Committee and, since the international assistance issue has not yet been discussed, he did not deem fruitful to spend much time on this particular point at this moment of the Committee session. He suggested therefore to put paragraph (b) into brackets and to move on to paragraph 8.

196.
The Delegation of China suggested, as some Delegations seemed to have problems with the term “NGOs”, to use the wording “advisory organizations” as used in Article 9 of the Convention. It also agreed to delete any reference to advice to be given by NGOs on periodic reports as this is a question between the State Party and the Committee. 

197.
The Delegation of Romania with a concern for transparency, proposed involving NGOs in the examination of requests for international assistance, referring to the Convention where it is indicated that the Committee shall consult other bodies. It then supported the Delegation of Bulgaria, emphasizing that account had also to be taken of other consultant bodies and not exclusively the NGOs.

198.
With regard to the agenda item specifically concerning the consultant functions of NGOs, the Delegation of Hungary, in agreement with that of Estonia and supported by that of Belarus, recalled that the term NGO could not be replaced by another term. The Delegation of Mexico added that the Rules of Procedure, and in particular Article 6, specifically concerned the advisory role of NGOs, have also been taken into consideration. The Delegation of France recalled that the initial six paragraphs of the document made reference to NGOs and had already been adopted in Chengdu. Therefore, it was not logical to change the terminology of paragraph 7. 

199.
The Legal Adviser made clear that the accreditation process, as opposed to consultation, only concerns NGOs, in conformity with Article 9.1 of the Convention, Article 8.4 providing that the Committee can consult other entities. If the Committee wants to ensure that it has sufficient flexibility in requesting advice from NGOs, it may wish to add an additional paragraph stating “any other advisory functions that the Committee may deem useful”. 

200.
The Delegation of India suggested, in agreement with the Delegation of China, to add in the criteria NGOs and non-profit making institutions, in order to be more complete. The Legal Adviser was afraid that this would be problematic because non-profit making institutions might be governmental and the Directives concern only the accreditation of non governmental organizations as per Article 9.1 of the Convention. 

201.
The Delegation of Brazil thought that the Legal Adviser had in fact put in question whether it is at all necessary to keep paragraph 7, recalling that paragraph 7 does not concern accreditation but the relationship between the accredited NGOs and the Committee. The Delegation of Bulgaria agreed that this paragraph should not be elaborated for the moment and suggested to go further with the other paragraphs of the document. 

202.
The Delegation of Japan explained that the confusion within the Committee comes from the title of Article 9 of the Convention and its substance. The title mentions the accreditation of advisory organizations while the substance concerns only non-governmental organizations. Therefore, both positions are correct. It cautioned not to mix up other advisory organizations and other entities with functions based on Article 8.4 of the Convention with those to be accredited under Article 9.1 of the Convention. 

203.
The Representative of the Director-General recalled that the title of the item and the subject of debate concerned the finalization of the draft Operational Directives for accreditation of NGOs, the criteria and modalities of organization of which had already been approved in China. She conceded that the consultant functions might not need to appear in this text, not having been indicated in the heading of the item, and suggested to consider the paragraph as a recapitulative article. Recalling that international assistance and the role falling on NGOs under this item had not yet been discussed by the Committee, she wondered whether the debate on this point could be suspended and a decision as to whether or not to retain this paragraph be taken later. 

204.
The Chairperson, fully agreed with the Representative of the Director-General, and proposed to put paragraph 7 in brackets, supported by the Delegations of Hungary, France and China, and requested the Secretariat to rewrite this paragraph taking account of the debate as well as future discussions. 

Procedure for accreditation
205.
The Legal Adviser invited the Committee to be cautious and to add under paragraph 8(a) that NGOs requesting accreditation should also submit a copy of their statutes or other constitutive texts. The Delegation of India reminded that the Committee already had discussed about non-governmental grassroots organizations and local organizations and that some of them, while having legal personalities compatible with domestic law and regular membership, might not have statutes, while recalling that in the framework of the Masterpieces Programme the indigenous legal regimes for the protection of intangible heritage had been recognized. The Delegation also deplored the exclusion of traditional groups from the decision-making process concerning the safeguarding of traditional cultures and folklore. It suggested not requesting the date of the foundation of an NGO, but the approximate duration of its existence and instead of requesting bylaws and statutes to ask for customary laws recognized by State Parties The Chairperson recalled that the criteria for accreditation had already been adopted in Chengdu and could therefore not be changed anymore. 

206.
The Delegation of Algeria added that the Committee had strongly insisted on the fact that NGOs do not all have the same structure, and it asked that the Committee return to a text reflecting the diversity of means and structures of organizations in the South. The Delegation of Brazil deplored again that even before starting the discussion of a document presented by the Secretariat, an amendment was brought to the attention of the Committee by the Legal Adviser, which causes a real problem to the Committee bringing it back to the discussion already had in Chengdu. If it goes in the sense of verifying the operational capacities of NGOs, the text should be written in such a way as to reflect the compromise the Committee reached in Chengdu. The Delegation clarified that it had no instructions from its authorities to debate on the amendment presented by the Legal Adviser and requested the Secretariat to propose in the future a document which needs no amendments before even starting to be discussed. 

207.
The Legal Adviser pointed out that part of the role of the Legal Adviser is to ensure and to assist the Committee in problems down the road, recalling the usefulness of having requirements that are clear from the start because it is difficult to change texts later on. He only advised that NGOs should have objectives that are in conformity with the sprit of the Convention and, preferably, statutes or bylaws that conform with those objectives. Recalling that the Delegation of India has pointed out that even grassroots entities exist through legislation, there is always a text or another document that gives them an existence. 

208.
The Delegation of Belarus proposed to delete 8f as the purpose of having activities in the field of safeguarding ICH is already contained in 8a concerning the description of the organization. It also proposed an additional paragraph, supported by the Delegation of Turkey, requesting that National Commissions should take an active part in the accreditation procedure of NGOs. 

209.
The Delegation of India expressed its wish to have the same Legal Adviser follow the debates at consecutive sessions of the Committee, while recalling the discussions in Chengdu on paragraph 2b and the word “preferably”. It requested a 15-minute break allowing delegations to come forward with language that reflects what the Committee wants without bringing in new elements that had been rejected in Chengdu, a proposal fully supported by the Delegation of Estonia. The Delegation of India furthermore appealed to that of Belarus to withdraw its amendment, in view of the difficult debate the Committee had already had about coordination of that procedure by the National Commissions. 

[Coffee break]

[16:30]

210.
The Delegation of India informed the Committee about the results of the discussion with the Legal Adviser recalling the important four elements of the decision taken in Chengdu. NGOs requesting accreditation should have:

● a local, a national, a regional or an international nature as appropriate;

● objectives in conformity with the spirit of the Convention and, preferably, statutes and bylaws that conform to those objectives;

● operational capacities including a regular active membership and an established domicile and a recognized legal personality as compatible with domestic law;

● been in existence and carried out appropriate activities for at least four years. 

The Delegation of India furthermore offered consensus language for the last clause of paragraph 8 “where circumstances are appropriate National Commissions would coordinate”, which means if not appropriate or possible, it would not apply. 

211.
While respecting the efforts made by the Committee to reach a consensus, the Delegation of Bolivia preferred not to retain the option proposed concerning the National Commissions, considering that each State was sovereign and could chose whether or not to involve them. The Chairperson stated that it was not an obligation because the wording ”when circumstances permit” had been added. The representative of the Delegation of France and President of the Cultural Committee of the French National Commission for UNESCO, supported by the Delegations of Algeria, Estonia, the Central African Republic and Luxembourg (Observer), expressed its full support to the Delegation of Bolivia and considered, while respecting the presence of the French National Commission, that this paragraph had no place in this paragraph. The paragraph under consideration only indicated the type of justification that the NGOs should present with a view to their eventual accreditation. Therefore that paragraph should be deleted to retain the sense of the paragraph. 

212.
In view of the majority opinion expressed by the Committee not to refer to National Commissions, and at the request of the Chairperson, the Delegations of Turkey and Belarus withdrew their proposal. 

213.
The Chairperson then invited the Committee to adopt clause by clause the paragraph under consideration that was then adopted in its entirety, as well as paragraphs 9 and 10 without discussion. The adoption of Decision 2.COM 7 was suspended until the final discussion of paragraph 7. 

[17:05]

ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA: PARTICIPATION OF COMMUNITIES OR THEIR REPRESENTATIVES, PRACTITIONERS, EXPERTS, CENTRES OF EXPERTISE AND RESEARCH INSTITUTES

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/8
Decision 2.COM 8

214.
The Representative of the Director-General emphasized that, during its session in Chengdu, the Committee had already discussed the role and the participation of communities, practitioners, experts, centres of expertise and research institutes in the implementation of the Convention. Following this debate, the Secretariat was requested to prepare a document with a view to adopting the Operational Directives by the GA in June 2009. The decisions taken by the Committee relating to point 6 concerning ICH criteria for inscription on the Lists of the Convention already constituted the start of decision-making and the beginning of a response to the involvement of communities and their representatives, practitioners, experts, centres of expertise and research institutes in the establishment of the two lists. She proposed withdrawing the document and its draft decision as it did not take sufficient note of the importance the Committee accorded to this issue and did not permit an in-depth discussion on the other aspects of the participation of communities and their representatives, practitioners, experts, centres of expertise and research institutes in the implementation of the Convention. 

215.
The Delegation of India recalled that during the discussion in Chengdu the Committee had decided that this issue required a more detailed debate and a substantive decision and recalled that the day before, the Committee had taken very important decisions on how to involve such persons and entities in the process of inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List. The Delegation therefore proposed to update the text under consideration and to bring it in line with the specificity of the Convention for which the participation of communities, practitioners and other experts is fundamental. The Delegation considered essential a discussion on this item and the adoption of a decision as one of the most important agenda items of the Tokyo meeting.

216.
Agreeing with the preceeding speaker, the Delegation of Senegal recalled that the knowledge at hand today on intangible cultural heritage was in the first place thanks to the work of research institutes and researchers. Therefore, it considered it fundamental to establish a debate with identified expectations of the Committee as regards the pertinent and particularly efficient safeguarding tools for ICH, concerned that without these institutes, communities and experts, there would be a risk of folklorization of the ICH. 

217.
The Delegation of Estonia held the opinion that the issues addressed in the document under consideration were of vital importance for implementing the spirit of the Convention. The Committee being committed to the involvement of communities at the grassroots level, the Delegation proposed to set up a working group to come up with suggestions that the Committee could embrace. 

218.
The Delegation of Brazil underlined that the Committee could not drop this issue from the agenda. The Secretariat had not fulfilled what was requested and had presented a disappointing document. At least one decision had to be taken up from the Tokyo session: to reiterate the decision taken in Chengdu and to request the Secretariat to do its work and to present a document on the modalities of the participation of these fundamental actors for the implementation of the Convention. It regretted that the Committee was not in a position to do this during the present session. 
219.
The Delegation of Bolivia also indicated its agreement for the creation of a working group on this issue. 

220.
The Chairperson proposed to set up a working group with the mandate to prepare a draft decision reflecting the discussions of the Committee, while requesting the Secretariat to elaborate concrete modalities for the next extraordinary session. 

221. The Delegation of Japan was a little puzzled not knowing what was really expected to be discussed in the document as its language covered two different issues. It recalled that in Chengdu, the Committee had discussed the involvement of individual experts besides NGOs, but the language of the document also covers the involvement of communities, indigenous groups and individuals as bearers of ICH. Even if a small working group was organized its mandate had to be very clear. 

