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1. The second session of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was held at UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, from 16 to 19 June 2008. Representatives of 88 States Parties to the Convention participated in the meeting, and representatives of 63 Member States of UNESCO non party to the Convention, Permanent Observer Missions to UNESCO, intergovernmental and non governmental organizations also participated as observers. The Section of Intangible Cultural Heritage provided the Secretariat for the meeting.
[Monday 16 June 2008, Room II, 10.00 a.m.]

ITEM 1 OF THE DRAFT AGENDA: OPENING OF THE SECOND SESSION 
OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY BY THE DIRECTOR-GENERAL
2. The second session of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was opened with an opening ceremony presided over by Mr Koïchiro Matsuura, Director-General of UNESCO.
3. Mr Koïchiro Matsuura welcomed the Chairperson of the first session of the General Assembly, the Chairperson of the Intergovernmental Committee and the Chair of the Executive Board as well as all participants to that second General Assembly of the States Parties to the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. He explained that this session was of vital importance because it launched the operational phase of the Convention. During its four sessions, the Intergovernmental Committee worked hard to draw up a set of draft operational directives. He thanked the authorities of the four host countries for their generous welcome, and for having placed four outstanding Chairpersons at the Committee’s disposal. He also paid tribute to Mr Mohammed Bedjaoui, praising his masterful stewardship of all the preparatory and intergovernmental meetings, and of the first General Assembly of States Parties in June 2006. Mr Matsuura also paid tribute to Mr Osman Faruk Loğoğlu, Ambassador in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Vice-Chairperson of the Turkish National Commission for UNESCO, for his participation in the work of the statutory organs of the Convention from the very beginning. Mr Matsuura expressed his delight that Mr Olabiyi Babalola Joseph Yaï, Chair of the Executive Board, was in attendance, because his presence was testimony of personal attachment to the values of this Convention. Mr Matsuura acknowledged the representatives of the States Parties, and of those not yet party, in attendance, saying that 95 States had ratified the Convention, and others had announced their intention to do so shortly. He expressed trust in this General Assembly to convince those still uncertain States of the crucial importance of this Convention for cultural diversity. Mr Matsuura said how pleased he was to welcome so many observers from non-governmental organizations and communities. He cautioned that the Convention’s ambitious agenda required that the draft operational directives prepared by the Intergovernmental Committee be scrutinized, and characterized the four days ahead as a major turning point in the life of the Convention. Thereafter, Mr Matsuura explained, if the proposed timetables in the Operational Directives were accepted by the Assembly, the first items could be inscribed on the two Lists of the Convention in autumn 2009, at the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee. In closing, he paid tribute to Mr Rieks Smeets, who had served as Chief of ICH Section, and as Secretary of the Convention, and who would be leaving on 21 July 2008. Mr Matsuura praised Mr Smeets’ competence, personal involvement and hard work, as great contributions to the results seen to date. (The complete speech is available at http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/2GA/)
4. Mr Mohammed Bedjaoui stated that the time had come for himself and his country to leave two highly honourable offices: the presidency of the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention and membership of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the ICH. He expressed tremendous honor, pleasure and great emotion. Since 2001, almost 100 Masterpieces have been proclaimed. Mr Bedjaoui credited UNESCO for being keenly aware of the cultural challenges of the world today, having endeavored to show that it can take up the new demands at work deep within international society. He recalled the atmosphere of conviviality and consensus, but also the solidarity that characterized the proceedings of the various sessions of the general assemblies and of the Committee’s four meetings. He congratulated all States Parties, the Secretariat and the experts on the work already accomplished. He then gave special thanks to Mr Mounir Bouchenaki and Ms Françoise Rivière, and to all the members of the Secretariat who work tirelessly on the inventories, the safeguarding plans and the various technical files. Lastly, Mr Bedjaoui paid special tribute most solemnly to the person at the root of this success, the Director-General of UNESCO, Mr Koïchiro Matsuura. Mr Bedjaoui was convinced that this new Committee will do its task with the same shared fervor as its predecessor. He closed with his great thanks. (The complete speech is available at http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/2GA/)

5. Mr Olabiyi Babalola Joseph Yaï, Chair of the Executive Board of UNESCO, spoke of having had the privilege of attending the four sessions of the Intergovernmental Committee. In order to assess the progress made by the Convention, he invited to consider the path taken so far and recalled the historical steps. Mr Yaï was particularly delighted at the number of ratifications to date: 94 States have taken the initiative to ratify the Convention, including 21 States from the African Group. Mr Yaï ended by drawing the attention of States Parties and the Secretariat to two dimensions of the process of implementing this standard-setting instrument which constituted requirements for its success: firstly, all Conventions on culture must be complementary and tact is necessary for creating synergy and harmony between them; secondly, all sectors and disciplines of education, information and communication must be called on and involved in all implementation tasks. Mr Yaï wished one and all every success in their work. (The complete speech is available at http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/2GA/)
6. Mr O. Faruk Loğoğlu, Chairperson of the Intergovernmental Committee, extended a warm welcome to the new States Parties and noted that the ever-growing interest in the Convention is also reflected in the increasing participation of civil society in its activities. The current session of the General Assembly is poised to be a landmark event in the life of the Convention. The Committee gave careful consideration for the proper and effective implementation of the Convention when preparing the draft operational directives. While it is clear that the operational Directives will evolve with experience gained, Mr Loğoğlu said he believed that the draft provided a good start. He said that if consent was given and the draft text adopted, then they could take pride in initiating the operation of the Convention only two years after its entry into force. The Committee did its best to facilitate the work of the General Assembly. As its Chairperson, Mr Loğoğlu thanked all the host countries and individuals involved in this great undertaking. Then he spoke of Istanbul, where his country, Turkey, will host the third session of the Intergovernmental Committee from 4 to 8 November 2008. Istanbul was the site of the inspirational 2002 meeting of the third round table of ministers of culture with the theme ‘The ICH, a Mirror of Cultural Diversity’. It was there that the Istanbul Declaration was adopted, paving the way to the adoption of the Convention in 2003 at the 32nd session of the UNESCO General Conference. Mr Loğoğlu then added a personal note, by making a special call to non-governmental organizations and individuals to attend the Istanbul meeting. (The complete speech is available at http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/2GA/)
7. The Assistant Director-General for Culture, Ms Françoise Rivière, declared the opening ceremony concluded. She thanked the speakers and indicated that the session would resume at 11.30 p.m.
[Coffee break]

ITEM 2 OF THE DRAFT AGENDA: ELECTION OF A CHAIRPERSON, VICE-CHAIRPERSON(S) AND A RAPPORTEUR OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Document: ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/2
Resolution: 2.GA 2

8. The General Assembly proceeded to elect its Bureau. The Representative of the Director-General and Assistant Director-General for Culture recalled that it was necessary to elect a Chairperson, Vice-Chairpersons, preferably four, and a Rapporteur, each belonging to a different electoral group. 
9. The General Assembly elected its Bureau and designated by acclamation Mr Chérif Khaznadar (France) (proposed by Gabon) as Chairperson, Mr Francisco Javier López Morales (Mexico) as Rapporteur and Bulgaria (proposed by Hungary), India (proposed by Indonesia), Senegal (proposed by Kenya) and Algeria (proposed by Egypt) as Vice-Chairpersons of the General Assembly. 
10. The Representative of the Director-General declared the Resolution 2.GA 2 adopted and item 2 of the Agenda closed.
ITEM 3 OF THE DRAFT AGENDA: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
Document: ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/3Rev.
Resolution: 2.GA 3

11. The Chairperson thanked the General Assembly for having elected him Chair of the Second General Assembly. Succeeding Chairperson Bedjaoui was an almost impossible mission as he incarnated the Convention, possessing great diplomacy and knowledge. Their work was now to give life to the Convention. Noting that with each passing hour an element of intangible heritage disappeared, victim of globalization, climate change or natural disasters, he reminded the Assembly that it had the heavy responsibility of forging a tool for safeguarding intangible heritage. 
12. The Representative of the Director-General indicated that the agenda bore the reference 202/3 Rev, as it had been revised twice since the dispatch of the first draft. One revision had been proposed by the delegation of Venezuela, which had requested an addition concerning the possibility of revising the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly, particularly in respect of suspension of application of certain Articles. This possibility of suspension was closely linked to the question of elections to the Committee. The second proposal came from the Intergovernmental Committee that had requested that the question of selection of the emblem of the Convention be added to the agenda. 
13. The delegation of Algeria supported the addition of an item relating to selection of the emblem and the delegation of Brazil suggested that the topic be placed after item 8 of the draft agenda, just before the proposal from Venezuela. The delegation of Venezuela agreed and confirmed that it was the Latin American and Caribbean Group (GRULAC) that sought the inclusion as an item in today’s agenda of amendments to the Rules of Procedure. The delegation of Zimbabwe supported that proposal. 

14. The delegation of India, supported by Japan, stated a preference for the wording ‘selection of an emblem’. Furthermore, and on behalf of the Asia Pacific group (ASPAC), she expressed her disagreement with GRULAC to put an item on the agenda regarding a revision of the Rules of Procedure because it requires two-thirds majority present and voting. She suggested that if GRULAC believes, because of an injustice being done to them, that a specific article of the Rules of Procedure needs to be suspended, it should be done on the day of the election of the Committee, but not be put on the agenda in this manner. 

15. The delegation of Japan recalled that it was the Subsidiary Body of the Committee that was responsible for examining the graphic works submitted and pre-selecting the proposed emblems. As this body was supposed to report to the Committee and the Committee to the General Assembly, Japan suggested a very brief extraordinary session of the Committee, allowing the Committee to make a decision and to make a recommendation to the General Assembly. 

16. The delegations of Monaco and Guatemala approved the addition of these two items to the agenda. The delegation of Monaco added that it was crucial for the Convention to benefit from an emblem different to that of the world cultural and natural heritage.
17. The delegation of Nigeria wanted to impress upon the General Assembly that Nigeria was a key interested member and Party, considering the fact that its diversity and the number of over 450 ethnic groups and tribes and other diversity of interests in the country made it auspicious at this critical time to be a key participant in the General Assembly.