222.
The Delegation of Algeria supported the Chairperson’s suggestion to create a working group to synthesize what had already been said about the important role of these actors. The Delegation of China, while expressing its regrets for having to criticize the Secretariat as it was working so hard, agreed that in Chengdu the Committee had requested from the Secretariat more than what had now been presented in the document. The Committee needed something more substantial as this issue had been discussed since the first session in Algiers. 

223.
The Representative of the Director-General clarified her intervention regarding the withdrawal of the document and its draft decision, aware that they were insufficent and did not provide valid arguments for a debate of the standard expected from the Committee, UNESCO and its Secretariat. In considering promotion and safeguarding of ICH a crucial issue, she deemed that this matter deserved a substantial debate based on a substantial document. Following the Delegation of Japan’s observation regarding the ambiguity contained in the decision, she agreed that a working group to clarify what was requested of the Secretariat be set up. She fully agreed to the proposal of the Chairperson that this working group should attempt to identify the direction in which the reflections of the Secretariat should go so that at the next session of the Committee a substantive debate may take place. 

224.
The Chairperson requested that each electoral group designate a representative as member of the informal working group, naturally open to all those who wished to attend, and requested Japan to chair this group, with the aim of preparing a draft decision emphasizing the importance of the participation of communities and their representatives, practitioners, experts, centres of expertise and research institutes in the implementation of the Convention.

225.
The United Arab Emirates recalled that it was one among the delegates that had complained about some of the documents presented at this session and expressed its apologies for its criticism knowing that the Secretariat is doing its best from its point of view. As the working group on item 6 had done a good job, the Delegation suggested not to create a new working group for each new item but to continue with the same working group. 

226.
The Delegation of Brazil thanked Ms Rivière for her explanations which had made it clear that this item would not be dropped totally from the agenda and suggested to add an amendment to the draft decision saying “to submit to its next session a document that further elaborates on the possible modalities for the participation ….” 

227.
The Delegation of India proposed another amendment to the draft decision being in fact a recommendation from Chengdu and suggested a paragraph requesting the Secretariat to prepare a listing of centres of expertise and research institutes active in ICH on the basis of inputs provided by States Parties to the Convention. 

228.
The Delegation of France considered that there was confusion between the work of the Committee and the real work in the field. Requesting that a serious reflection be undertaken, it judged indispensable that the Secretariat convene a meeting of independent experts, from the field, who were experienced in this matter and who would reflect upon the question and propose a satisfactory solution to concretely involve all these communities, practitioners and experts in the safeguarding of the ICH.

229.
The Delegation of Senegal recalled that the postponed Document 7 could only be finally settled once the role played by the experts and centres and research institutes was taken into account. Aware that this question could not be completely settled during the session in Tokyo, it nevertheless wished that the ground would be prepared to distinguish the participation at a working session of the Committee from that of the true safeguarding mission in the field. 

230.
Recalling the position of Peru since the beginning, namely that one listens to peoples and communities to understand what they want with regard to their own heritage, the Delegation of Peru wished to recall, as had China previously, that this question has been a concern to the Committee since its first session in Algiers. It agreed that it concerned a delicate subject, embracing as it does in a single decision two very different groups, namely practitioners on the one hand, researchers on the other. It indicated that it was in agreement with the proposal to create a working group. 

231.
The Delegation of Bulgaria strongly supported the proposal by France to organize an expert meeting on this subject, recalling that the meeting at New Delhi had shown the importance of an in-depth study in this precise and sensitive field.

232.
The Delegation of Romania summarized that the Committee had two possibilities, either to establish a working group, or to organize an expert meeting. In the case of an expert meeting it would be necessary that the Commmittee indicate clearly what it expects from the experts. 

233.
The Delegation of Benin (Observer) supported the creation of a working group, emphasizing that the participation of communities and their representatives, practitioners, experts, centres of expertise and research institutes made the difference with the 2003 Convention compared to other Conventions. 

234.
Traditions pour demain (Observer) considered that there was not necessarily an incompatibility between participating in debates in a room and contributing towards safeguarding the ICH in the field. The participation of communities being the cornerstone of the Convention, it requested that a working group would reflect on the question of giving all its importance to Article 15 of the Convention and proposed its assistance in the working group that would be set up to discuss this question.

235.
The Chairperson informed the Committee that the Delegation of Senegal volunteered to chair the working group and closed the session at 18:00. 

[Thursday, 6 September 2007, 10:00]

AGENDA ITEM 9: DRAFT GUIDELINES FOR THE USE OF THE RESOURCES OF THE INTANGIBLE HERITAGE FUND

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/9 

Decision 2.COM 9

236.
The Chairperson welcomed the Representative of the Comptroller, Ms Yasmina Kassim, and asked the Secretariat to introduce agenda item 9. The Secretary recalled that in Chengdu the Committee had already elaborated financial regulations for the Fund, and that it had decided that the Fund should be managed as a special account. The draft guidelines presented now, according to Article 25 of the Convention, needed to be laid down by the General Assembly. However, since the Committee also has to submit to the General Assembly a Draft Plan for the use of the resources of the Fund (Article 7 (c)) that must be based on these same guidelines, the draft document proposes that the Committee first discuss the draft guidelines, for submission to the General Assembly. The next agenda item will present for discussion and decision a Draft Plan for the Use of the Fund that is based on the assumption that the Guidelines elaborated by the Committee under the present agenda item will be approved by the General Assembly. The draft guidelines, as prepared by the Secretariat, propose that the Fund be used primarily for international assistance, for the replenishment of the reserve fund, for emergency safeguarding, to support other functions of the Committee and to allow the participation of developing countries in the Committee’s meetings.

237.
The Delegation of Mexico highlighted the importance of providing financial means to the reserve fund and to international assistance for cases of extreme urgency. The Delegation of Estonia, supported by that of Turkey, suggested referring to Article 18 of the Convention in a separate paragraph, which was supported by the Delegations of Belgium and Nigeria, while the Delegation of Algeria wished to emphasize the participation of communities in paragraph 2.4; the Delegation of Bolivia asked to add the expressions “the communities concerned” to paragraph 2.5. 

238.
The Delegation of Hungary, supported by that of Belarus, suggested referring to the National Commissions in the text, to which the Delegation of Brazil, supported by those of Bolivia, the Central African Republic and Pakistan (Observer), replied that the involvement of National Commissions is an internal matter of each State which cannot therefore be required. 

239.
The Delegation of Gabon asked for clarification on the meaning of “private persons”, as mentioned in the text. The Secretary answered that the terminology was taken from Article 8.4 of the Convention, and that it covered members of communities or their representatives, among others. The Delegation of Algeria, supported by those of Gabon and Turkey, asked to nevertheless add a reference to members of communities and groups in paragraph 2. Following a proposal on the wording made by the Delegations of Brazil and France, “including members of communities and groups” was added. 

240.
The Delegation of China insisted on the importance of safeguarding, while that of Mexico, in the same sense, suggested to add a list of safeguarding priorities for allocating funds and to change the order of the paragraphs to reflect this. The Delegations of Peru, France and Estonia disagreed by indicating that the priorities were given in another document (“Draft Plan for the Use of the Resources of the Fund”); the Delegation of Mexico withdrew its proposal. 

241.
The decision was adopted as amended. 

[11:15]

AGENDA ITEM 10: DRAFT PLAN FOR THE USE OF THE RESOURCES OF THE INTANGIBLE HERITAGE FUND

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/10 

Decision 2.COM 10

242.
The Chairperson suggested that the Committee might wish to work on the document presented for decision with the assumption that the General Assembly would adopt the guidelines recommended by the Committee in its Decision 2.COM 9 that had just been taken. The budget proposal was presented in percentages, but would be converted to figures once there was information on the amount of resources of the Fund available at the end of the year. The Secretary further indicated that the financial periods of UNESCO and that of the Fund did not coincide, since the General Conference of UNESCO and the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention meet at different times of the year. In order to avoid problems, the Secretariat proposed in the document that the Committee request the approval of the Plan for a period of 18 months (July 2008 – December 2009) and an additional period of 6 months (January 2010 – June 2010) to bridge the difference. The Secretary also specified that the use of the resources would be based on already available resources, which would facilitate the Committee’s planning since the money can be allocated as soon as it is approved.

243.
The Delegation of Estonia, supported by those of Japan, Nigeria, Belgium, Senegal, Hungary, France and Bulgaria, stressed that besides the importance of safeguarding elements inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List and the drawing up of inventories, the development of programmes and activities, including those referred to in Article 18, was also very important. A specific percentage should therefore be added for this purpose. The Delegation of France suggested allocating at least 10%. 

244.
The Delegation of Japan asked the Secretariat about the type of audit or monitoring that would be carried out by UNESCO. The Delegation of Brazil, supported by those of India, Algeria, Central African Republic and Benin (Observer), suggested referring to South-South cooperation, since the experience of some developing countries in safeguarding their intangible heritage – for instance, concerning inventories – could be interesting for other developing countries. The Delegation of India suggested adding, under subparagraph (b) concerning inventories, “where South-South cooperation would be encouraged”. 

245.
The Delegation of China, while agreeing with the proposal made by the Delegation of Estonia, cautioned that before setting percentages for the programmes and projects referred to in Article 18, States Parties should first accumulate some experience in implementing the Convention. The Delegation of Estonia, supported by that of Belgium, replied that, in line with what had been said by the Delegation of Brazil, the programmes and activities of Article 18 might also refer to inventories, thus also possibly covering subparagraphs (a) and (b). So it would be useful to specify a percentage. The Delegation of Mexico, considering that it would be difficult to detail all percentages, suggested increasing the general allocation to international assistance from 70% to 80% in order to have some leeway. The Delegation of India strongly opposed this proposal, since a balance should be found with the other uses of the Fund. 
246.
The Delegation of Bolivia asked the Secretariat to provide specific figures concerning the budget available and the costs. The Secretary replied that he foresaw that some 2 million USD would be available. The Delegation of Brazil, supported by the Delegation of Bulgaria, suggested that it would be better not to include any percentages for the time being, since no real estimation of costs could be made yet. 

247.
The Representative of the Comptroller replied to the Delegation of Japan that, as for other Conventions, there would be annual financial reports on the use of funds and a full biannual report for the whole financial period. She noted that the Committee had to approve percentages in order to be able to prepare a budget breakdown to be submitted to the General Assembly. In any case, the percentages could be changed – if necessary – at the Committee’s next extraordinary session, before the meeting of the General Assembly. 

248.
The Delegation of Estonia, reflecting a consensus in the room, suggested indicating a percentage of 20% for subparagraph 1(b) and 5% for 1(c), keeping in mind that these percentages can be changed in the future. The Delegation of India added that a chapeau paragraph could be included with the indications given by the Secretariat, which was supported by the Delegation of Brazil that suggested starting paragraph 2 with the sentence “in preparing the budget proposal for the 2nd General Assembly…” The Delegation of India proposed to continue this sentence with “the figures below are indicative and may be revised, if required, at a later date, by the Committee”. 