18. The delegation of Brazil said that the proposal made by GRULAC implied that a two-thirds majority of the States present and voting would approve the inclusion of a new Rule in the Rules of Procedure of this General Assembly as foreseen in Rule 18, adopted at the last session. Brazil insisted that an item be included in the agenda of this meeting in order to make a discussion of this matter possible. This item should immediately precede the item on the election of the members of the Committee, to have this discussion in conjunction, or in mind, during the election that immediately followed. Brazil stressed that including such an item is not merely possible, but necessary to solve a standing problem. Secondly, the delegation commented on the wording of the item on the emblem of the Convention and was willing to accommodate the proposal made by India noting that the issue should be the first of the items on the new agenda, arguing that the order should be reversed.

19. The delegation of Saint Lucia gave support to what Brazil had already said, stating that there is no need for a two-thirds majority to put an item on the agenda; any State can do it on its own. Saint Lucia clarified that amending the Rules of Procedure requires a two-thirds majority, adding that the point is not raised by GRULAC just because GRULAC feels injustice towards it. She explained that if the Rules of Procedure are not amended, ten candidates could not run for election, because they have submitted their candidatures after 6 May - the official, legal deadline for submitting candidatures in the Rules of Procedure (Rule 14.1). 

20. The delegation of Italy indicated that it shared the opinion of India concerning the selection of the emblem and the amendment to the Rules of Procedure and considered it important, as did Bulgaria and Greece, to benefit from legal counsel. The delegation of France requested confirmation that, in accordance with the decision of the extraordinary session of the General Assembly in November 2006, an item had been foreseen concerning the limitation of the number of seats per electoral group. The delegation of Bulgaria wished to have a decision on the emblem taken during the current session of the General Assembly. It supported Japan’s proposal to hold an extraordinary session of the Committee on that same day.
21. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates wished to see the UNESCO publications translated into the Arabic languages and invited the Committee to hold its next meeting in Abu Dhabi. 

22. The delegation of Cyprus deemed it important that the discussion of the emblem should not be postponed to another meeting and supported the proposal to discuss the maximum numbers of seats in the Committee in each electoral group. 

23. The delegation of Brazil intervened to clarify the intent of the proposal made by GRULAC. There is no Rule in the Rules of Procedure concerning the suspension of the application of its entirety or any of its Rules. It argued that the position taken by India could not be accommodated here because there was no specific Rule in the Rules of Procedure that confirmed the possibility of suspending anything. What was proposed by GRULAC, Brazil stated, was that the Rules of Procedure include a Rule that would foresee the possibility of suspending the Rules of Procedure in its entirety or any of its articles. Brazil then reacted to the proposal made by France with regard to Resolution 1 GA.3 concerning the possibility to fix an upper limit to the number of seats per electoral group. Brazil deemed that the revision of both the issues raised by GRULAC and the issue raised by France could be looked at under the item ‘Revision of the Rules of Procedure’. 

24. The delegation of India expressed its regrets that a detailed explanation regarding the amendment proposed by GRULAC had not been circulated. The manner in which it was explained by the Secretariat gave the impression that this proposal was only in the context of election of the members of the Committee. India asked on behalf of ASPAC to hear from the Legal Adviser on this amendment, and asked GRULAC whether it would be possible to say ‘possibility of amendment’ so as not to give the impression that they have already agreed to an amendment. 

25. The delegation of Venezuela thanked Brazil for its explanation: the GRULAC proposal chiefly involved the placing of a new item on the agenda. 

26. The delegation of Jordan suggested the creation of a research centre on ICH in Jordan that would work for the preservation of intangible and tangible cultural heritage. It supported Japan’s proposal to hold an extraordinary session of the Committee devoted to the question of the emblem. 

27. The Legal Adviser, Mr Souhail El Zein, explained that the Rules of the General Assembly were not detailed enough to permit the Assembly to take decisions in accordance with Article 4 of the Convention. The previous practice had been to modify the agenda by a simple majority. The Legal Adviser mentioned Rule 17 of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly that refers to the adoption of the Rules and mentions a majority without qualification, while the Rule concerning the amendment requires a two-thirds majority. According to the legal principles governing an intergovernmental meeting, suspension is a lesser measure than an amendment in most cases. He was of the opinion that the decision regarding the amendment of the Rules should be taken with a two-thirds majority, and that the adoption of the agenda and its modification should be done by a simple majority. He went on to explain that it would be necessary to be explicit regarding the content, as it was not possible to suspend the Rules, but only certain articles. He concluded by recalling that the title of an item on the agenda does not prejudge either the decision or the fate of what would be discussed. 
28. The Chairperson considered that all delegations were agreeable to including the question of the emblem on the agenda, but there were two possible formulations for the inscription: either ‘emblem of the Convention’ without further precision or ‘choice of an emblem of the Convention’. The delegation of Algeria confirmed that the question of the Rules of Procedure had already been raised during several sessions and it had been decided to let it ripen for a while. It preferred, like India, the formulation ‘examination of certain provisions of the Rules of Procedure’ rather than ‘examination of Rules of Procedure’.
29. The delegation of Brazil agreed with the suggestion from Algeria because they were not envisaging only the review of the existing Rules, but the introduction of a new one. The proposal made by India did not accommodate that fact. Brazil recalled that France had brought to the attention of this Assembly that there was an outstanding matter regarding the Rules of Procedure that would need to be addressed by the General Assembly, so the review of the Rules of Procedure was already envisaged at the last General Assembly.

30. The delegation of Saint Lucia, supported by the delegation of Brazil, recalled that it would be necessary to add an article entitled ‘suspension of the Rules of Procedure’. According to the delegation, experience had proved that there was a problem with the Rules as the Assembly needed more flexibility. The Chairperson asked the delegation of Algeria if the term ‘possible examination’ or ‘possible amendment’ would be acceptable. The delegation of Senegal considered it important to return to the reasoning proposed by the Legal Advisor. It was necessary to remain faithful to GRULAC’s proposal and it was not incumbent on other groups to reformulate the question. The Chairperson sought confirmation that GRULAC agreed with the formulation ‘re-examination and possible amendment of the Rules of Procedure’. He then turned to the item in relation with Rule 13.2 of the Rules of Procedure and dealing with the establishment of an upper limit for seats in the Committee, supported by France, Cyprus, Zimbabwe and Brazil. He asked if it was related to the item that had just been discussed or whether a third item should be added to the agenda. According to the French delegation, supported by the delegation of Zimbabwe, this was a different question, related to a resolution taken by the preceding extraordinary General Assembly.
31. The delegation of India pointed out that the wording ‘examination of Rule 13.2’ gave the impression that the entire consensus was being questioned. India agreed completely with France that what was required was an examination of an upper limit per regional group which, when agreed upon, will be added to 13.2.

32. The delegation of Romania asked if the modification entailed the possibility of deleting or adding an article. The Legal Adviser explained that the modification was a sort of amendment and that any addition or deletion of a word was considered to be an amendment. The Chairperson explained that it still remained to draft the third item added to the agenda which would be ‘Examination of Rule 13.2 of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly with a view to examining an upper limit…’. The delegation of France suggested that the resolution of the first extraordinary session of the General Assembly be followed up, i.e. ‘Follow up of the resolution 1.EX GA 3 paragraph 4’. The Chairperson suggested that the mention of the paragraph number should be taken out and verified that there were no objections to this addition. Resolution 2.GA 3 was adopted as amended.
[Lunch Break]

[Monday 16 June 2008, Room II, 3 p.m.]

ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA: REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON ITS ACTIVITIES 

Document: ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/4
Resolution: 2.GA 4

33. The Chairperson reminded the Assembly that Article 30.1 of the Convention requires the Intergovernmental Committee to submit a report at each session of the General Assembly. He then invited the Chairperson of the current Intergovernmental Committee, Mr Faruk O. Loğoğlu (Turkey) to introduce the report.
34. Mr Loğoğlu presented the report of the Intergovernmental Committee to the General Assembly on its activities in the last two years (2006-2008), expressing his deep appreciation and thanks to the authorities of all the four host countries of the Committee sessions between 2006 and 2008, as well as to the Chairpersons for their hard work. He was pleased to inform the General Assembly that the Committee succeeded in the preparation of all documents that were requested by Resolution 1.GA 7A of the first session of the General Assembly. In closing, Mr Loğoğlu spoke of his special gratitude to Mr Rieks Smeets for having provided the highest quality of service to this Committee and to the Convention. Mr Loğoğlu then deferred any possible questions on the report, to be answered by the Secretariat (the full presentation of Mr Loğoğlu is annexed to these summary records in Annex 1 and available online at http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/2GA/).
35. The Chairperson thanked Mr Loğoğlu as well as the Turkish authorities who would host the third session of the Intergovernmental Committee from 4 to 8 November 2008.
36. The delegation of Bulgaria, as Chairperson of the second extraordinary session of the Committee held in Sofia, emphasized the spirit of cooperation that guided them during all the four meetings. Bulgaria mentioned the substantial debates they had on all the different proposals and items. Bulgaria credited this period of openness, also with the participation of NGOs and observers on the part of countries that are States Parties to the Convention or not States Parties to the Convention, testifying to the responsibility with which the Committee has approached its work. Bulgaria went on calling on the General Assembly to continue this feeling of responsibility, of openness, of balance and of continuity.