249.
Following a discussion on the calculation of percentages, the Delegation of Japan suggested that a minimum percentage should be kept for 1(c) on preparatory assistance in order to avoid rejecting nomination files in the future due to their inferior quality. International assistance for safeguarding would still be the priority. The Delegation of Mexico, supported by those of Hungary, India, Estonia, France, Algeria and Belgium suggested distributing the 70% allocated to international assistance in equal parts among the four subparagraphs 1(a), 1(b), 1(c) and 1(d). 
250.
The Delegation of Brazil remarked that the General Assembly was going to decide, to which the Representative of the Comptroller replied that the Committee had the obligation to submit a proposal to the General Assembly for approval, according to Article 7 of the Convention. The Delegation of Brazil then suggested that the Committee examine, at its next extraordinary session, a proposal for submission to the General Assembly. This should have been reflected in the draft Decision itself. The Representative of the Director-General clarified that the Secretariat could not include such a paragraph since it was not officially known that an extraordinary session would take place and the Committee still had to decide on it. The proposal was then made to amend paragraph 3 in order to reflect the Committee’s wish. The Delegation of India suggested to delete existing paragraph 3 and replace it with: “Requests the Secretariat to prepare a budget proposal to be submitted to the 2nd General Assembly, to be structured in accordance with the suggested Draft Plan for the Use of the Resources of the Fund, it being understood that the figures are indicative and may be revised. Further, the Committee suggests that in the preparation of the budget proposal 70%...” The Delegations of United Arab Emirates, Brazil, China, Gabon and France – following a correction of the French version – concurred with the proposal made by India.

251.
The Delegation of Bulgaria asked the Legal Adviser whether it is the obligation of the Committee to prepare a budget plan. The Legal Adviser gave the floor to the Representative of the Comptroller, who insisted that it is an obligation under Article 7(c) of the Convention, and underscored that the draft plan under discussion provided a structure for the distribution of funds. 

252.
Before the adoption of the decision, the Delegation of Belgium stated for the record that indigenous peoples from the Arctic region including the Inuit, were also targeted in the proposal concerning South-South cooperation. 

253.
Following a comment by the Delegations of Mexico and India concerning the priority order of spending, the Secretariat clarified that the order of the paragraphs was not reflecting any priorities; instead, the percentages do. The decision was adopted as amended. 

254.
The Delegation of Bolivia requested that all documents that had been adopted, including the financial regulations of the Fund, be distributed in the room, to which the Representative of the Director-General replied that all information was available in the Decision documents of earlier Committee meetings and available online. The Decisions of the current session would also be distributed at the end of the session. 

WORKING GROUP ON ITEM 8: INVOLVEMENT OF COMMUNITIES OR THEIR REPRESENTATIVES, PRACTITIONERS, EXPERTS, CENTRES OF EXPERTISE AND RESEARCH INSTITUTES

[Thursday, 6 September 2007, 13:00]

255.
The working group was chaired by Mr Toshiyuki Kono, Delegation of Japan, who presented a matrix clarifying the roles of bearers of intangible heritage on the one hand, and experts and research institutes on the other, both at the international and at the national level, with reference to articles of the Convention. The Delegation suggested discussing both types of roles and giving clear indications to the Secretariat on how to proceed when preparing a document on this issue. 

256.
The Delegation of Bolivia remarked that it would not be possible for the working group to produce a substantial document in such a limited time, and that the Secretariat already was overburdened with the number of meetings and documents it had to prepare. The working group itself should therefore carry out the task of preparing a document for the next session, through the establishment of an inter-session group, or a subsidiary body. It stressed that such a document should be ready before the next session of the Committee, since otherwise it could only propose Operational Directives on this subject to the third General Assembly, which would be too late. The Delegations of Algeria, Peru and Bulgaria concurred with that of Bolivia, and insisted that the document should be prepared by the group itself rather than requesting assistance from the Secretariat. 

257.
The Delegation of Romania, speaking on behalf of Group II, recalled that on the one hand there were NGOs, experts and research institutes that may provide expertise, and on the other hand, members of the communities and other individuals. The question was how to invite the people of this second group to participate. The Delegation of Bulgaria agreed that the main problem was to define the role of this second group. 

258.
The Delegation of Japan concluded that everybody agreed to recommend the creation of a subsidiary body to work on a document, and proposed that the working group focus on giving indications to the Secretariat and on the mandate of the body. 

259.
The Delegation of Senegal remarked that everyone seemed to agree that the role of communities, practitioners, institutions and research institutes had not yet been sufficiently underlined, and proposed to identify in the Convention the articles referring to those actors. The role of communities goes beyond the three or four articles the Delegation of Japan had included in the matrix, noting that they were also mentioned in the preamble of the Convention, in the definition of ICH provided in Article 2 and, for instance, in Article 12. Articles 13-20 concerning the promotion and safeguarding of ICH also require the involvement of communities, research institutes and others, since they can engage themselves for the viability of the ICH. The Delegation further stressed that the Convention would primarily be implemented in the field, and that after the Tokyo meeting all States Parties should be requested, by means of a questionnaire, to provide their perspectives on the role of these actors. On the basis of their answers, the subsidiary body could prepare a document for the Committee’s extraordinary session. 

260.
The Delegation of Belgium concurred with that of Senegal and suggested that representatives from communities and expert institutions should participate in the work of the subsidiary body to be created. The Delegation of France agreed with the establishment of such a body and called for the organization of an expert meeting. It insisted that the role of research institutes and similar bodies was clearly specified in the Convention, and that the objective of the subsidiary body could be to show, through the Convention, the work that is being done by all the actors that do not directly fall within the Convention’s framework. An expert meeting could study their function, but first it would be necessary to understand its relation to the Convention. Certain experts and communities may not want to be involved in the implementation of the Convention. 
261.
The Delegation of Romania supported that of Senegal concerning the consultation with States Parties. The Delegation of Estonia insisted that priority attention should be given to the involvement of communities in the implementation of the Convention, since experts and research institutes already have the means to do so. The communities should not be involved just as artists performing in front of experts, but as organizations with their own representatives. If these communities are concerned about their ICH, they will surely have ideas to share with the Committee on its safeguarding. The organization of an expert meeting could also be an opportunity to bring together a limited number of representatives from different communities and let them exchange ideas. 
262.
The Delegation of Romania clarified that it did not intend to establish priorities regarding the roles of experts, institutions and communities, but to clearly distinguish between their roles. Concerning the definition of communities and others, the Delegation recalled that during the meeting on the inscription criteria in New Delhi, the glossary prepared before the adoption of the Convention was also discussed. It might be useful to pay attention to terminology in order to avoid problems in the future. 

263.
The Delegation of Bulgaria underlined that the fields of work of the communities, centres of expertise and others are very different from those of the Committee, which has to find ways to unify the problems of the field without unifying the field itself. The Delegation supported the Delegation of Estonia concerning communities. The Delegation of Gabon, agreeing with that of Bulgaria, highlighted that communities only have access to the Convention through research institutes. In certain countries, information can only be provided by those institutes, so the Committee should address itself first to these institutes for practical reasons, without creating any hierarchies.

264.
The Delegation of Algeria considered that there was no opposition between communities, research institutes and experts, since researchers and research institutes allow us to have access to communities. The working group should bring experts together to see how they could all participate in the implementation of the Convention. The Delegation of Bolivia remarked that mechanisms of cooperation should be found, and insisted on the establishment of a subsidiary body composed of States Parties who designate experts to participate in this group. Then the terms of reference of this body should also be decided. 
265.
The Delegation of Senegal agreed that global safeguarding goes beyond the Convention. The Delegation of Senegal suggested to the Delegation of Estonia not to compare communities with experts, since experts are needed in order to know what communities want. The Delegation of France replied that it was confronted with experts that are against the Convention, and this should be taken into account. 
266.
The Delegation of Estonia reiterated that, as a researcher and head of a research institute, she was not attacking researchers, and reminded the Delegation of Algeria that there was the question of authority and representation. If experts decide what is best for communities, they assume that they know. On the contrary, it is necessary to find new ways, since the text of the Convention is clear on the role of researchers, but not about that of communities. The Delegation insisted that communities should be included in the process of reflection, and that in the draft decision the working group should request the Secretariat to study how communities could be more involved. 

267.
The Delegation of Belgium concluded that States Parties should be asked to provide comments and that a subsidiary body should be established with the mandate of preparing a document. The possibility of organizing an expert meeting should be studied at a later date, and the association of communities to the Committee’s work can always be done, since the Committee’s work is addressed to them.

268.
The Secretary recalled that the Committee had not yet pronounced itself in any detailed way on the role of communities in the implementation of the Convention at the international level. While preparing the draft documents, the Secretariat had been asked to take into account a strict legal interpretation of the Convention. However, if the Committee interprets the articles in the Convention referring to the role of communities in a broader way, the Secretariat would be happy to work further on that assumption. The Secretary further recalled that the Secretariat had gathered some experience in involving communities through the Proclamation of Masterpieces and through expert meetings.

269.
The Delegation of Japan recalled that the goal of the working group should be to provide the Secretariat with a clear message for its future work. When sticking to the legal language of the Convention, nothing could be prepared because the text was not clear. Therefore the Committee should interpret the Convention. The Delegation did not see any problem in cooperation between experts, communities and the Committee, and recommended that the Secretariat interpret the Convention in a way that ensures full community involvement. It suggested working together with the Secretariat to produce a document, and establishing a subsidiary body. 
270.
The Delegation of Bolivia, supported by that of Algeria, insisted that the Committee establish a subsidiary body whose members are to be designated by States Parties, and the Delegation of Gabon recalled the need to send questionnaires to States Parties to ask them about what communities think. 

271.
The Delegation of Estonia recalled the need of the Committee to have a document prepared by the Secretariat for discussion at its next session. The Delegation of Peru agreed on the importance of and difference between research institutes and communities and proposed to address in the document the consultation with States, the establishment of a working group and a meeting of experts, if possible. The Delegation of Bulgaria requested to also clarify in the document who is doing what. 

272.
The Chairperson summed up that the debates were on two different issues. One concerned the way of organizing logistics before the next Committee session and the sending of a questionnaire to consult States Parties. The second point concerned the organization of a working group and/or an expert meeting, possibly with the participation of community representatives. 

273.
The Secretariat required clarification regarding the objective of the questionnaires and its relationship with the NGO lists and other institutions that it had been requested to provide. The Delegation of Senegal wished for more than a simple questionnaire, rather an involvement both of the scientific community of researchers and communities and practitioners in a more participatory implementation of the Convention. 
274.
The Delegation of Bolivia remarked that the document should be very simple, recalling the articles pertinent to the Convention, recalling Decision 1 EXT COM 10 bis, adopting the criteria relating to the creation of a subsidiary body as well as the terms of its functioning as set out in Annex 2, with a simple mandate specifying the role of the body. 

275.
The Delegation of Algeria recalled that the question posed by the Secretariat was of a technical nature. UNESCO must have inventories of research centres, if not it should establish them. The working group, however, should make a proposal to the plenary of the Committee on the creation of a subsidiary body composed of a member from each electoral group responsible for a specific mandate to define the best possible manner in which to implement the Convention from the point of view of communities and scientific research. 

276.
The Chairperson reiterated the point of view proposed by Bolivia clarifying that the working group had agreed to propose to the plenary to set up a subsidiary body and not just to arrange a meeting. 

277.
The Delegation of Gabon considered that a simple listing did not respond to the question of the Committee with regard to the manner in which to increase the involvement of communities and their representatives, practitioners, experts, centres of expertise and research institutes in the implementation of the Convention, and something more was needed than proposed by the Delegation of India. 