37. The Chairperson then declared Resolution 2.GA 4 adopted and item 4 closed. He went on to explain that the session of the General Assembly would conclude at 5.30 p.m. precisely on that day, given that the third extraordinary session of the Intergovernmental Committee will be held in that same room. Before introducing item 5, he made clear that interventions of States Parties would be limited to 3 minutes, with 2 minutes for non States Parties and observers.
ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: DRAFT OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION
Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/5
Resolution 2.GA 5

38. The Representative of the Director-General explained that the Operational Directives comprised the main work done by the Committee during its four sessions over the previous two years. The document 202/5 had been prepared by the Committee for examination and approval by the General Assembly. The Resolution 2.GA 5 was intended to endorse these directives that included 114 provisions organized in four large chapters: ‘Safeguarding intangible cultural heritage’, ‘Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund and International Assistance’, ‘Participation in the implementation of the Convention’ and ‘Reports of States Parties on the implementation of the Convention’. Additionally, she pointed out that the Committee had insisted on the fact that these directives were evolutive. Furthermore, these directives were available to all States Parties in the six official languages of UNESCO.
[Chapter 1.1: Inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List]

39. The Secretary of the Convention presented the 18 operational directives in subchapter 1.1. ‘Inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List’. He explained that the operational directives foresee that an element is inscribed only on one list at a time, but there is the possibility of a transfer from one list to the other at the request of the concerned State Party. With regard to the various criteria U.1 to U.6, he recalled that two criteria, U.4 and U.5 are the same as those for the Representative List. With regard to the U.1 criterion, the intention is that the submitting State Party must prove that an element meets the definition of intangible heritage as given in Article 2.1. of the Convention. He identified U.2 as the distinguishing criterion – where the submitting States Parties will have to choose between urgent safeguarding and extremely urgent safeguarding. Criterion U.3 requires safeguarding measures elaborated to enable the community to continue the practice and transmission of the elements. U.4 establishes exactly the same criterion as for the Representative List, that the element has been nominated following the widest possible participation of the community and its consent. U.5 also establishes the same criterion as R.5 for the Representative List as it is mandatory that the element be included in an inventory of the intangible cultural heritage present in the territory of the submitting State Party. In addition, the Secretary of the Convention emphasized that an inventory is an ongoing and evolutive procedure. He also recalled Article 12 of the Convention, saying that States Parties are requested to prepare one or more inventory of the ICH present on their territory. With regard to the nomination procedure, the Secretary explained that the submitting States Parties are encouraged to use the forms to be prepared by the Secretariat. He further explained that States Parties are encouraged to submit multinational nominations and have the right to withdraw their nominations at any time prior to the evaluation by the Committee. With regard to the examination of the nominations, all nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List are examined by preferably one or more public or private persons with recognized competence in the field of intangible cultural heritage in conformity with Article 8.4. The Secretary then pointed out that each examination shall include an assessment of the viability of the elements and of the feasibility and sufficiency of the safeguarding plan. The Secretary recalled that paragraphs 4, 6, 8, 9 and 10 of the Operational Directives closely converge with Paragraphs 22, 24, 25, 26 and 27 given for the Representative List. The Secretary then explained that paragraphs 11 and 12 are about nominations to be processed on an extremely urgent basis. Paragraph 13 is about removal from the List, paragraph 14 concerns the transfer of an element from one List to another. Paragraphs15 and 16 are about the way in which the List will be updated and made public. Paragraph 17 presents the regular timetable the Committee would like to propose to the General Assembly for its approval. He emphasized that the most important deadline in this system is 31 March of Year 1, the deadline that nominations must be received by the Secretariat. The following deadline is 1 June of the same year when the Secretariat will have processed the nominations. If the nomination is incomplete, the State Party will be advised to complete the nomination and that process has to be finished by 1 September, and then in September, the Committee selects one or more advisory organizations, research institutes and/or experts responsible for examination of the files. The Secretary stated that 31 March is the deadline by which States Parties will have submitted supplementary information requested by the examiners for the review. On 1 May, the Secretariat transmits to the States Parties the examination reports. On 1 August, the Secretariat transmits to the Committee the examination reports, and then finally follows the evaluation by the Committee at its immediately following session. Paragraph 18 was presented next by the Secretary as a transitional timetable with an accelerated schedule for the first inscriptions. The Committee wished to propose to the General Assembly that for the first inscriptions on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding an accelerated schedule be used, so as to allow that the first inscriptions on the Urgent Safeguarding List might take place as early as autumn in the northern hemisphere, 2009. 

40. The delegation of Saint Lucia proposed, with regard to paragraph 1, that the possibility of any submission of a nomination file other than from the State Party concerned be removed. Regarding U5, it wished that an inventory should be as defined in Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention. Finally, regarding Criterion U6, the delegation emphasized the fact that the order of the Lists had been modified, so that Paragraph 17.3 had changed in scale and hitherto allowed anyone to submit an element for inscription on one of the lists, without the consent of the State Party concerned. Moreover, the delegation was of the opinion that the objective criteria for extreme urgency should be defined more precisely. Regarding the Urgent Safeguarding List, it was equally necessary that more than a simple ‘consultation’ with the concerned State Party should be required.
41. The delegation of Italy said that for the Representative List a proposal by the State concerned is always required, while for the Urgent Safeguarding List the normal way is a proposal by the State concerned, though there can be some exceptional cases of extreme urgency where the element can be inscribed on the List only in consultation with the State Party concerned. 

42. The delegations of Algeria and Monaco congratulated Saint Lucia for insisting on the necessity for consultation with the States Parties before any inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
43. The delegation of Brazil recalled that the members of the Committee had agreed from the beginning upon the relationship between the two lists and the Committee felt that the Representative List had a different nature to that of the Urgent Safeguarding List. It did not understand Saint Lucia’s point about a State concerned with urgent safeguarding being the one that should be called upon to make proposals for inclusion in the List, thinking instead that this can be accommodated by the Committee. However, Brazil did express concern about the amendment proposed by St Lucia that requires that an element to be included in the Urgent Safeguarding List be already inscribed in the Representative List. To the understanding of the Brazilian delegation, the Representative List highlights the importance of certain manifestations of intangible heritage. However, Brazil did not see how inscribing that element in the Representative List first should be a requirement for urgent safeguarding. Brazil concluded by suggesting that Saint Lucia elaborate on the purpose of introducing the new language in question.

44. The delegation of Zimbabwe agreed with the points made by Brazil and St Lucia about the importance of making a clearer distinction between urgent and extremely urgent safeguarding. Zimbabwe also asked for more clarification in the case of extreme urgency which calls for an accelerated schedule. It underlined the point that the Convention is centered on the issue of safeguarding and the extent to which the State Party’s consent is critical is important in the safeguarding of that heritage. Zimbabwe asked if there could be a stronger term than ‘consult’ used in this situation, but one that falls short of ‘compulsory’.

45. The delegation of Cyprus supported Saint Lucia’s proposal that the responsibility stay primarily with the State concerned. It also suggested modifying U.2(b) so that it says: ‘it cannot be expected to survive without safeguarding’.

46. The delegation of India agreed with Brazil that the amendment proposed by St Lucia poses a problem. It should not be necessary for an element to be on the Representative List in order to be inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List. It was also important that the State Party gives its consent for the inscription.

47. The delegation of Greece shared the concerns of Saint Lucia and wished for a compromise to be found as the two inventories were already separate from the legal point of view. He suggested that this solution be inserted in Paragraph 12 and expressed his agreement with Saint Lucia’s proposal concerning Criterion U.5.
48. The delegations of Belgium, Senegal and Estonia wanted to keep the original wording of the Operational Directives as proposed in the working document. The delegation of Estonia reminded the General Assembly that a special expert meeting arranged in India had given deep thoughts to the issues raised by Saint Lucia. 

49. The Chairperson recalled that the criteria for inscription conformed with Article 17.3 of the Convention. A precise reading of the text could avoid the misunderstanding in question.
50. The delegation of China recalled that China was the Chairperson of the first extraordinary Committee session in Chengdu and underlined that while adopting the Directives, the Committee tried to stick as closely as possible to the Convention. Almost every paragraph has been debated at length. It concluded by thanking the delegation of Saint Lucia for its hard work.

51. The representative of Morocco requested that the notion of strong consent of the State Party concerned be added.
52. The delegation of Argentina explained that Saint Lucia’s proposal raised an important problem. What would they do if a State did not accept the inclusion of an endangered element in the Urgent Safeguarding List? The State could decide to leave the Convention which would definitely not help the element in question. What did they mean when they said ‘in consultation’? They needed to work on the words proposed by Saint Lucia.

53. The delegation of the Republic of Korea called upon all States Parties to cooperate to make the directives fully operational without amendments. 

54. The delegation of Saint Lucia emphasized that it had great respect for the work accomplished by the Committee and had wished that the Committee should allow the 90 States Parties of the General Assembly to express themselves regarding the Directives. The delegation clarified, in response to the interventions of Brazil and India that she did not wish to return to the inversion of the Lists. The problem was that if an element was not on a list, it could be proposed without the consent of the State Party. She emphasized that she was ready to find a compromise solution and requested the Legal Adviser’s opinion on the legal obligations of the term ‘consultation’. 
55. The Legal Adviser confirmed that neither the proposal of the Committee nor that of Saint Lucia violated the Convention. In his opinion, the term ‘consultation’ of a State could not be placed on the same level as the consultative functions of an NGO. With regard to passing from one list to another, it was essential to know how this transfer would be effected, either as wished by the State or, as Saint Lucia had introduced, if the Committee was aware of an urgent situation. It was essential that the term ‘consultation’ be clarified. 
56. The delegation of Greece, supported by the delegations of Senegal, Peru and Venezuela, proposed that criterion U.6 be modified to allow for the State to be ‘duly consulted’ in the case of extreme urgency.
57. The delegation of India said that the wording used in the Convention is ‘consultation’ which is different from ‘consent’. The delegation of Kenya reminded the General Assembly that in certain situations what threatens intangible cultural heritage comes from within the State. They had therefore introduced the word ‘consultation’ as a sort of compromise between the bearers of the element and all other stakeholders.

58. The delegation of the Dominican Republic thought that the debate revolved around the fact that some cultural expressions can be dominated by others in a given country. It supported India’s suggestion that they set up a small working group to discuss this issue.

59. The delegation of Italy said that the word ‘consultation’ meant to be ready to discuss and listen to the proposals of others. It was extremely unlikely that an element would be inscribed against the will of the State concerned and supported the idea of a small working group.

60. The delegation of Japan, speaking as Chairperson of the second session of the Committee in Tokyo, reminded the Assembly that they had consulted with experts and observers so that these proposals were not a mere product of 24 countries. It also noted that the basic concepts of the World Heritage Convention and the 2003 Convention were totally different. Being on the Representative List should not be a condition for being put on the Urgent Safeguarding List. They also had to make a distinction between urgency, in which case the State Party takes the initiative, and extreme urgency, in which case the Committee takes the initiative in consultation with the State Party concerned. Japan concluded by saying that the original text was the best but that it accepted the Greek proposal to add ‘duly’.

61. The delegations of China, Romania and Colombia agreed with the Greek proposal. The delegation of Colombia insisted that they should not confine the possibility of extreme urgency to items already included in a list. The delegation also suggested that after the ‘due consultation of the State Party’, the consultation of the community should also be mentioned. 