278.
The Chairperson concluded the working session of the group summarizing that a questionnaire would have to be sent to the States Parties, a subsidiary body established and a meeting organized before the next session of the Committee. 

[15:05]

AGENDA ITEM 6 (CONTINUED): DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE INSCRIPTION OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE ON THE LISTS OF THE CONVENTION

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/6 and 6 Rev
Decision 2.COM 6


279.
The Chairperson opened the afternoon session by proceeding to the formal adoption of item 6, recalling that the Committee agreed on the substance the day before, thanks to a spirit of cooperation. After the reading of the new draft decision by the Secretary, Decision 2.Com 6 Rev was adopted by the Committee. 

AGENDA ITEM 11 : DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/11 and corr.
Decision 2.COM 11
280.
The Chairperson recalled that the Committee already adopted guidelines for the use of the resources of the Intangible Heritage Fund as well as the plan for its use. According to Article 7 (g) (ii) of the Convention, the Committee also has to establish criteria for the granting of international assistance in accordance with Article 22. 

281.
Upon invitation of the Chairperson, the Secretary recalled that one of the functions of the Committee was to examine requests submitted by States Parties and to decide thereon in accordance with objectives and criteria to be established by the Committee, like those that are presented in the document under consideration. Article 22 of the Convention states that the Committee shall establish the procedure for examining requests for international assistance and shall also specify what information shall be included in the requests, together with an assessment of their costs. And in accordance with Article 21 of the Convention, the assistance granted by the Committee to a State Party shall be governed by the Operational Directives foreseen in Article 7 and by the agreement referred to in Article 24. The document under consideration proposed a set of draft Operational Directives presenting the procedure for examining requests for international assistance and criteria for granting this assistance. It was largely based on the relevant articles of the Convention and on experiences gained within other UNESCO Conventions and programmes such as the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity. After the document had been drafted and sent out, the Secretariat received additional instructions and therefore produced Document 11corr introducing the new elements in the draft decision, which concern the examination and approval of such requests. 

282.
The Chairperson opened the floor for discussion on Annex 1 and the draft Operational Directives, recalling that probably no discussion will be necessary on Annex 2 as it contains the format of submission for a request that is of a purely technical character. 

283.
The Delegation of Brazil agreed with all paragraphs proposed. Its only remarks concerned the authority for approval. In comparison with the World Heritage Convention which has a permanent Secretariat and whose Director is sometimes called upon to take decisions on the allocation of small amounts for assistance, that responsibility seemed, for the 2003 Convention, to be transferred to the Director-General of UNESCO. The Delegation disagreed with the granting of authority to the Director-General, who has no obligation towards the Convention. As the primary responsibility for deciding on the granting of assistance falls upon the Committee, the Delegation considered it wise to foresee the possibility that the Bureau of the Committee, as its only standing body, should take decisions on small amounts, if needed, in order to respond to emergency situations. 

284


The Legal Adviser recalled that the Bureau, as defined by the Rules of Procedure, is responsible for coordinating the work of the Committee and fixing the organizational and procedural work of its meetings. If the Committee wishes to add to the responsibilities of the Bureau and delegate questions concerning international assistance, the Rules of Procedure would have to be adapted accordingly. Moreover, the Rules of Procedure permit the Committee, under Rule 21, to create a subsidiary body with equitable geographical distribution to take on these responsibilities. 

285.
The Delegation of Brazil believed that a subsidiary body would not be necessary for taking decisions on the granting of small amounts or in emergency situations. It considered that this responsibility should be given to the Bureau and the necessary amendment to the Rules of Procedure should be made. For grants over US$ 25,000 the Committee should decide. 

286.
The Delegation of Algeria considered that the Committee had already created two subsidiary bodies and that was a lot, and was concerned that the multiplication of these bodies would diminish the responsibility of the Committee. Requesting that the Rules of Procedure be first proven valid, before being amended, it preferred to leave the decsion-making to the Chairperson or the Director-General, recalling that the Committee favoured the creation of a similar Centre for the ICH as that for WHC. 

287.
The Delegation of Brazil, supported by the Delegations of Senegal, France, Mexico, Romania, India and Lithuania (Observer), provided comments on its decision not to have proposed the creation of a subsidiary body as it considered that the Bureau of this Committee could be mandated with this responsibility, thus benefiting from a body already existing between sessions to take decisions in emergency cases. 

288. The Representative of the Director-General recalled that in some cases emergency requests have to be decided at very short notice and any time-consuming mechanism would prevent flexibility. Whether it concerned the Bureau or the Committee, a fortiori, as a whole, it is necessarily longer for a decision to be taken. Also, recalling that the Convention stipulates that the Committee is assisted by the UNESCO Secretariat, conferring a kind of responsibility on the Director-General towards the Convention, she gave as an example of rapid reaction the Participation Programme, able to react rapidly in case of need outside of the Regular Programme. 

289.
With regard to paragraph 5, the Delegation of China wondered if it was really necessary in a legal document to mention that even States Parties that did not pay their contributions to the Intangible Heritage Fund may be eligible for requesting international assistance. It thought this might encourage States not to pay in time. The Secretary explained that it has been put in brackets because the Secretariat anticipated in fact that the Committee might wish not to include such a paragraph but it was at least an invitation for discussion. The second part of the sentence was then taken out. 

290.
The Chairperson, with regard to the delegation of authority, considered that consultation through the Internet might not be appropriate for emergency situations and preferred delegating this responsibility to the Director-General in consultation with the Chairperson, who might consult the Bureau members.

291.
The Delegation of Brazil recalled that ICH is a living heritage, not a living organism. Therefore, some days more or less may not make such a difference and the element can survive until a consultation process among Bureau members; it maintained its proposal. 

292.
Noting that the Committee agreed with the Brazilian proposal to delegate authority to the Bureau to approve amounts under US$ 25,000, the Chairperson questioned the Legal Adviser on the need of amending the Rules of Procedure. The Legal Adviser confirmed that this has to be done but only after the approval of the Operational Directives by the General Assembly. Subsequently, Annex 1 of the Operational Directives was adopted as amended and draft decision 2.COM 11 as such. 

AGENDA ITEM 12: PRELIMINARY DRAFT DIRECTIVES FOR IMPLEMENTING ARTICLE 18 OF THE CONVENTION FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/12
Decision 2.COM 12
293.
Upon invitation by the Chairperson, the Secretary introduced the document by recalling the intense discussion in Chengdu on this subject by the Committee, which attached great importance to this Article. The Secretariat took note of the discussion in Chengdu and the written comments sent by nine States Parties on this issue, understanding that Article 18 has to deal with future as well as already-finished projects the Committee may wish to identify as best reflecting the purposes of the Convention. The question of financial assistance for the preparation of submissions by States Parties has already been dealt with under paragraph 4 of the Operational Directives for international assistance. He recalled that the part concerning financing and preparatory assistance for projects and programmes that will be recognized and registered by the Committee under this Article has already been discussed under the previous item of the agenda. 

294.
The Delegation of Estonia extended its gratitude to the Secretariat for this well-prepared document that seriously takes into account the ideas expressed by the Committee. The Delegation considered that in paragraph 1 of Annex A stronger language should be used highlighting that States Parties “are encouraged to propose” projects, and not only “may propose”, taking into account all discussions on this matter in Chengdu and Tokyo. 

295.
The Delegation of Belgium also thanked the Secretariat for the open and flexible document and strongly pleaded to emphasize the principles of international cooperation as explained in Article 19 of the Convention when implementing Article 18. It suggested formulating a kind of wishlist – the Committee may in each session call explicitly for proposals characterized by international cooperation as mentioned in Article 19 of the Convention and focusing on specific aspects of safeguarding. This would make possible a network of States and NGOs, centres of expertise and others to work together and to respond to challenges formulated by the Committee. 

296.
The Delegation of Belarus also recognized the usefulness of the document presented. It suggested that States Parties should select lists of programmes, projects and activities for safeguarding of ICH first on the national level, then present some as best reflecting the principles and objectives of the Convention at a second stage for selection and promotion on the international level. 

297.
The Delegation of Brazil wished that the criteria concerning experiences acquired previously that could be useful in the evaluation of results, as well as the priority given to the needs of developing countries, be introduced. It also emphasized the need to include as criteria the experience gained in the framework of the establishment of inventories, being the fundamental basis for the safeguarding of ICH. Safeguarding plans could be another priority for the selection of programmes. Although experience in the elaboration of safeguarding plans is specific for each situation, it is important, all the same, that the best experiences benefit from a priority in the selection process of the Committee. It recalled that all these suggestions had been sent to the Secretariat and were included in the Information Document presenting the observations of the States. 

298.
The Delegation of Bulgaria wished to add the mention of coordination of efforts in the field of safeguarding of the ICH at the regional and/or the sub-regional level. 

299.
The Delegation of Estonia disagreed with that of Brazil and requested keeping Article 18 open, because it does not reflect what only happens in developing countries or in the South-South context. The Delegation of Brazil, supported by that of India, clarified that there was a misunderstanding and it only suggested to add one of the criteria that the programmes or projects selected would be in priority applicable to developing countries and should perhaps benefit the most from the list. It does not exclude programmes from developed countries but the needs of developing countries should be specifically mentioned here. The Delegation of Estonia took the floor again specifying that it did not want to argue what is or is not a developing country, recalling that Article 18 involves every country. As an article of global scope, every country should be considered on an equal basis. 

300.
The Delegation of Peru, in agreement with that of Estonia on the importance of the involvement of all countries of the world, expressed its support for the Delegation of Brazil, indicating that paragraph 1 of Article 18 invited the Committee to take account of the special needs of developing countries. This is in the spirit of the Convention.

301.
The Delegation of India, after the second intervention by that of Estonia, proposed, in paragraph 2 of Annex 1 to delete the mention of equitable geographical distribution and to replace it by attention to be paid to the principle of South-South cooperation and North-South-South cooperation, supported by the Delegations of Gabon and Algeria. 

302.
The Chairperson decided to suspend the discussion for 30 minutes to give the opportunity for delegations, with the assistance of the Secretariat, to propose a consolidated draft. 

[Coffee break]

[17:08]

303.
The Chairperson informed the plenary that during the break the delegations had consulted among themselves for a new proposal. 

304.
The Delegation of India considered paragraphs 13 to 19 somewhat redundant and proposed to sum up all these paragraphs in one single paragraph as follows : “The Committee shall encourage research, documentation, publication and dissemination of best practices and models with international cooperation in generating safeguarding measures and creating favourable conditions for such measures that have been evolved by States Parties in the implementation of selected programmes, projects and activities, with or without assistance”. It suggested putting this whole paragraph under the chapeau “promotion and dissemination”. 

305.
The Delegation of Hungary, with regard to paragraph 2 of the proposal and selection process, very strongly supported the point of view expressed by the Delegation of Belgium that the text should be as open as possible and preferred to keep the original wording of that paragraph, supported by the Delegation of Estonia. 

306.
The Delegation of Romania considered that to make obligatory all criteria would make it pretty difficult for a project or programme to serve as a model for all countries, all geographical regions and all the States, and proposed, with the support of the Delegations of Gabon, Algeria, India, Estonia, and Bulgaria, either to delete paragraph 13, or to add ”serve as a model for regional or sub-regional safeguarding, as required”.

307.
The Delegation of France also supported the Romanian proposal to delete paragraph 13 as the application of these criteria would negate the specificities that there might be in certain safeguarding cases. One may talk of good practices, but one cannot apply safeguarding plans. 

308.
The Delegation of Indonesia (Observer) had the pleasure to inform the Committee that Indonesia just ratified the Convention. He thanked the Delegation of India for having on several occasions suggested very constructive improvements in the documents presented but remarked that no country could speak on behalf of other countries, unless authorized by them. With regard to paragraph 2, it preferred to retain the mention of equitable geographical distribution, the term “developing and non developing countries” generally referring to economic and political conditions. It was supported in that by the Delegations of Gabon and Bulgaria. 

309.
The Delegation of India agreed to withdraw the deletion of equitable geographical distribution in paragraph 2 but maintained all other amendments and recalled that observers have no right to participate in the drafting process. 

310.
The Delegation of France joined the consensus on paragraph 13 and on the second formula proposed by the Delegation of Romania. 

311.
The Chairperson suggested proceeding with the adoption of the paragraphs starting with paragraph 1, where two amendments have been proposed by the Delegation of Estonia, supported by the Delegations of Mexico and Belarus. The Delegation of China agreed with the amendment of Estonia but asked clarification concerning the proposal from Belarus with regard to the preparation of a selective list. It recalled that the Convention calls for the preparation of inventories of ICH, not listings. The Delegation of China, supported by that of Bulgaria, wanted to delete the mention of a listing. After the agreement of the Delegation of Belarus to withdraw its proposal, the Chairperson declared paragraph 1 adopted.

312.
Concerning paragraph 2, the Delegation of Brazil doubted that there were principles of North-South-South cooperation and proposed, supported by the Delegations of Gabon and Estonia, the wording “take into account the need to foster North-South-South cooperation” and preferred to add that the Committee shall pay special attention to the needs of developing countries, supported by the Delegations of China and India.

313.
The Delegation of Belgium shared the importance of South-South and North-South-South cooperation but suggested to add “when applicable” in order not to reduce too much the scope of Article 18. Considering that this proposal might bring the Committee to a deadlock, the Delegations of Estonia and India preferred not to retain the proposal of the Delegation of Belgium, which it agreed to withdraw. 

314.
The Chairperson then declared adopted paragraphs (old) 2 to (old) 19 as amended, as well as draft decision 2.COM 12 and informed the plenary that no night session could be planned as a typhoon was approaching Tokyo. 

[18:14]

315.
The Chairperson then gave the floor to Mr Kono, the Chairperson of the informal working group on item 8 to inform the plenary of its results. The group, composed of the Delegations of Belgium, Romania, Peru, Japan, Senegal and Algeria with the attendance of the Delegations of Estonia, Bolivia, Gabon, France, Bulgaria and some other observers, tentatively drafted a text but would like to have a final look this evening so that a report could be presented to the plenary on Friday morning. 

[18:32]

AGENDA ITEM 13: MEETING OF THE SUBSIDIARY BODY FOR THE CREATION OF AN EMBLEM FOR THE CONVENTION 

316.
Mr Chérif Khaznadar was elected Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body. He informed that the timetable proposed in the document, including the draft international rules for the competition, covered the period until September 2008, while the Committee was created with the understanding that it could complete its work for the General Assembly in June 2008. In view of the departure of five of the six members of the Committee following the termination of their mandate in June 2008, he asked whether the timetable could be accelerated for completion by June 2008.

317.
The Delegation of Bolivia considered that the timetable was already very curtailed and could not be accelerated. If it only concerned a simple tender to chose a company to create an emblem, that would be possible, But, if the conception of an emblem must be one of the prime activities of visibility through a wide dissemination of the competition, the proposed timetable was already too short. 

318.
The Chairperson expressed his agreement with the Delegation of Bolivia and in order to find a solution, proposed envisaging that this subsidiary body select 25 proposals in June 2008, and then let the new subsidiary body that will be designated once the new Committee has been elected, take over. 

319.
The Secretariat presented the timetable as adapted to meet the instructions of the Committee to make the broadest possible competition. The schedule planned foresees a call for proposals, and following the instructions of the subsidiary body, would allow the Secretariat to make technical modifications in the call for proposals. Mid-February 2008 is proposed as the deadline for the submission of proposals, prior to the next extraordinary session of the Committee where the Secretariat can report to the Committee on the number of proposals received. Then from mid-February 2008 until the end of May 2008, the Secretariat would finish processing the proposals in view of a meeting of the subsidiary body to be organized in June 2008 for selecting a short list of proposals. Then the Secretariat would contract with several graphic design experts to provide a technical assessment on the feasibility of the proposals that the subsidiary organ had initially selected. Prior to the next ordinary session of the Committee in late 2008, the subsidiary body would receive the evaluations by the graphic design experts in order to give recommendations for a much shorter list to be examined by the Committee. In order to ensure the continuity of the subsidiary body, the Committee might wish to give mandate to the actual members of this body to continue its work not as Committee members, but former Committee members, States Parties to the Convention. 

320.
The Chairperson proposed the possibility that in June 2008 a selection of less than 25 proposals could take place to limit the financial implication for graphic designers. If this subsidiary body already selects a maximum of ten proposals in June 2008, its work could be finished before its members’ terms expire. 
321.
The Delegation of India recalled that the Committee had a long discussion about wide dissemination of the competition. If the Secretariat wants to satisfy the spirit of the discussion and also to make its tasks easier, it has to involve States Parties in processing and generating the proposals. Furthermore, the selection process for choosing the graphic design experts also has to be decided. 

322.
The Delegation of Bulgaria expressed its concern that the involvement of States Parties in the selection of proposals would pose more problems than it would solve, because each State Party would work with its own criteria. It asked the Secretariat if a precedent existed of subsidiary bodies where the mandates of the majority of the States expired during its exercise.

323.
The Representative of the Director-General confirmed that there has been several precedents in UNESCO in the organization of competitions. The competition would be carried out in accordance with the terms of reference approved by the Committee and be open to all Member States, and not exclusively to States Parties. She suggested other possibilities to be envisaged such as the involvement of National Commissions that could ensure a pre-selection in the States. The sending of proposals directly to UNESCO without an intermediary, with its advantages and inconveniences already mentioned, could also be envisaged. All the formulae exist and have been used. However, she voiced her concern about the manner in which to proceed in order to reach the greatest possible number of persons likely to respond to this call for tender, as the Committee wished that the competition be open to professional graphic designers, artists and practitioners of ICH from all the Member States. Internet could be a solution, as well as the usual UNESCO networks. But the idea is to go further afield to seek the greatest possible creativity. 

324.
The Delegation of Bolivia recalled that much time was required to ensure a wide dissemination, and this was not foreseen in the timetable, or an unlimited budget to cover the costs of buying advertisements in newspapers. To build a communication strategy required more time. 

325.
The Chairperson, considered, in his view, that a period of four months was reasonable. 

326.
The Delegation of Algeria also thought the period of four months was sufficient on the condition that imagination would be used in seeking the best means of the widest possible dissemination of the competition, a responsibility falling upon States Parties, is employed. Awareness-raising activities, on the other hand, were the responsibility of UNESCO. Also voicing concern with regard to the period of the mandate of members of this present subsidiary body, the Delegation proposed to find a formula that could retain the present members so that they may work with the newly-elected members in order to ensure continuity and a bridge with States Parties, which could only enrich the Committee’s work. 

327.
The Delegation of Bulgaria also acknowledged that the period of four months was sufficient, at least from the moment when the competition was effectively launched ; then there remained a strategy to be decided upon and the partners to be chosen for the dissemination, possibly newspapers and television channels of UNESCO Member States. It was this procedure prior to the launching of the competition that would be time-consuming. 

328.
The Chairperson clarified that it was not for the subsidiary body to decide upon a strategy, otherwise professional competent persons would have been called upon. The subsidiary body should limit itself to providing guidelines. We have to give indications to the Secretariat that is in contact with all the countries of the world. 

329.
The Delegation of Turkey recalled that the subsidiary body needed a Vice-Chairperson and a Rapporteur. 

330.
Following the proposal of the Delegation of Algeria, supported by that of Nigeria, Mr Edouardo Barrios (Bolivia) was elected Rapporteur, and before adjourning the meeting, the Chairperson designated Algeria, Bulgaria, Nigeria and India as Vice-Presidents. 

[Friday, 7 September 2007, 10:30]
AGENDA ITEM 14: INCORPORATION OF THE MASTERPIECES OF THE ORAL AND INTANGIBLE HERITAGE OF HUMANITY INTO THE REPRESENTATIVE LIST OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE OF HUMANITY

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/14
Decision 2.COM 14
331.
The Chairperson opened the morning session of the last day by informing the plenary of the day’s schedule. Then, the Legal Adviser introduced the document under consideration, recalling that the Committee requested the Director-General to submit a legal opinion on this matter. Prepared by the Legal Office, it is annexed to the document. Furthermore, the Committee requested States Parties to submit written comments, which are contained in document INF 4. 

332.
The Delegation of Japan indicated that during the negotiation process of the Convention text, the distinction between incorporation and inscription had never been discussed. In Chengdu, all those who took the floor were of the opinion that the Masterpieces after incorporation should enjoy the same rights and be subject to the same obligations as other elements. The working document does not reflect this point at all. Furthermore, as the Committee is dealing with a transitional condition as an exceptional case, it should not spend too much time on this matter and deal with it as smoothly as possible. The Delegation was not convinced of the need for a heavy procedure as suggested in the paper prepared by the Legal Office. Moreover, some working documents of the Tokyo session do not reflect the points already discussed in Chengdu. Taking all this into account, the Delegation of Japan proposed a new text for paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of the decision as well as a new paragraph 6. 

333.
The Delegation of India concurred with the observations of the Delegation of Japan that the text prepared by the Legal Adviser did not really reflect the discussion of Chengdu. It was decided that in Tokyo the Committee would address the issues of rights and obligations of States non party, since the Legal Adviser advised that they could enjoy the rights but not the obligations without consenting. But if incorporated, it would be normal to be subject to rights and obligations. The Delegation of India congratulated that of Japan for the elegant formulation of the draft decision, kindly inviting States non party to ratify the Convention, and fully supported it. 

334.
The Delegation of Belgium, supported by the Delegation of Brazil, agreed with that of Japan and India but requested to refer always to “items proclaimed Masterpieces”, not Masterpieces in short. The Delegation of Brazil also concurred with that of Japan regarding a distinction between incorporation and inscription and fully supported its amendment as a very constructive solution allowing the Committee to face this problem in an elegant way. It recalled nevertheless that the question of States that do not express their consent to have their Masterpieces inscribed is still unsolved. 
335. The Delegation of Bolivia thanked the Delegation of Japon for having presented a text reflecting the successive discussions of Algiers and Chengdu on this matter. This text provided a clear differentiation between incorporation and inscription, incorporation being a passive act while inscription requires a procedure. With regard to the Masterpieces of States non party to the Convention, and that have not given their consent, it was evident that the Committee needs time to reflect. It requested clarification from the Delegation of Japan on the possibility of whether the States non party to the Convention can inscribe an element on the List, and make a request for financial assistance, although they had not yet ratified the Convention. 
336.
The Delegation of Japan drew attention to paragraph 4 of the decision specifying that States non party have to give consent to be subject to the obligations. Otherwise, without ratification there are no obligations and no rights. Paragraph 5 makes reference to the Vienna Convention from which it can be deduced that States non party have to give consent, and that otherwise they are not subject to obligations. 