62. The Chairperson concluded that there was a consensus for the adoption of the amendment of criterion U.5 and for the amendment by Greece of criterion U.6. The delegation of Saint Lucia said it could accept the proposal provided its amendments of paragraph 1 were maintained. The Chairperson pointed out that nobody, apart from Saint Lucia, had wished to modify this paragraph and declared the criteria for inscription, with the two modifications cited, adopted. He then declared the chapter ‘Nomination procedure’ for which no amendments had been proposed, adopted. For the following chapter, ‘Examination of nominations’, Saint Lucia had proposed an amendment of paragraph 5. 
63. The delegation of Saint Lucia asked what the difference was between ‘examination’ and ‘evaluation’ and whether the terminology had changed. The delegation maintained that the broadening of Article 8.4 of the Convention did not conform to the Convention. This article indicated the possibility of inviting public and private organizations to meetings of the Committee for consultative purposes and not the possibility of a prior consultation. In her opinion, it was inacceptable for a public organization, i.e. dependent on a government, to examine nomination files. The arguments made for broadening this article spoke of the participation of communities; however, the text spoke of participation of institutes and centres of research and not communities. 
64. The Chairperson responded that in the case of public bodies, it was specified that no nomination could be examined by a national of the State Party submitting the nomination.
65. The delegation of Algeria recalled that the role of research centres was that of intermediary between communities and States. The inclusion of such centres was intended to complete the range of people who could evaluate and assist in promotion and thus increase the credibility of the process. 
66. The Chairperson explained that the term ‘evaluation’ had been employed to indicate that the Committee ultimately decided, even if the bodies ‘examined’.
67. The delegation of India said that the evaluation would be done by the Committee. Regarding public bodies, India, supported by the delegation of Senegal, said that many governments had established public bodies for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, especially in developing countries. These public foundations had a lot of experience to bring to the examination of issues raised by other States Parties. Finally, the advisory role of NGOs and their participation in the Convention was looked at separately. India insisted that it was a very conscious decision that emanated from a long debate.

68. Regarding paragraph 5, the delegation of Kenya wanted to retain the original text because it was very inclusive. 

69. Ms Lourdes Arizpe (observer) spoke as former Chairperson of the International Social Science Council and as a member of a community. She wished to transmit three things she had learnt from experience. First, it was very useful to have large scientific organizations where one can call on experts that have spent many years of their lives studying different cultural elements. Secondly, they needed large, interdisciplinary organizations. Finally, as far as deep knowledge was concerned, it did not make a difference whether it came from public or private organizations. 

70. The delegation of Saint Lucia insisted that communities were not mentioned in paragraph 8.3 as opposed to research institutes. Moreover, it emphasized that it did not exclude any participation and wished to propose a paragraph 9bis in which the participation of all these groups would be established. It went on to say that as regards Saint Lucia, there would be problems if public agencies from another country examined its files. It had read a report in which the Legal Adviser had warned against this. It concluded by saying that it was not normal that there had been no request for accreditation from bodies covered by paragraph 8.

71. The Chairperson noted Saint Lucia’s objections and postponed the continuation of the debate to 10 a.m. the next day. 

[Monday 16 June 2008, Room II, 5.45 – 7 p.m.]

72. http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/3EXTCOM/Third extraordinary session of Intergovernmental Committee. The summary records of this session are available at  (pages 61-67 for French version, pages 56-61 for English version).
[Tuesday 17 June 2008, Room II, 10 a.m.]

73. The Chairperson gave the floor to the Rapporteur of the Intergovernmental Committee to report on the meeting of the Committee that had taken place the previous day from 5.45 to 7 p.m.
74. The Rapporteur of the third extraordinary session of the Committee, Mr Francisco Javier López Morales (Mexico) explained that the Intergovernmental Committee had agreed, at its third extraordinary meeting, on the procedure for selection of the emblem of the Convention. The Subsidiary Body in charge of the question of emblems had selected seven emblems out of the 1,297 received. These seven proposals had been presented the previous day, at the third extraordinary session of the Committee. Two points were held to be the most important: some delegates had wanted to hold a new meeting of the Committee to reduce the number of proposals that would be submitted to the General Assembly. Another opinion had been that these seven proposals should be submitted directly to the Assembly. As this suggestion had found the most support, the emblems would therefore be presented to the Assembly. Some small changes had been made to the emblems so that they were in accordance with the graphic standards of UNESCO.

75. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur and invited the General Assembly first to examine item 5 of the agenda. He invited the delegations to discuss paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 (Examination of nominations) of the Operational Directives.
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76. The delegation of Greece, supported by the delegations of China, India, Kenya, Italy and Bulgaria, considered that the provisions of paragraph 7 posed a problem inasmuch as the enumeration of risks of disappearing were limiting. On the other hand by introducing the word ‘notably’ they could become indicative.
77. The delegation of Ethiopia asked for clarification concerning paragraph 6 that says, ‘Examinations shall include assessment of the nomination’s conformity with criteria’. Ethiopia asked whether there was something else to be considered aside from conformity to criteria. The Secretary of the Convention affirmed that in the Operational Directives the Committee states explicitly that conformity with the criteria for inscription must be dealt with by forms sent in by the submitting States Parties. The Secretary also confirmed that in paragraph 7 there is a request that each examination address the viability of the element and the feasibility of the safeguarding measures that will be proposed. In paragraphs 6 and 7 the Committee has given precise indications on what elements should at least be dealt with in the forms that the States Parties will send in. 

78. The delegation of Italy, supported by the delegations of Hungary and Venezuela, suggested to add to paragraph 7 ‘social or environmental transformation’ because it would be appropriate considering today’s emphasis on problems caused by climate change.

79. The delegation of Saint Lucia, supported by Cuba, considered that it was not possible to adopt paragraph 5 as it was closely linked to paragraphs 9bis and 82.

80. The delegation of Paraguay disagreed with the fact that public bodies are able to examine nominations of other States and asked for the Legal Adviser to comment on this question. 

81. The delegation of Norway, supported by the delegation of Hungary, proposed to end paragraph 5 with ‘in conformity with Article 9.1’ and then write ‘additionally, and in conformity with Article 8.4 of the Convention, the Committee may invite public or private bodies and/or private persons with recognized competence in the field of ICH, in order to consult them on specific matters’.

82. The delegation of Jordan indicated that the Arabic version of paragraph 5 was confusing. The Chairperson clarified that it was the English version that was authentic.

83. The delegation of Venezuela thanked the Chairperson for reopening paragraph 5 and said that the terms ‘private body/bodies’ should be removed from the text. 

84. The delegation of Brazil agreed with the point made by Saint Lucia, calling it appropriate considering the fact that when a decision on one paragraph may prejudice discussion to be made in other paragraphs, the issue requires flexibility. An integrated set of directives must be looked at as an ensemble and Brazil would be willing to further examine paragraphs when they are connected with other paragraphs in the same texts. Brazil condoned Norway's proposal regarding paragraph 5. 

85. The Chairperson concluded that only three elements had been retained and asked Saint Lucia for its opinion regarding the proposal from Norway. The delegation of Saint Lucia expressed its agreement with this proposal. The Chairperson then declared paragraph 5, as amended by Norway, paragraph 6, paragraph 7 with the amendment by Greece and Italy as well as paragraph 8 adopted. 

86. The delegation of Paraguay accepted the proposal made by the delegation of Norway but it should be understood that only the accredited advisory bodies would examine the nominations. 

87. The delegation of Senegal, supported by that of Algeria, indicated that it did not understand the reluctance to include public bodies in the evaluation and emphasized the fact that no African NGO had been proposed in the evaluation. It was ready to accept Norway’s proposal inasmuch as the term ‘consult’ should not establish a limit between the role of NGOs and public and private bodies. The delegation of Algeria added that the expression ‘in addition’ should be deleted as it created a kind of hierarchy.
88. The delegation of India objected to the protraction of the debate, calling it a failure to follow the procedure previously laid out by the Chairperson. Supported by the delegation of Gabon, it suggested that once the General Assembly has taken a decision and adopted a paragraph, the debate should not be reopened as all decisions are based on a delicate consensus. India suggested that the Chairperson put it to the floor to adopt the amendments or go to a vote on the original text of paragraph 5. The Chairperson proposed to delete the ‘in addition’ and declared the points 5, 6, 7 and 8 adopted. 
89. The delegation of Saint Lucia proposed an amendment in order to clarify the role of bodies in the evaluation of nominations. The delegation of India, supported by the delegation of Islamic Republic of Iran, requested that, in view of the fact that identical language had been adopted in the Norwegian amendment, Saint Lucia not insist on its amendment.

90. The delegation of India, noting that the original presenter of this amendment had withdrawn it after India’s appeal, asked the Chairperson if Brazil was now presenting it under its own signature as another amendment.

91. The delegation of Brazil agreed with the amendment proposed by Saint Lucia, saying that it was more appropriate than the amendment proposed by Norway. It defended those considerations because they were of a procedural nature and in line with the discussions they had had during Committee sessions. They had defined phases for assessment and evaluation of nominations. Being present during the meetings of the Committee was to be considered during the evaluation phase, not the examination phase. The delegation withdrew its previous comments on this topic.

92. The delegation of the Central African Republic requested the delegation of Brazil to withdraw its remarks as the paragraph “Examination of nominations” had already been adopted.
93. The delegation of Italy remarked on the difference between the English and the French text in paragraph 10 (in the English text ‘should or should not be inscribed’; in the French text, « doit ou non être inscrit »). It deemed the French text better because it was a final decision taken by the Committee. In English it should be ‘whether an element shall or shall not be inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List’. 