337.
The Delegation of Mexico endorsed the thanks offered to the Delegation of Japan for having proposed a decision that so well reflected the spirit of Chengdu. It wished to know whether the files that were presented during the Proclamation of Masterpieces would be reviewed in conformity with the new safeguarding measures proposed in order to avoid the problems experienced with the first inscriptions of the 1972 Convention where many of the natural and cultural properties still today have no management plan. 

338.
The Delegation of Japan considered that all Masterpieces should fulfil the same obligations as newly inscribed items. For the Masterpieces, Member States have been requested to submit a management plan that could fulfil the criteria eventually adopted by the Committee. If this is the case, nothing more has to be done. If not, some modifications should be necessary. The Delegation of Gabon endorsed the thanks offered to the Delegation of Japan for this text. It further wished to see specification of the case where an element on the RL requires safeguarding measures or extremely urgent measures. The Delegation of Japan responded that the proposed text concerns only incorporation in the RL. If something urgent occurs, the normal procedures of ICH in need of urgent safeguarding should apply. 
339.
The Delegation of Algeria also endorsed the thanks offered to the Delegation of Japan for the excellent text proposed. It requested the Delegation of Belgium to withdraw its proposal regarding the reference to the Masterpieces because the maintenance of the title as it stands would allow for traceability and transparence of the procedure by which this element was inscribed. It would thus indicate that it was before the entry into force of the Convention. With regard to the management plan for the incorporated Masterpieces, it considered that it concerns an automatic incorporation and there was no question of examination of any conditions whatsoever.

340.
The Delegation of China recalled the lengthy discussion on this question during earlier Committee sessions and the expert meeting in India and supported the proposal from the Delegation of Japan. The Delegations of Estonia, Belarus, Central African Republic and Turkey concurred with the text of Japan and the amendment proposed by the Delegation of Belgium. The United Arab Emirates also congratulated the Delegation of Japan for its wise proposal and supported the amendment from Belgium concerning the wording of “items proclaimed Masterpieces”.

341.
The Delegation of Senegal also concurred with the thanks expressed to the Delegation of Japan that conciliated the political and legal requirements. However, it wished to amend paragraph 6 of the decision taking into account an article of the Vienna Convention indicating that the consent of States was presumed. Therefore the following wording would be advisable “unless otherwise advised by the State concerned ” rather than “if they consent”. All the more so as in point 8, the creation of procedures are foreseen so that the concerned State might express its opposition or withdraw a Masterpiece from the RL. 

342.
The Delegation of Bolivia reiterated its reticence in using the term “elements” and voiced its preference for the conservation of the term “Masterpiece” which did not in any way establish a different category within the RL. With regard to paragraph 4, and fully understanding that the rights and obligations of States non party only referred to Masterpeices concerned, it did however prefer to clearly state this and suggested adding “enjoying all the rights and assuming all the obligations contained in the Convention concerning the Masterpieces in question”.

343.
The Delegation of India informed the plenary that some Members of the Committee have expressed sympathy with the concern of the Delegation of Algeria with regard to the issue of referring to Masterpieces as such. Proclaimed Masterpieces by an international jury, they will remain Masterpieces whether incorporated or not in the RL, and it appealed to the Delegation of Belgium not to insist on its amendment, endorsing the Japanese proposal that has kept in mind this political sensitivity. The Delegation of Belgium responded by proposing, in order not to introduce a hierarchy in the RL, to quote the full text of the Convention “the items proclaimed Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity”.

344.
The Delegation of Romania also thanked the Delegation of Japan and asked whether the Secretariat or the Committee had information concerning potential non-consent by any State with regard to the automatic incorporation of its Masterpiece. 

345.
The Delegation of France expressed its thanks to the Delegation of Japan for the excellent draft decision that it supported in the same way that it supported the amendment proposed by the Delegation of Belgium. However, France wished to indicate that there was a basic problem and that it was not a question of terminology, but a question of comprehension of what the Committee was doing. Recalling that the Committee had always wished to do away with this hierarchy in the elements that made up the List, it noted that the use of the term “Masterpieces ” maintained this hierarchy, which was not in the spirit of the Convention. However, in a spirit of consensus, the Delegation of France supported the proposal of the Delegation of Japan with the second amendment of the Delegation of Belgium.

346.
Having attended the negotiation process of the Convention text, the Delegation of Italy (Observer) informed the Committee of the imminent ratification of the Convention by Italy, and pointed out that the only question is how the Masterpieces are incorporated in the RL. But once incorporated, they have to be treated exactly in the same way as any other element in the List. The question of States non party is a legal one, regulated by the Vienna Convention. Therefore, it fully supported the proposal by the Delegation of Japan that is in full compliance with this Vienna Convention.

347.
The Legal Adviser reminded that in the footnote 8 of the legal opinion, the Legal Adviser has quoted Article 35 of the Vienna Convention which provides that an obligation arises for a third State from a provision of a treaty if the parties to the treaty intend the provision to be the means of establishing the obligation and, this is the key part, the third State must accept that obligation in writing.  

348.
The Delegation of Senegal expressed its agreement with that of Japan, but considered that there was a slight nuance in “unless otherwise advised, in which case the State should consent formally in writing”. In order to satisfy the Delegation of Senegal, the Delegation of Japan proposed to add, “if they so consent in writing”, which is faithful to the Convention text.

349.
Following the proposal by the Chairperson to stick to the original draft proposed by the Delegation of Japan, that of Estonia appealed to take into account the second amendment made by the Delegation of Belgium.

350.
The Chairperson declared paragraphs 1 and 2 (unchanged), as well as new paragraph 3 (Japan proposal) adopted. 

351.
The Delegation of Bulgaria, while agreeing with the new paragraph 4, wished it to be clearly indicated that States whose items proclaimed Masterpieces are incorporated in the Representative List enjoy all the rights and obligations, but only for those elements. 

352.
The Delegations of Belgium and Estonia wished to stay as close as possible to the Convention and to use systematically “items proclaimed Masterpieces”. The Delegation of Brazil, clarifying that when talking about rights and obligations, the Committee refers to items incorporated into the List rather than to States Parties or States non party. Therefore the wording could be simplified by saying that the Committee considers that items proclaimed Masterpieces that are incorporated into the List, regardless whether they are in States Parties or not, are subject to the same rights and obligations as all other items in the list. 

353.
The Chairperson agreed because the proposal did not change the substance. The Delegation of Senegal, whilst understanding the concern for simplification by the Delegation of Brazil, preferred to keep the initial title because the proposal as presented by Brazil seemed to suggest that the elements proclaimed are subject of rights because they have rights and assume obligations. The Delegation of Japan fully agreed with that of Senegal saying that this legal text has to be very clear on who is the subject of rights and obligations. 
354.
Noting that the Committee needed some time for drafting properly the English and French versions of paragraph 4, the Chairperson suspended the session for 20 minutes after having declared adopted paragraphs 5 and 6 of the draft decision. 

[Break for discussion]

[13:10]

355.
After the presentation of paragraph 4 of the draft decision 2.COM 14 by the Delegation of Senegal, the Committee proceeded with its adoption and the Chairperson declared the draft decision adopted in its entirety. 

AGENDA ITEM 7 (CONTINUED): DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES CONCERNING THE CRITERIA AND MODALITIES FOR THE ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/7
Decision 2.COM 7

Advisory functions
356.
The Representative of the Director-General recalled that this recapitulative paragraph had been postponed until after the examination of other items on the agenda, and that its deletion had also been envisaged at some point. The Secretariat prepared a summary version recapitulating the decisions taken under other agenda items and having as objective to specify that it was the Committee that decides to confer a certain number of tasks to the accredited NGOs. These notably included the provision of examinations of nomination files to the USL (decided under item 6 of the agenda), of programmes and projects mentioned in Article 18 of the Convention (decided under item 12), and of requests for international assistance (decided under item 11). 

357.
The Chairperson thanked the Representative of the Director-General for this clear proposal and considered that the Committee should not have any difficulties in adopting this paragraph as it reflects what had already been decided upon. 
360.
The Delegation of Bulgaria considered that it would be more advisable to postpone this question until the next session of the Committee and examine at the same time, in a separate document, the consultative functions of other entities. Therefore, the Committee would have available a complete set of consultative functions, making a far more balanced work possible. The Delegations of Bolivia, Algeria and Romania expressed their support for this proposal, requesting the Secretariat to take note. 

359.
Having noted this request, the Chairperson then declared new paragraph 7 adopted, as well as Decision 2.COM 7 in its entirety. 
360.
Traditions pour demain (Observer), as a member of the NGO-UNESCO Liaison Committee, wished to renew to the Committee the good wishes and support of NGOs, notably those with official relations with UNESCO, to collaborate with the Committee in the implementation of the Convention. It considered that it would be difficult to attain the ambitious objectives that UNESCO has set, without a relationship of confidence and exchange between organized civil society and the States. Citing the Representative of Algeria who, during the informal working group session concerning the role of communities, said that experts and research centres were friends of the communities, it emphasized that NGOs were collaborators of the communities. It requested the Committee to avoid competitive situations which would negate the cause and expressed the desire to collaborate with the Committee 

AGENDA ITEM 8 (CONTINUED) : PARTICIPATION OF COMMUNITIES OR THEIR REPRESENTATIVES, PRACTITIONERS, EXPERTS, CENTRES OF EXPERTISE AND RESEARCH INSTITUTES

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/8
Decision 2.COM 8

361.
Invited by the Chairperson to present the results of the informal working group on item 8, Mr Kono, Chairperson of the group, reported that the group had come up with a text and invited the Secretary to read draft decision 2.COM 8.

362.
The Delegation of Brazil paid tribute to the efforts carried out by the working group for this new text that has the merit of being simple and straightforward, and of leaving the responsibility for preparing the topic for the next session with the Committee. However, it regretted that the proposal, made earlier by the Delegation of France was not taken into account to convene an expert meeting to contribute to the Committee’s debate. It also wanted to refine the language presented and to add in paragraphs 5 and 6 the request to be addressed to the Secretariat to consult States Parties on possible modalities for the involvement of communities, etc.

363.
The Delegation of India congratulated that of Japan for this second effort and proposed some linguistic changes to the text. In paragraph 3 instead of mentioning individual articles of the Convention it preferred the wording of overriding importance given in the Convention and other international instruments, to the necessity of associating those concerned with creating and preserving ICH. 

364.
The Delegation of Japan wanted to clarify that the basis of the work was the original working document submitted by the Secretariat. The group decided not to redraft the proposals made by the Delegations of Brazil and India. Concerning the expert meeting, many ideas were proposed, so the group decided to adopt very simple language leaving the Committee the way to translate the decision into a concrete form. As for paragraph 3, a couple of provisions clearly refer to the participation of communities, but the group agreed that the Convention should be interpreted in a flexible way and in a direction encouraging the participation of communities, etc.  

365.
The Delegation of Bolivia thanked the working group for the clear and concise result. Also appreciating the amendments made by the Delegation of India but fearing that these revisions might overcommit the Committee, it preferred leaving the original text of the group in its simplicity, thus avoiding any oversights and limiting the room of manoeuvre of the Committee. 

366.
The Delegation of Estonia fully supported that of Brazil that there should be an expert meeting as soon as possible to debate on issues that would really reflect what communities and experts in the field think, allowing free debate on issues essential for the procedures to be adopted. Concerning the amendments proposed by the Delegation of India, in particular paragraph 3, it preferred to keep the original text. 