94. The Chairperson then declared paragraphs 9 and 10 adopted. 
95. The delegation of Monaco asked to whom the Committee could address its request for submission of a nomination in case of extreme urgency. The delegations of Greece and Venezuela considered that Monaco’s question was pertinent and that it was necessary to clarify that it is States Parties that request the Committee to take action. The delegation of Saint Lucia asked who else could potentially submit apart from the States Parties concerned. The Legal Adviser indicated that in the majority of cases States would make the request for inscription to the Committee. The Chairperson explained that the submitting parties were mentioned in paragraph 12 and that they could draw the attention of the Committee to certain elements. He suggested placing paragraph 12 before 11 and to delete the first sentence of paragraph 11. The Legal Adviser insisted that keeping in mind Article 17.3 of the Convention, this power given to the Committee to solicit nominations went in the direction of a dialogue with the States. The nomination remained a prerogative of the State Parties.
96. The delegation of Cyprus asked about paragraph 12, ‘cases may be brought to the attention of the Committee by any State Party’ and asked if this means without consultation with the State Party concerned. The Chairperson made a distinction between ‘submit a nomination’ and ‘bring to the attention, signal’.
97. The delegation of India called attention to the fact that criteria U6 had already been adopted, with the addition of the word proposed by the delegation of Greece, ‘duly consulted’ and therefore criterion U6 could not be reopened. India also asked that paragraphs 11 and 12 be adopted with the amendment by Saint Lucia. While India had no difficulty in putting paragraph 12 before 11, it would not accept reopening the debate on criterion U6. India said it had no difficulty with the amendment of Saint Lucia but was not in favor of deleting the first two lines of 11, because that would reopen the debate on criterion U6. India, citing the Legal Adviser, recalled that this paragraph was drafted keeping in mind Article 17.3 of the Convention. In many parts of the world intangible heritage is in imminent danger of disappearing, sometimes due to the insensitivity of the State Party concerned. The intention of this paragraph was to make sure that in such a situation of insensitivity, one has the possibility of the Committee, in conformity with Article 17.3, to invite submission on an accelerated schedule. 

98. The Chairperson acquiesced and withdrew his suggestion to delete the first sentence, while recalling that it was the State Party that submitted the nomination and not the Committee. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran requested clarification that the solicitation should come from a State Party. The delegation of Greece was worried that in paragraph 12 the territorial State should be relegated to the background. It also suggested that reference be made to groups rather than communities. Finally, it was not possible to answer the question of knowing at whose request the Committee could inscribe an element in the case of extreme urgency. The response would be found in practice and reference should be made to the Convention. 
99. The delegation of Senegal expressed its disagreement with the amendments proposed. Paragraphs 11 and 12 did not have the same subjects. Paragraph 11 should say that in the case of urgency, a State Party may propose an accelerated calendar to the Committee. Alerting attention was the subject of paragraph 12 and did not have a consequence in itself. The delegation of Monaco insisted on the need to identify the State Party in the process contained in paragraph 11. The representative of Saint Lucia proposed to keep the text of Paragraph 11 while adding only that the Committee should solicit submission of a nomination from the State concerned 
100. The delegations of India, Japan, Lithuania, Kenya and Brazil supported the proposal made by Saint Lucia. The delegation of Japan preferred the order 11 before 12, and the original text. The representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran withdrew his proposal.
101. The delegation of Mexico, supported by that of Cyprus, endorsed the comment made by Greece on paragraph 12. It suggested that the paragraph ends as follows: ‘They may bring to the attention of the Committee cases of extreme urgency, informing thereof the State concerned.’ The delegation of Bolivia endorsed what the delegations of Cuba and Venezuela had said, as well as the amendments suggested by the delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Saint Lucia and Mexico. The delegation of Algeria reminded the Assembly of the evolutive nature of the recommendations adopted.

102. The delegation of China supported the proposal made by the delegation of Saint Lucia, pointing out that because this was an operational directive, it goes beyond the text of the Convention. It agreed with the legality of Greece’s proposal but asked that Greece consider whether the State Party is the key player has been taken care of by the revision, in order to realize that an operational directive requires more, as was suggested by Saint Lucia. 

103. The delegation of Japan reminded the General Assembly that Article 17.3 of the Convention exists so that the Committee can take the initiative upon the request by other States Parties or other groups in cases of extreme urgency where a State Party concerned may not be able to move quickly enough. The last amendments proposed by the delegations of Mexico, Cyprus and Bolivia are not necessary. Japan supported India’s proposal to retain the original paragraph 12.

104. The delegation of Peru supported the proposal of the delegation of Saint Lucia but wished to change the French version from « peut demander » to « invite » or ‘invitar’ in Spanish. The delegation also supported that of Mexico’s proposal and suggested that the requirement to inform the State Party concerned should precede the submission of any urgent case to the Committee. 

105. The delegation of Italy supported the proposal made by Saint Lucia and preferred to retain paragraph 12 as it was originally drafted. Because if there is a certain margin of ambiguity in the text of the Convention, namely in Article 17 paragraph 3, it is better not to repeat the same ambiguity in the Operational Directives. Therefore the delegation was not convinced of Greece's proposal.

106. The delegation of Senegal agreed to remove the amendment it had proposed in favour of that of Saint Lucia. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Islamic Republic of Iran clarified that it was against the addition of ‘in conformity with criterion U6’ and wished to keep the original text of paragraph 12. The delegation of Greece withdrew its proposal and, supported by the delegation of Saint Lucia, proposed to place first, in the formulation of paragraph 11, the States Parties concerned, then any other State, the community concerned and the consultative body. 
107. The Chairperson concluded that the consensus leaned towards the adoption of paragraph 11 as amended by the delegation of Saint Lucia and of paragraph 12, as modified by the delegation of Greece.
108. The delegation of Japan supported the order of the original text, ‘States Parties including others’. If States Parties were in the position to make any request or they draw attention, that should be dealt with in 17.1. However, if the General Assembly was willing to change the order, Japan would cooperate, but would need to reformulate the language by saying, ‘the States Parties on whose territories the element is located or any other States Parties’ and delete ‘including the States Parties (…), by the community’. 

109. The delegation of Kenya expressed concern about the wording, stating that a State Party or States Parties implies all the States Parties that may be concerned. There are Member States who may not necessarily be States Parties, and the elements may be flowing in their region and asked for clarifying this issue. 
110. The Chairperson explained that it was necessary to denote State(s) Party(ies) in case the element concerned several States and because other States could also propose.

111. The delegation of Kenya asked how they would deal with a situation where an element is located in a State that is not a State Party. The Legal Adviser explained that the role of alerting the Committee did not have legal implications and it was up to the Assembly to decide.

112. The delegation of Peru wished to revert to the original proposal made by the delegation of Mexico. Supported by the delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Cuba, it proposed to the General Assembly the following wording: ‘in any case, the State Party concerned shall be previously informed’.

113. The delegation of Bulgaria recalled that these questions had been raised during an expert seminar in India and it considered the text balanced. The delegation of India supported Bulgaria, regarding a matter discussed in great detail in Delhi, Chengdu and Tokyo, concerning intangible heritage in danger of disappearing and when the country concerned was in civil war and did not have a government. By the time the civil war would be over many valuable elements of intangible heritage would have disappeared. Paragraph 12 was worded in the way that it was because of this very matter. The delegation of India asked for a vote on the original text of paragraph 12.

114. The delegation of Moldova requested the opinion of the Legal Adviser concerning the objective criteria for extreme urgency. The Legal Adviser indicated that these criteria had already been discussed and approved and that the Committee was competent to decide whether these criteria had been included. There was no conflict between paragraph 12 of the Operational Directives and Article 17.3 of the Convention.
115. The delegation of Italy preferred the original text of paragraph 12, but in a spirit of compromise, on the question of previous information of the States concerned, it proposed: ‘by timely informing the State concerned’ and not ‘previously’.

116. The Chairperson reminded the Assembly that this was the last intervention on this question and remarked that there had been strong consensus to keep paragraph 12 intact. He proposed to follow the delegation of Italy and add the mention ‘if possible’ implying that there may be circumstances in which it was impossible to inform the State Party. The Chairperson asked if there were any objections.
117. The delegation of Greece said that the last sentence was contradictory and ‘in all cases’ should be removed and ‘if possible’ kept. The delegation of Mexico agreed with Greece and supported the proposal made by the delegation of Italy.

118. The Chairperson, after having ensured that there were no objections in the room, declared paragraphs 11 and 12 adopted and introduced discussion on paragraphs 13, 14 and 15. In the absence of objections, he declared these paragraphs adopted. He then indicated that there had been several remarks regarding paragraph 18, in particular that the date of 21 July 2008, date limit for requests for preparatory assistance, be postponed to 1 October 2008. He declared paragraphs 17 and 18 adopted.
[Lunch break]

[Tuesday 17 June 2008, Room II, 3 p.m.]
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119. The delegation of Japan said that the discussion on the inscription of the Urgent Safeguarding List, including the accelerated process for extremely urgent cases, was finished during the morning session. Japan appealed to the Chairperson and to all members of the General Assembly to apply the accelerated process to these deliberations and not reopen issues once they are settled.

120. The Chairperson requested the Secretary of the Convention to introduce the articles relating to inscription on the Representative List.
[Chapter 1.2: Inscription on the Representative List]

121. The Secretary of the Convention outlined the details of the Representative List saying that the Committee decided that this list would be open-ended, meaning any State Party can submit any number it wishes of elements for inscription on the List annually. The elements that are to be inscribed on the Representative List in principle are viable. Paragraph 19 specifies five criteria. Criterion R.1 is exactly the same as criterion U.1, and the same goes for R.4 and R.5. There is a slight difference between R.3 and U.3, and that reflects the different states of the viability of the elements to be inscribed on both lists. What is important in R.3 is the different language used than for U.3, namely ‘protect and promote’. Provisions of paragraphs 20 to 33 are largely identical to provisions already approved in the morning session. Paragraph 23 is a new one and it states that ‘examination of nominations shall be accomplished by a subsidiary body of the Committee established in accordance with Rule 21 of its Rules of Procedure’. This constitutes a different procedure in the examination of the two lists. The Committee has to establish a subsidiary body that will examine the proposals of the nominations for the Representative List. Paragraph 24 and 25 are exactly the same as paragraph 6 and 8 approved this morning for the Urgent Safeguarding List. Paragraph 26 is a bit different from paragraph 9 as ‘the subsidiary body will provide to the Committee an overview of all nomination files and report of the examination which will also be made available by the Secretariat to States Parties for their consultation’. Here it is not the Secretariat but the subsidiary body which is the main actor. Paragraph 27 is similar to paragraph 10. Paragraph 28 is different because ‘if the Committee decides that an element should not be inscribed on the Representative List, the nomination may not be resubmitted to the Committee for inscription on this List before four years have passed’. Paragraph 29 is similar to paragraph 13, 30 is similar to 14 and 31 and 32 are similar to 15 and 16. The Secretariat proposed that the timetable for the first year should not take 31 August but 15 September as the deadline by which nominations must be received by the Secretariat. 