367.
With regard to the expert seminar, the Delegation of Senegal confirmed that the working group had considered it important and necessary, but that the establishment of a subsidiary body having as mandate the responsibility of a wider reflection based on proposals of States with a view to defining a kind of panoply to include proposals for the involvement of both communities and researchers to respond to this concern. It is for this reason that the working group was not specifically limited to an expert meeting. Its second comment concerned the proposal for the Delegation of Brazil requesting how to combine the involvement of communities with possible modalities. The involvement of communities and researchers in the implementation of the Convention was not a matter of eventuality, but rather feasibility. 

368.
The Delegation of Turkey supported the idea of an expert meeting on this issue and requested to take into consideration not only the communities but also individuals. With regard to paragraph 5, the Delegation of China requested replacement of the involvement of communities by the participation of communities. 

369.
The Delegation of France supported the original text as drafted by the working group with the amendment just introduced by China as well as those introduced by the Delegations of Estonia and Turkey. It further informed the Committee that France was willing to host this expert meeting, if decided upon. 

370.
The Delegation of Belgium also supported the original text prepared by the working group with the amendments made by the Delegations of Estonia and France. It hoped that the expert meeting would take place, but that it would follow the meeting of the subsidiary body that could, moreover, prepare the expert meeting, if decided upon. 

371.
The Delegation of Bulgaria was rather confused because the mandate of the working group was to elaborate ideas on the modalities for the involvement of communities, etc. It strongly appealed to the Committee to maintain the initial idea of having an expert meeting that will deal with precisely this issue. Based on the outcome of this expert meeting, the need of a subsidiary body could be discussed.
372.
The Delegation of Algeria wished to support the original text prepared by the working group with the amendments proposed by the Delegations of Turkey, China and Estonia. 

373.
The Delegation of Peru indicated that it wished to maintain, in paragraph 5, the term involvement and not that of participation, supported by the Delegation of Romania, that further asked whether the two meetings foreseen, that of the expert group and the subsidiary body, would be held in France.

374.
Taking into account the mandate given to the informal working group and the nature of the draft decision, the Chairperson proposed to stick as much as possible to the original text and suggested to go through the decision paragraph by paragraph. After the withdrawal of the amendment of the Delegation of India, the Chairperson declared adopted paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 as amended. With regard to paragraph 5, the Delegation of Brazil wanted to keep its proposal on possible modalities, deeming it important to see how the communities, etc., can participate. The Chairperson than declared paragraphs 5 and 6 adopted and suggested not to mention in the decision text the possibility of an expert meeting as the subsidiary body could freely convene it if deemed necessary. 

375.
With regard to the suggested expert meeting, the Delegation of Estonia, preferring to keep the mention of an expert meeting, argued that it can also involve experts from outside the Committee and would not be limited as a subsidiary body might be. Therefore, it continued endorsing the idea of organizing an expert meeting as quickly as possible because several issues needed to be discussed before the next session of the Committee. 

376.
The Delegation of Brazil proposed that the subsidiary body could study the need to organize an expert meeting. The subsidiary body could also involve in its works such experts as suggested by the Delegation of Estonia and proposed to add to the draft decision that the Committee request the subsidiary body to collaborate with experts in the fulfilment of its task. It also welcomed the proposal of the Delegation of France to host an expert meeting. 

377.
The Delegation of France indicated that this consultative body, comprising members of the Committee, was a body of experts, because if one referred to the Convention and the Rules of Procedure of the Committee, the members of the Committee must be ICH experts. If this really was the case, this subsidiary body would be composed of experts. Therefore, one cannot add “collaborate with experts” as they are themselves experts, but rather invite that subsidiary body to invite other outside experts. Otherwise, it would be to recognize that this Committee comprised non-expert delegations on the subject in hand and thus in contradiction to the Convention and the Rules of Procedure.

378.
The Delegation of Bulgaria deemed it important to have for the next session of the Committee a real proposal, prepared by the subsidiary body, to be adopted by the Committee and submitted to the General Assembly. This will allow, after the General Assembly, to have all modalities in place for the involvement of institutions, persons, communities, etc. to start the real work. It also fully concurred with the Delegation of France that this Committee should be composed of experts. 

379.
The Delegation of China, seconded by that of Hungary and Brazil, recalled that at the Algiers session of the Committee, the Delegation of India offered to host an expert meeting and everybody came without having a specific decision. France offered to host a meeting, and the Committee can just accept it. 

380.
The Delegation of France expressed its agreement with the Delegation of China and considered that this meeting should take place very soon, before the next session of the Committee, therefore at the beginning of 2008. 

381.
The Delegation of Algeria wished to thank France for the hospitality shown and pronounced itself in favour of the maintenance of the original text, following which the Delegation of Estonia withdrew its amendment. 

382.
The Chairperson then informed the Committee that each group designated its representative in the subsidiary organ: 

Group I: Belgium

Group II: Romania

Group III: Peru

Group IV: Japan

Group V(a): Senegal

Group V(b): Algeria

383.
With regard to the question of communities, the Delegation of Romania wished to benefit from the expertise of all the States of Group II. 

384.
The Chairperson then declared adopted paragraph 7, followed by the adoption of draft decision 2. COM 8 in its entirety. 

[Lunch break] 

[15:50]

AGENDA ITEM 17: OTHER BUSINESS

385.
The Chairperson opened the afternoon session and requested a report of the subsidiary body concerning the emblem of the Convention. The Delegation of Bolivia, in its capacity as Rapporteur of this subsidiary body, informed the Committee that this body comprised France (Mr Chérif Khaznadar, Chairperson), Bulgaria, Bolivia (Mr Edouardo Barrios, Rapporteur), India, Nigeria and Algeria. The Group first established the modalities for its work, emphasizing the limited amount of time available. The mandate set by the Committee concerned the very extensive diffusion of the competition and a wide participation. The group based their work on a document prepared by the Secretariat, which also contained draft rules for the competition to be launched. The group reflection concentrated on these draft rules for the competition, the partners to be approached, the means of diffusion to be used, the use of various technological supports, costs, and the problems linked to copyright. It reported that the Group also set a work timetable and that the work would begin the following week using Internet.

386.
The Chairperson then raised the problem of the different time frames of the General Assembly and the Committee meetings that caused some procedural problems when it comes to the election of the Bureau of the next session 

387.
The Delegation of Mexico made a declaration in the name of Hispanic countries of GRULAC and Spain, on the use of languages as working languages of the Organization in the framework of intergovernmental meetings, Category II. It recalled the provisions of Decision 58 adopted during the 176th session of the Executive Board in which the Executive Board encourages the Committee to work in the spirit of Resolution 33 C/91 and to envisage using other working languages of the Organization in its work.

388.
The Delegation of Algeria requested that the organization of thematic meetings be envisaged in the framework of the Committee, so as to acknowledge the efforts of States Parties in the aspects linked to the safeguarding of ICH. It considered that these thematic sessions, which could be held during the statutory meetings, could enrich discussions within the Committee.

389.
The Chairperson took note of these observations and asked whether there were other matters to be dealt with under other business.

390.
The Delegation of France asked about seeking means to strengthen cooperation between the North and the South, particularly for the safeguarding of elements on the USL. It considered that this question could be the subject of an in-depth reflection during the next session of the Committee so as to illustrate this dialogue between cultures and hence build a bridge between the 2003 and the 2005 Conventions.

AGENDA ITEM 15: DATE AND VENUE OF THE NEXT SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE

Document ITH/07/2.COM/CONF.208/15
Decision 2.COM 15

391.
The Delegation of Turkey, as it had already announced at the Committee session in Chengdu, reaffirmed its willingness to host the next ordinary session in Istanbul.

392.
The Delegations of Algeria, Bolivia, China, Gabon in its name and in the name of Group V(a), Belgium, Romania, Estonia, Brazil and Peru warmly thanked the Delegation of Turkey for its invitation, welcomed by acclamation by the Committee.

393.
The Delegation of Turkey, while expressing its thanks for the support of its candidature, informed the Committee that the dates would be set with the Secretariat, probably for the month of October or November 2008. Following reflection on the most suitable dates, taking account of those of the Executive Board and Ramadan, a date in Autumn 2008 was envisaged. It would be fixed in due course after consultations between the Delegation of Turkey and the Director-General of UNESCO. 

394.
The Delegation of Peru reminded the Committee that in the Southern Hemisphere of the planet, Spring is what Autumn is in the Northern Hemisphere. This designation would create problems for many countries and it requested the dates of the third ordinary session of the Committee be indicated. 

395.
The Chairperson, recalling that important details remain to be discussed before the next meeting of the General Assembly in June 2008, asked whether there were any proposals for holding an extraordinary session of the Committee.

396.
The Delegation of Bulgaria, expressing its full satisfaction with the work of the Committee in Tokyo, thanked the Chairperson as well as the collaborators of its Delegation and the Ministries, for having made this session of the Committee such a great success. Underscoring the wealth of intangible and tangible cultural heritage in Bulgaria, the Delegation informed the Committee of its intention to create a Category 2 regional centre for intangible heritage. It also proposed to welcome an extraordinary session in Sofia at the beginning of 2008, so as to conclude the necessary work for the General Assembly and proposed three themes for the agenda of this meeting:

● Finalization of the documents for the General Assembly

● Examination of the Committee’s working methods to improve efficiency and, if necessary, amendment of its Rules of Procedure 

● All other tasks set by the Committee session at Tokyo

397.
Thanking the Delegation of Bulgaria for its invitation and the Japanese authorities for the excellent organization of this present session, the Delegation of the United Arab Emirates informed the Committee at this early stage that it would be pleased to welcome the Committee for a future session in the United Arab Emirates and expressed its hope that this invitation will be considered from now on.

398.
The Delegations of Peru, Japan, and Belgium took this opportunity to thank Japan for the excellent organization of this session of the Committee, and Bolivia, Algeria, and Gabon on its behalf and in the name of Group V(a), Romania, Belarus, and Brazil, warmly thanked the Delegation of Bulgaria for its invitation, which was approved unanimously by the Committee.

399.
The Delegation of Estonia, endorsed the thanks expressed regarding the organization of the Committee session by Japan, and for the invitation of Bulgaria to welcome the next extraordinary session, and proposed to hold the fourth ordinary session in September 2009, in Estonia. 

400.
The Delegations of Bolivia and Algeria requested that all proposals for possible agenda items be deleted.

401.
The Delegation of Brazil recalled that according to Article 9.3 of the Rules of Procedure, the provisional agenda of the next extraordinary session is indicated during the preceeding session, and supported the Delegation of Bulgaria in including it in the decision. 

402.
The Delegation of China wondered if it was not possible to be more flexible and avoid being locked into a set agenda for the extraordinary session. 

403.
The Delegation of France remarked that the two proposals to include reflection on the links between the 2003 and the 2005 Conventions and an in-depth thematic reflection were not foreseen in the proposed draft provisional agenda. The Delegations of Bolivia and Japan considered that these items should not be added as there was no supportive information. The Delegation of Brazil supporting earlier remarks, however, insisted in keeping these three paragraphs because the Rules of Procedure foresee mention of the provisional agenda. 

404. The Legal Adviser confirmed that for extraordinary sessions Rule 9.3 requires to specify in advance what the Committee will discuss at such sessions after which nothing can be added. Since the Committee does not know precisely what it has to discuss, he advised to use a wording general enough to cover everything. Another solution might be to refer to the Bulgaria session as an ordinary session.