122. The Chairperson explained that the amendment by the delegation of Saint Lucia of paragraph 19 required that in criterion R5 it should be clarified ‘as defined in Articles 11 and 12’. 
123. The delegation of Monaco was concerned that the term ‘element’ could be interpreted as a generic element (dance, cuisine of a country, etc.) instead of being understood as a specific element. There was a risk of depleting the social dynamism, basing it on a global and diffuse vision, suggesting that the nation was a substitute for any sense of belonging. This might risk a race towards a label and the instrumentalization of these elements in a tourism context. The delegation wished to amend criterion R2 by specifying ‘non-generic element’. 
124. The Secretary of the Convention explained that there had been a great deal of debate around this notion of the element but, for the Secretariat, it was always a question of concrete elements as explained in Article 2.1 of the Convention.
125. The delegation of Zimbabwe asked for clarification concerning the time factor in paragraph 28. The Chairperson clarified that the duration of 4 years had been chosen in relation to the duration of the mandate of the members of the Committee, in order to give the rejected file a true second chance and to be examined by another Committee.
126. The delegation of India, supported by the delegations of Brazil and Japan, endorsed what has been said by the Secretary of the Convention with regard to the terminology of ‘item’ or ‘element’. India also explained that putting in the word ‘non-generic’ would cause a lot of problems for countries from Africa or Asia, and is not something India could accept, as it was never debated in detail. The delegations of India and Japan agreed with the amendment suggested by the delegation of Saint Lucia in R.5. 

127. The delegation of Saint Lucia asked if measures had been taken concerning paragraph 23 so that it would not be possible for a State Party to submit a nomination file, and examine, evaluate and inscribe it. It had not, personally, prepared such a modification. The Secretary of the Convention clarified that, regarding the possibility of a State being judge and party, it had been stipulated in Rule 22.4 of the Rules of Procedure that representatives of a State Party could not intervene during discussions regarding inscription on the list of one of its own elements.

128. The Chairperson considered that the explanation given by the Secretariat regarding the term ‘element’ was clear and requested the delegation of Monaco to withdraw its proposal. The delegation of Monaco withdrew its amendment but proposed to inscribe its intervention in the summary records to enable the Committee to take it up when it inscribed the first elements on this List. 
129. The delegation of Estonia, concerning paragraph 27, suggested the same substitution of the word ‘shall’ instead of the word ‘should’ as was previously adopted for paragraph 10. Estonia also supported the amendment of Saint Lucia. The Chairperson confirmed that ‘should’ would be replaced by ‘shall’.
130. The delegation of Italy thanked the delegation of Monaco for having withdrawn its proposal. With regards to paragraph 19, Italy proposed the wording: ‘In nomination files, the submitting States Parties will be requested to demonstrate, taking into account the peculiarities of each element’, and then going on, ‘that an element proposed for inscription on the Representative List satisfies all of the following criteria’, so a certain margin of discretion is given to the Committee when looking for the compliance with the conditions. Italy remarked, relating to paragraph 23 and 24, that the examination of the nomination is not made by advisory bodies, but by a subsidiary body of the Committee itself. Italy asked the Legal Adviser if the absence of a specific provision in the directives does not prevent the possibility to make use of Article 8 paragraph 4. 

131. The Legal Adviser indicated that this understanding was in conformity with the prerogatives of the Committee which had the power to proceed to necessary consultations. The Chairperson said that he did not see why it was necessary to add a sentence that would render the criteria even more flexible. The delegation of France said it was ready to support the proposed amendment to criterion R.5 and the original wording of criterion R.2

132. Regarding criterion R.2, the delegation of Paraguay suggested to remove ‘to encouraging dialogue’ and wished to add in R.3 ‘safeguarding and promotion measures’, instead of ‘safeguarding measures’.

133. The Secretary of the Convention clarified that with regard to criterion R.2, the Committee had taken inspiration from Articles 1 and 16.1 of the Convention. 
134. The delegation of Senegal asked if Italy maintained its amendment to Rule 19. It wished the text to be removed as it was very flexible. Concerning criterion R.2, it proposed, supported by the delegation of India, to add ‘and to promote dialogue’ as this would make the paragraph clearer. It also wished to place on record that for Senegal, all kinds of characterization of an element that was not included in the text of the Convention would entail a renegotiation of the Convention. The delegation of Italy agreed to withdraw its proposal. The Chairperson said that there was the proposal from Senegal regarding criterion R.2 (‘and to promote dialogue’) that from the delegation of Saint Lucia for R.5 (« as specified in Articles 11 and 12 »), as well as the modification, in paragraph 33, of the date of 31 August to 30 September for the first inscription. The delegation of France suggested to extend the deadline even further. The Secretary of the Convention affirmed that the date of 15 October was possible, but he hoped that the States Parties ready before this date would send their files in advance.
135. The delegation of India expressed a preference for 30 September, because it is going to be the cycle which is followed in future. 

136. The delegation of Paraguay supported the proposal made by the delegation of Senegal regarding criterion R.2 and withdrew its original proposal to delete the word ‘dialogue’. However, it insisted on its other proposal to add ‘promotion measures’ because a safeguarding measure could not promote ICH. The Secretary of the Convention specified that the Committee had taken inspiration from Article 2.3 of the Convention where promotion had been specifically mentioned.
137. Ms Lourdes Arizpe spoke about paragraphs 23 to 27, related to the issue of what is the value of the Representative List. Acknowledging that cultures and cultural elements cannot be graded, the issue is instead whether cultural elements to be inscribed in the list can be examined or assessed. She preferred to say that they have to be analyzed. If they are analyzed, it is with respect to a certain universe of cultural elements that draws out their uniqueness or their relatedness to others. This can provide conceptual clarity and also give value to the elements in the Representative List. Either they are unique, they have a relatedness, or they have a significance. Without this value, the list becomes only an enumeration. 

138. The Chairperson asked if there were any objections to the adoption of paragraphs 19 to 33 as discussed, with the amendments of the delegations of Senegal and Paraguay. He declared these paragraphs adopted.
139. The delegation of Italy had no objection and asked when and where the nomination form would be made available. The Secretary of the Convention specified that these forms would soon be available with the modifications made to the Operational Directives.
[Chapter 1.3: Incorporation of items proclaimed ‘Masterpieces of the Oral and 
Intangible Heritage of Humanity’ in the Representative List]

140. The Chairperson introduced Chapter 1.3 recalling that it had given rise to a great deal of discussion and work during the meetings of the Committee. The Legal Adviser knew the subject well, affirmed the Chairperson and, unless there were any objections, he requested the General Assembly to trust the Committee and the Legal Adviser on this point. 
141. The Chairperson then declared Chapter 1.3 adopted and opened the debate on Chapter 1.4.
[Chapter 1.4: Programmes, projects and activities that best reflect 
the principles and objectives of the Convention]

142. The Secretary of the Convention recalled that Article 18 of the Convention had been debated at length by the Committee. This was a key article of the Convention as it explains that the Committee selects and promotes programmes, projects and activities in safeguarding heritage of a national, sub-regional or regional character. The Committee is also in charge of examining and approving requests for international assistance formulated by States Parties in elaborating the said programmes, projects and activities. The Committee also accompanies the implementation of these programmes, projects and activities. 
143. Given that no amendment had been proposed for these paragraphs, the Chairperson asked if there were any objections to adopting these paragraphs as they were.
144. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran wanted to add one sentence to paragraph 46, ‘any delay on the part of the States Parties concerned shall not prevent the other States Parties to propose such programmes, projects or activities.’ 
145. The Chairperson affirmed that the text specified that the States Parties could propose projects individually or jointly. The addition would not add any value. The delegation of the Central African Republic supported the arbitration of the Chairperson. The Chairperson declared paragraphs 43 to 58 adopted and introduced the question of the Intangible Heritage Fund as well as International Assistance.
[Chapter 2: The Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund and International Assistance]

146. The Secretary of the Convention explained that the Fund would be utilized in accordance with the guidelines given by the General Assembly. At its second session in Tokyo the Committee had prepared a draft of these guidelines to be found in paragraphs 59 and 60. The Secretariat had then detailed paragraphs 59 to 75.
147. The delegation of Lithuania made a proposal to put (d) ‘costs of participation of public or private bodies, as well as private persons, notably members of communities and groups…’ and (e) ‘costs of advisory services…’ in paragraph 60, because of the Committee’s need for resources for the advisory services. Advisory services might be useful to the Committee even to implement the activities under Article 7. 

148. Answering the question of the delegation of Norway on the costs of organizing a Bureau meeting deciding on requests less than US$25,000, the Secretary of the Convention informed that the costs of a Bureau meeting of about three to four hours, organized at UNESCO headquarters, is about US$3,500.

149. The delegation of Greece suggested that in paragraph 67(a) based on the model of Article 15 of the Convention, the mention ‘as broadly as possible’ be added, with regard to the participation of communities in the elaboration and follow up of the proposed activities.

150. The delegation of Mexico supported the proposal of the delegation of Lithuania. Regarding subparagraph (e), it considered it necessary to fix an upper limit for the payment of each advisory service, for the sake of better administration of the budget, and in order that the greatest possible number of requests may be met.

151. Regarding paragraph 62(b), the delegation of Colombia suggested writing: ‘the development of research and inventories’ instead of ‘the preparation of inventories’. Regarding the selection criteria in paragraph 67, it wished to include a new criterion (h) worded as follows: ‘The project considers, recognizes and respects the distinctive features of the communities involved in the safeguarding.’

152. With regard to the participation of States parties representatives to the sessions of the Committee, the delegation of France proposed, in the French text, to add in paragraph 60, ‘on a case by case basis’. In response to the question of the delegation of the Central African Republic, the Chairperson explained that the mention “case by case” means that this was not done automatically. The delegation of France explained that in proceeding ‘case by case’ the requests received would be examined more closely as regards the budget. The Chairperson introduced the amendment proposed by the delegation of Colombia concerning paragraph 62(b) that had raised no objection. 
153. The delegation of Estonia wanted to keep the original text, because the amendment's vagueness allows for the possibility that communities not be involved and this does not correspond to the spirit of the Convention. The Chairperson recalled that the addition was taken from Article 15 of the Convention. The delegation of Estonia withdrew its amendment.