405.
After having read Article 9.3, the Delegation of Japan insisted on the need to indicate the mandate of the next extraordinary session and the issues to be examined at that time. Considering that item c) did not respond to requirements of Article 9.3, it proposed a modification, adding “for all issues relating to the smooth working of the Convention”. 

406.
At the request of the Chairperson, there being no objections to the proposal of Japan, the Delegation of Bulgaria accepted Japan’s proposal, but requested that it be added to the text proposed. At the request of the Delegation of Algeria to see the thematic day it had proposed taken into consideration, the Chairperson indicated that at this stage details of this nature could not be considered, and proceeded to adopt Decision 2.COM 15.

AGENDA ITEM 16: ELECTION OF THE BUREAU OF THE THIRD SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
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407.
The Delegation of Bolivia asked whether it was necessary to elect a Bureau now taking into account the elections for half of the Committee in June 2008 during the next session of the GA. If the Committe proceeded with the election of its Bureau now, only half of the Committee would be eligible, the other half being outgoing. If this was the case, the Delegation of Bolivia would propose Mexico as Vice-Chairperson.

408.
The Delegation of France, in the name of Group I, proposed that the Chair of the third sesion of the Committee be ensured by the host country, Turkey. 

409.
The Delegation of Algeria, in the name of the Arab Group, proposed the United Arab Emirates as Vice-Chairperson. 

410.
The Delegation of Estonia, in the name of the Group II supported the election of Turkey as Chairperson and proposed Hungary as Vice-Chairperson. 

411.
The Delegation of China, in the name of Group IV, supported the election of Turkey as Chairperson and proposed India as Vice-Chairperson. 

412.
The Delegation of Senegal, on behalf of Group V(a), proposed Gabon as Vice-Chairperson. 

413.
In response to the remark of the Chairperson that a Rapporteur among the five countries named should be designated, the Delegation of Estonia proposed India as Rapporteur, a proposal that was refused by the Delegation of India.

414.
Upon a proposal from Hungary, the expert of Gabon was unanimously elected Rapporteur of the Committee. 

415.
The Committee thus elected the Bureau of its third ordinary session and named H. E. Mr Faruk Loguglu of Turkey (Group I) Chairperson and Mme Claudine-Augée Angoué of Gabon (Group V(a)) Rapporteur. Hungary (Group II), Mexico (Group III), India (Group IV) and the United Arab Emirates (Group V(b)) were elected Vice-Chairpersons. 

[Break]

[17:45]

AGENDA ITEM 18: CLOSING OF THE SESSION

Oral report of the Rapporteur

Adoption of the List of decisions

416.
Following the presentation by the Rapporteur, Mr Ousmane Blondin Diop, of his oral report on the work achieved, the Commmitte unanimously adopted the oral report and the decisions taken on the items of the agenda. 

417.
The Chairperson sincerely congratulated the Committee and observers for the great achievements in this session. Comparing the Committee to an ICH ship, he said it was significantly equipped in the Odaiba Tokyo Bay. Upon approval by the General Assembly in June 2008, the ship will set sail for a long journey with noble objectives for safeguarding the ICH of the world. A journey that countless communities, practitioners and individuals in all continents, sub-continents have been waiting for since years. It is of historical significance that the ICH ship was equipped for this long journey here in Odaiba because in 1853, the last Samurai government built a series of six fortresses for protecting Tokyo from invasion. Odaiba literally means “cannon batteries placed on islands”. After 150 years, this place became a symbol of openness and international cooperation. He called this the Odaiba spirit. With a view to the huge diversity of opinions among the Committee Members, States Parties and observers on various important issues and the heated debates going on for hours and hours until late at night in the working groups and corridors, the achievements seem to be a miracle. In reality, they are due to admirable professionalism and profound commitment to the noble objectives of the Convention and the strong passion that all participants shared, allowing them to overcome differences and uncertainties. He expressed his happiness that Tokyo – the birthplace of the concept of ICH – inspired the Committee with the “Wah,” a traditional Japanese spirit of harmony and compromise and helped it to achieve consensus in the meetings. In addition, he also recognized the achievements of his predecessors, H.E. Mr Matsuura, the Director-General of UNESCO, H.E. Mr Bedjaoui, all Chairs of Committee sessions, expert groups and informal meeting groups. But also Ms Rivière, Ms Aikawa, Mr Smeets and his team, the Legal Adviser, the Comptroller and the interpreters. The value of all their contributions is impossible to quantify. He explained that during these five days of intense work, he always had kept the five commandments inherited from his father in mind: to have utmost sincerity, to always do your best, to always be faithful, to keep maximum courtesy to others, to be always of utmost diligence. The ship was now ready to set sail, but work will never end and unexpected events may happen; he expressed the sincere wish that the Odaiba sprit might be preserved. 

418.
The Delegation of Turkey welcomed the substantial progress made by the Committee during this meeting and expressed its appreciation of the delegates for their valuable support allowing Turkey to host the next ordinary session in Istanbul. The Delegation extended its sincere thanks to the Japanese Government for the perfect conditions that contributed greatly to the success of this session. It furthermore congratulated UNESCO and the Secretariat, especially the esteemed Representative of the Director-General, Ms Françoise Rivière, for their exemplary work and efforts. The Delegation in particular congratulated H.E. Ambassador Seiichi Kondo, Chairperson of the Committee, for his firmness and determination as well as humour in guiding the works of the Committee and thanked all delegates for their commitment shown and spirit of cooperation and mutual trust. Finally it extended its thanks to the Bulgarian authorities for hosting the next extraordinary session. 

419.
The Delegation of Bulgaria warmly thanked the Committee for having accepted their proposal for hosting the next extraordinary session in Sofia and congratulated their neighbour country Turkey for organizing the next ordinary session in Istanbul, highlighting that the two next sessions will therefore be held in a part of the world where ICH is sometimes shared. 

420.
The Delegation of Norway (Observer) wished to share some observations concerning the work of the Committee. From an observer point of view, the Committee is progressing slowly in the right direction. The Norwegian expert, having been involved in the negotiation process of the Convention text, found it very promising to observe how the Committee grasps the intentions and the underlying spirit of the Convention, especially the understanding that this is a Convention for the practitioners of ICH. By concentrating its future work on real and diverse safeguarding measures, the Committee eventually should be able to contribute substantially to the field of safeguarding ICH. It congratulated the Committee as a team for the achievements during this meeting and thanked the Japanese hosts for having organized this meeting so brilliantly. 

421.
It was with a certain emotion that the Delegation of Bolivia recalled the year 1967 and the first official request for protection made by Bolivia for that which was then called folklore. Convinced that the Committee would finally succeed, here in Tokyo, it expressed its thanks through the Chairperson, to the Japanese authorities to have permitted the Committee to accomplish this indispensable work in the protection of the ICH, thanked UNESCO, and all the colleagues devoted to the cause of safeguarding ICH. 

422.
The Delegation of Hungary, comparing the Chairperson to the great aviator Lindbergh and recalling the spirit of St Louis, thanked him and the Japanese authorities for the perfect organization of the Committee meeting. Under the guidance of Ambassador Kondo the Committee made a decisive step forward. It finally expressed its appreciation to all the persons “behind the scene” and to the Secretariat.

423.
The Delegation of Nigeria expressed its appreciation for the good leadership of the Chairperson, Ambassador Kondo, and the team of good advisers as well as to the Japanese authorities for having hosted this session. 

424.
At the conclusion of the fruitful work of the Committee, the Delegation of Algeria wished to thank, on behalf also of the Arab Group, the Japanese authorities for the warm welcome and excellent organization. Thanks went also to the young volunteers for all their untiring efforts provided with efficiency and discretion. A big thank you is also addressed personally to the Chairperson because thanks to him, the Committee was on the right track. The Committee as a whole had contributed to the road map which would carry it to Sofia then Istanbul. 

425.
The Delegation of India, after having enjoyed Japanese hospitality and discovered a little part of Japan’s great culture, expressed its warmest thanks to the Chairperson for his wonderful chairmanship. 

426.
The Delegation of Luxembourg, in its name and in the name of all the observer countries, expressed its heartfelt gratitude to the host country for the warm welcome extended to the participants and which gave the desire to return to discover all the mysteries of this extraordinary country that is Japan, and which furthermore gave birth to the idea of ICH. It also thanked the future hosts – Bulgaria and Turkey – and, looking at the progress achieved in Tokyo, said it felt very optimistic for the future of the Committee and that of ICH.

427.
The Delegation of France thanked the Japanese authorities for their hospitality, the UNESCO Secretariat for the enormous efforts that they have had to achieve for this meeting, not forgetting the interpreters. It expressed its sincere appreciation to the Chairperson for the manner in which he guided the work of the Committee which, thus, departs feeling confident in the future and the implementation of the 2003 Convention. 

428.
The Delegation of Belarus congratulated all members of the Committee for their excellent work and the significant results. It thanked the Japanese authorities and the Chairperson personally for having hosted this session and UNESCO for having allowed Belarus to participate in this session. 

429.
The Delegation of Romania expressed its gratitude to Japan and personally to the Chairperson for having succeeded in guiding the work in a spirit which was both rigorous and flexible. It thanked Ms Rivière, the Secretariat and the interpreters as well as the members of the Committee who demonstrated a spirit of cooperation while conserving their identity, and the observers for having assisted the Committee in its task. 

430. The Delegation of China sincerely congratulated the Chairperson and his team for the hard work accomplished in the giant step undertaken in Tokyo towards the noble cause of safeguarding the ICH. It expressed in particular its appreciation to the Bureau and the Rapporteur for having succeeded in summing up the debates of Committee. The Delegation also thanked Ms Rivière and her team for their hard work. 

431.
ACCU (Observer) congratulated the Chairperson and the Committee members for having accomplished such an enormous amount of work towards the successful implementation of the Convention. On behalf of the NGOs associated with ACCU, it thanked the Committee for having encouraged NGOs to share the responsibilities and also to encourage them to continue their efforts. ACCU invited the Committee to follow their work in a timely manner as NGOs, communities and practitioners were counting on the Committee. 

432.
The Delegation of Japan expressed its sincere gratitude for all the warm words expressed by the Delegates, highlighting that it was Japan’s utmost pleasure to have welcomed all of them in Japan. The Delegation was very happy to have been able to take part in such lively debates which gave clear directions to the future work of the Committee. Not to forget the hard work and professionalism of the UNESCO Secretariat which had been extremely helpful especially in preparing the meeting. On behalf of the Government of Japan, the Delegation expressed how rewarding it had been to host this second session of the Committee.

433.
In the name of the Director-General and the UNESCO Secretariat, the Representative of the Director-General presented warmest thanks to the Japanese authorities, underlining the importance of the progress accomplished by the Committee during this session in Tokyo. She voiced her satisfaction that a certain number of incertainties and ambiguities had been resolved and that the Committee was increasingly better equipped. She also expressed her pleasure to be able to return to Headquarters and announce to the Director-General that the Convention could be launched following the next General Assembly. She endorsed the thanks expressed to the participants, be they Committee members or observers, more and more numerous, the Secretariat, the interpreters and most especially the Japanese authorities for their efficiency, devotion and exemplary welcome. She then thanked the Rapporteur for his work, and the Chairperson for his efficiency and above all his infinite patience. 

434.
At 19:00, the Chairperson closed the second session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. 
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