154. The delegation of Kenya expressed concern about the wording of paragraph 62(b) giving the impression that the paragraph was about inventories, not research. The delegation of Japan stated its view that for paragraph 62(b), the addition of the research to this paragraph was not necessary, because safeguarding in paragraph 62(a), according to the Convention, Article 2, paragraph 3, included research. Additionally, the aim of subparagraph (b) focused on the preparation of the inventory and the inventory is an obligation according to the Convention. In it’s view, paragraph 62(b) should focus on the inventory issue as research was covered by subparagraph (a). Therefore Japan wished to retain the original text.

155. With regard to the amendments proposed by the delegation of Colombia, the Chairperson explained that research was included in safeguarding. Colombia withdrew its first amendment. The Chairperson introduced the second amendment proposed by Colombia concerning new paragraph 67(h) (‘that takes into consideration, recognizes and respects the particularities of the communities concerned’) and asked if there were any objections. The delegations of Greece, France and Senegal deemed that the idea of respect was implicit in the text of the Convention. Consequently, this amendment was superfluous.
156. After the agreement of the delegation of Colombia to withdraw its amendment, the Chairperson declared Chapter 2 adopted.
[Chapter 3: Participation in the implementation of the Convention]

157. The Secretary of the Convention explained that Chapter 3 concerned the participation of communities, groups, individuals or experts and research institutes in the implementation of the Convention. He reminded that the Committee had created a working group to address this issue in particular, which was proof of its importance, and the working group had submitted draft directives. The Secretary then briefly presented the contents of each paragraph. 
158. The Chairperson indicated that there was an amendment from the delegation of Saint Lucia seeking to include NGOs under the heading of Chapter 3: ‘Participation of communities, groups and, where applicable, individuals as well as experts, centres of expertise and research institutes’. The delegation affirmed that in the section devoted to NGOs, only their consultative functions had been indicated. Their role in safeguarding measures had been omitted, which was a problem. Moreover, it was of the opinion that a preamble (paragraph 76) could not be placed in the middle of the Operational Directives. It was necessary to complete it and place it at the beginning of the directives.
159. The delegations of Norway, Djibouti, Lithuania, Venezuela, Nigeria and Monaco supported the inclusion of non-governmental organizations in Chapter 3. The delegations of Lithuania, India, China, Nigeria and Central African Republic also agreed with Saint Lucia on the preamble issue. The delegation of China proposed a change of the word ‘shall’ to ‘may’, one of the key words that had been debated.

160. The delegation of Senegal indicated that the working group in question had had the mandate of specifically deliberating on the role of communities, experts, etc., and it was due to this particular preoccupation that a preamble had appeared necessary. With regard to NGOs, there was no problem with paragraph 77. The delegation of Romania said that NGOs could be composed of members of communities and experts. The original paragraph, without adding NGOs was therefore appropriate. 

161. The Chairperson recalled that paragraph 77 made reference to Article 11(b) of the Convention that indicated the role of NGOs. The delegation of Saint Lucia, supported by the delegation of Hungary, explained, in relation to Senegal's remarks, that it had added NGOs in the paragraphs where they should be featured, in accordance with the Convention. The delegation of Algeria specified that to redefine the heading of the working group would entail recreating a working group that would have to re-address this subject. The preamble had been added because the text had been conceived autonomously; however it could be placed elsewhere.

162. The delegation of Cuba considered the preamble very fitting and timely, regardless of its location. It also considered that paragraph 82 complemented the heading of chapter 3.1. 

163. The delegation of Bulgaria explained that this was an important debate, because the involvement of communities was at the heart of this Convention. Bulgaria, in light of findings shared by the delegation of Senegal, asked that the General Assembly look jointly at chapters 3.1 and 3.2. It drew attention to paragraph 93, to find the proper place to involve the communities and NGOs in the implementation of the Convention and eventually the work of the Committee. Bulgaria also thought it was a good idea to move the preamble to the front, but in a reformulated way.

164. The delegation of the Dominican Republic supported the observations made by that of Saint Lucia and agreed that the preamble should go at the beginning and could be completed. 

165. The delegations of Belgium, Greece and France considered that the location and the content of the preamble should be modified. They were also of the opinion that the chapter should be focused on the participation of communities, groups and individuals and that NGOs should therefore not be introduced. The delegation of France suggested that they should be added to paragraph 77. The delegation of Monaco emphasized the complementarity of competences between scientific expertise and NGOs.
166. The delegation of Japan proposed that when the Basic Texts are published, the Director-General write a brief introduction that includes this preamble and, secondly, to establish an informal working group to work on the consensus language of chapter 3.1 by the following morning.

167.  The General Assembly decided that the preamble would be deleted from paragraph 76 and transmitted to the Director-General to take this into account in his presentation to the General Conference. The Chairperson supported Japan's proposal to create a working group to resolve the question of integration of NGOs in the text. 
168. The Legal Adviser emphasized that different obligations should not be confused. In the spirit of Article 11(b) of the Convention, it was the State in question that decided whether or not to associate NGOs in the implementation of the Convention. On the other hand, the Committee and the General Assembly were obliged to accredit NGOs to enable them to have a consultative role in relation to the statutory bodies of the Convention. The Chairperson proposed that the working group be composed of twelve persons, with two persons from each group designated by their Chairpersons. 

169. The delegation of the Dominican Republic, supported by the delegation of Argentina, wanted to know when, in the first place, such a working group was decided on. It wondered whether such a working group was needed after the clarifications given by the Legal Advisor.

170.  The Chairperson asked if anyone wished to formally approve the creation of a working group and confirmed that the group could take the Legal Adviser's intervention into account. 
171. The delegations of India and Gabon supported that of Japan on the creation of a working group. The Chairperson proposed that the working group should conduct its reflection that evening or the following morning before the opening of the session of the General Assembly. The delegation of Japan, supported by India, proposed that the working group met right away and finished by 7 p.m. and asked each group to select two persons to attend and requested an available room from the Secretariat. 

172. The Chairperson informed the Assembly that the working group would meet that same evening until 7 p.m. and continues its reflection the next morning at 10 a.m.
[Tuesday 17 June 2008, working group of the General Assembly 6.30 to 7.15 p.m.]

173. The Chairperson of the working group, Mr Toshiyuko Kono, Japan, recalled that the working group had to focus on the point raised by the delegation of Saint Lucia that the current chapter 3.1 failed to mention the non-governmental organizations in the context of Article 11(b) of the Convention. Therefore these amendments were proposed, namely in the title and some following provisions. As the Legal Adviser clarified, there are two kinds of non-governmental organizations mentioned in the Convention. Those of Article 9.1 are the accredited NGOs and those of Article 11(b) may or may not be accredited. The Chairperson recalled that it became clear during the afternoon deliberations that the two functions of NGOs – the NGO as a form of community and the NGO serving as advisory body – require clarification.

174. The delegation of Saint Lucia proposed that paragraphs mentioning the participation of groups and communities should not include anybody else. Therefore, one possible solution would be to keep them as they were, move them to the section on participation of NGOs, then remove the participation of NGOs here from the title. This would keep one part on groups and communities exactly as it was and as it was proposed by the Committee. Paragraphs that had been amended such as paragraph 82 could be discussed at a later point. Saint Lucia proposed a new general paragraph, very close to Article 11(b) about the role of NGOs which do not have to be accredited on the national level, and another section to deal with the advisory functions of the accredited NGO under Article 9.1, where they could then outline all that has been proposed by the Committee. This way the role of NGOs as participants in the implementation of the Convention on the national level as stated in Article 11(b) would not be ignored, but rather kept completely separate from the participation of communities, groups, etc., as was the wish of many Member States.

175. The delegations of India, Bulgaria and Norway supported Saint Lucia's proposal. The Chairperson stated the agreement to keep chapter 3.1 as it stood and proposed by the Committee, but questioned Article 8.2, which referred to paragraph 93 of the present directives which concerned advisory functions of accredited NGOs and could be a source of confusion as to the role of these research institutes and accredited NGOs. The delegation of India validated the question raised by the Chairperson and suggested deleting the reference to paragraph 93, as a potential source of confusion. 

176. The delegation of Saint Lucia agreed and noted that in its previously submitted amendment it had deleted these amendments. 

177. The representative of Algeria was of the opinion that the reference to paragraph 93 should be maintained as it allowed a distinction to be made concerning the examination role of NGOs for which accreditation was necessary. Without this reference, confusion would persist.
178. The delegation of Saint Lucia argued that it would be possible to achieve what the delegation of Algeria requested without keeping the reference to paragraph 93, because the reference to that paragraph would create legal problems. It proposed to add, at the end of the paragraph, after ‘the Convention’ ‘to consult them on particular matters’, which is exactly what was in Article 8.4 of the Convention and in conformity with what was already adopted in paragraph 5. The delegation clarified that Algeria's intention was to determine what to do with this expertise and what their role was in the evaluation that the Committee decides. Saint Lucia suggested that it was possible to include all this without specific reference to paragraph 93, since it is the Committee that will decide on what specific matters which kind of expertise will be involved.

179. The delegation of Bulgaria supported Saint Lucia's suggestion to delete this reference to paragraph 93 and to add wording that responded to the concerns of Algeria and some other delegations.

180. In paragraph 86 the delegation of Saint Lucia added ‘to the extent possible’ because many States do not have category 2 centres but can contribute as much as they can by cooperating with any regional category 2 centre. Saint Lucia was not attached to the wording of paragraph 87; just to the idea that it would provide an opening to public and private bodies other than centres of expertise and research institutes, depending on the country. 

181.  The delegation of Algeria added that in paragraph 87, the word ‘notably’ could include categories not listed. On the issue of communities, it explained that this word had been preferred to avoid any susceptibility.

182. The delegation of India asked not to use the wording ‘to the extent possible’ as some of these category 2 centres were struggling to survive. When worded this way and in a context without explanation, ‘to the extent possible’ might give a negative connotation to some regions where these category 2 centres in ICH were just being established. The delegation instead proposed the wording ‘where applicable’ or ‘where relevant’ as a preferable alternative.

183. The delegation of Saint Lucia agreed and withdrew its amendment.

184. The Chairperson confirmed that paragraph 86 was adopted in the original text and asked whether Saint Lucia wanted to retain ‘other experts’ at the end as it was redundant. The delegation of Zimbabwe asked to change the order of the wording to ‘including communities, experts and groups’.

185. The delegation of Belgium argued in favor of the original wording, because it also includes the notion of expertise which does not have to be academic, but can also be practical expertise, best expressed in ‘and other experts’. 

186. The Chairperson suggested a return to the original sentence, namely ‘communities, groups and other experts’, arguing that it is the only solution which comes along with the Convention text. He asked to delete ‘various’ from the original language: ‘recognized competence in the field of intangible cultural heritage’. With no objections, the change was adopted. 

187. The Chairperson suggested that under 3.2.1 the title simply states: ‘Participation of NGOs.’ Regarding 3.2, the title should state: ‘Participation of NGOs accredited in accordance with Article 9 of the Convention.’ And under 3.2.1 should be put a simple sentence as follows: ‘States Parties shall identify and define the different elements of ICH present on their territories with the participation of relevant NGOs.’ 3.2.2 would remain as it stands. The Chairperson noted that this language was based on the Convention text and also the text adopted in a previous part of the directives. 
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188.  The Representative of the Director-General informed the General Assembly that the additional documents took account of the items that had been added to the agenda distributed the previous afternoon. Regarding the choice of an emblem, a small introduction explained that the Assembly should take a vote on seven emblems selected by the Intergovernmental Committee. Preliminary draft decisions had been prepared for each additional item. 
189. The Chairperson then invited the Chairperson of the working group to report on the work of the working group. Professor Kono, Chairperson of the working group, informed the General Assembly of the consensus obtained.

190. The Chairperson of the Working Group stated that the group had decided to keep the title and text of 3.1 as it is, but that the issue raised by the delegation of Saint Lucia regarding Article 11(b) of the Convention would be covered in 3.2. Prompted by Saint Lucia’s proposed amendment, the group agreed to modify the ending of paragraph 82 and to change a sentence in paragraph 87 from ‘in the various fields of ICH, including representatives of communities, groups and other experts’ to ‘in the field of ICH, including communities, groups and other experts’. The Chairperson noted that two subchapters were added to 3.2, ‘Participation of non-governmental organizations at the national level’ and ‘Participation of accredited non-governmental organizations’. He further added that paragraph 3.2.2 covered the function of NGOs on the Convention level, and that 3.2.1 would cover Article 11(b), including the modified statement, ‘in conformity with Article 11(b) of the Convention, States Parties shall involve the relevant non-governmental organizations in the implementation of the Convention, inter alia in identifying and defining ICH as well as other appropriate safeguarding measures, in cooperation and coordination with other actors involved in the implementation of the Convention’. The Chairperson stated that paragraph 93 was an amendment proposal by Saint Lucia that had been accepted.

191. The Chairperson thanked the working group and asked if there were any comments.

192. The delegation of China agreed with the working group’s proposals but insisted that paragraph 82 uses the word ‘shall’ instead of ‘may’. China also pointed out that the language proposed in 3.2 was slightly confusing.  

193. The Chairperson indicated that representatives of three NGOs wished to speak. 
194. The representative of Traditions for Tomorrow informed the General Assembly that the objective of this NGO was to support the safeguarding of intangible heritage of indigenous people. He was speaking also as a member of the NGO-UNESCO Liaison Committee. He expressed concern about the combination of paragraphs 93 and 82 in so far as the NGOs would only be ‘invited’ to perform certain functions. However he was heartened by the adjustment made by the working group. He concluded by stressing the importance of the exchange session planned for the Monday following the meeting of the General Assembly between the States and civil society.

195. The International Council for Traditional Music noted that securing the participation of communities in the implementation of the Convention was complicated by intellectual property rights and the increasing importance of regional over national levels. It suggested that UNESCO addresses the issue of intellectual property rights which hamper the participation of communities.

196. The International Council of Museums (ICOM) emphasized the importance of the participation of NGOs representing both the North and the South. ICOM also encouraged more input and research for the International Journal of Intangible Heritage.

197. The representative of the delegation of Hungary, in his capacity of Chairperson of the NGO-UNESCO Liaison Committee, said he was delighted by the presence, in 2008, of representatives of NGOs in the room, but also at the sessions of the Committee in Tokyo and in Sofia. He stressed on the one hand the need to create active cooperation between NGOs and governments and on the other hand, the importance of the participation of NGOs from developing countries.

198. The delegation of India began by suggesting future discussion on how to better include NGOs from developing countries in future meetings. India also noted that the Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions was planning a meeting between States Parties, Secretariat and NGOs for the following Wednesday. India asked whether the Convention should also involve partner groups and communities in future meetings. 

199. The delegation of Bulgaria was very satisfied with the necessary work undertaken by the working group. It congratulated the Ambassador of Hungary for having supported the important implication of NGOs in the implementation of the Convention. The delegation of Romania explained that its position the previous day was based on the fact that the Subsidiary Body had been created to specifically treat the participation of communities. However, it agreed with the text presented by the working group. The delegation of Algeria welcomed the result presented by the working group and stressed the importance of synergy between the various stakeholders in ICH.

200. The delegation of Japan thanked that of Saint Lucia for its input during the informal working group, and the Legal Adviser and the members of the working group for their cooperation.

201.  The Chairperson pointed out that the General Assembly had not yet adopted the chapter.
202. The delegation of Venezuela expressed its satisfaction, on behalf of GRULAC, with the excellent work done by the group. 
203. The General Assembly then adopted Chapter III as amended by the working group. 
204. The delegation of Morocco pointed out that not all NGOs could come to Paris for the meeting of the General Assembly and it might be necessary to sponsor certain NGOs to enable them to come in the future. 
205. The Chairperson then introduced Chapter 4 « Reporting to the Committee ».
[Chapter 4: Reporting to the Committee]
206. The Secretary of the Convention recalled Article 29 of the Convention regarding the obligations of States Parties to submit reports to the Committee on the legislative, regulatory and other measures taken for the implementation of this Convention. The Chairperson indicated that no proposals for amendment had been submitted for this chapter. 
207. The delegation of Greece proposed to modify, in paragraph 102, ‘the State Party ensures’ with ‘should ensure’ and, in paragraph 105, ‘the State Party must associate’ with ‘should associate’.

208. The delegation of Indonesia, supported by the delegation of Egypt, proposed amendments to paragraphs 98(a) and 99(c) by adding the phrase ‘to the extent possible’ as problems of dealing with elements of ICH considered secret or sacred could appear.

209. The delegation of Kenya supported the proposal by the delegation of Greece and proposed an amendment to paragraph 107(d) to replace the term ‘further safeguarding’ with ‘sustain the safeguarding’. 

210. The delegation of China raised the issue of the obligation for States Parties to report to the Committee, stating that reporting could be very costly and required significant amounts of work in certain situations. China requested that the reporting system be flexible enough to account for developing countries with large amounts of ICH. 

211. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the position of that of Indonesia and suggested to keep to the original text with regard to the proposal from the delegation of Greece. The delegation of Algeria expressed agreement with the comment from that of China about the reporting from the States Parties. It supported also the delegation of Greece saying that it was necessary to conform to the text of the Convention. It also suggested replacing ‘all elements’ with ‘elements of ICH’ as the obligation relating to reports would be too restrictive if it concerned all elements. 
212. The Chairperson commented that the reports should describe the state of the elements inscribed on the Representative List and not all the elements featured on the inventories of the States.

213. The delegation of Estonia requested the preservation of the original language in paragraphs 102 and 105 requiring reporting by all groups by retaining the word ‘shall’. The delegation of India also requested the preservation of the word ‘shall’ in order to confirm the participation of communities and groups. India reiterated Indonesia’s concern with sacred and traditional knowledge. India also reiterated China’s concern about having a too large inventory of ICH to be able to fully report on it every four years, and suggested making the guidelines more flexible. The delegation of Argentina noted that they should follow the wording of article 15.

214. The Chairperson recalled that, for paragraph 98, the delegation of Indonesia had proposed an amendment to add ‘to the extent possible’. He specified that the paragraph referred to Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention in which this reservation already existed. He asked if there were any objections to this addition.

215. The delegation of Japan, supported by the delegations of Brazil, Monaco and India, objected to the request to change ‘shall’ to ‘to the extent possible’ in paragraph 12 because it would weaken the obligation of Member States and counter the spirit of the Convention. The delegation of Cyprus agreed and affirmed that an inventory is the minimum requirement and an obligation of the States Parties.

216. The delegation of Indonesia withdrew its amendment.

217. The General Assembly adopted paragraph 98(a) without Indonesia's amendment. 
218. The Chairperson introduced paragraph 99 in which he proposed to add ‘to the extent that it is possible to facilitate access’. He then introduced paragraph 102. The delegation of Greece withdrew its proposal, to say ‘should’ and affirmed that it would follow the proposal of the delegation of Argentina. 
219. The Chairperson, having made sure that this suited the delegation of Algeria, declared that the General Assembly adopted the wording “s’efforce d'assurer” in French. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran indicated that the exact French translation was ‘the broadest possible participation’. The Chairperson agreed and declared the paragraph adopted. 
220. He introduced paragraph 106. The delegation of Greece, supported by the delegation of Algeria, proposed to retain the same change as for paragraph 105. The delegation of Algeria also suggested incorporating footnotes in the Directives as regards nuances of translation. 
221. The Chairperson introduced paragraph 107(d) for which an amendment had been proposed by Kenya. The delegation of Kenya reiterated its desire to change the term ‘further’ to ‘sustained’. The delegation of Brazil supported Kenya’s request as well as the delegation of India suggesting the term ‘continued safeguarding’ instead of ‘sustained safeguarding’. The delegation of Cyprus suggested ‘commitment to sustainable safeguarding efforts’ instead of ‘sustained safeguarding’. 

222. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran, supported by the delegation of the Central African Republic, supported the original text. The Chairperson suggested the wording ‘the will to ensure continued safeguarding’ that would correspond to India's proposal and respond to Kenya's request as well as those who wished to preserve the original text.
223. The delegations of Egypt, Kenya and Italy agreed with India’s proposal. 

224. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran had no objection but argued that the original text induced promotion and continuity.
225. The Chairperson declared that the General Assembly adopted the wording proposed by the delegation of India, declared Chapter 4 adopted as amended and proposed to pass to the adoption of Resolution 2.GA 5.

226. At the request of the delegation of Algeria, Resolution 2.GA 5 has been adopted as amended with the introduction of ‘notably’ ‘inter alia’ preceeding ‘on the visibility of the Convention’. The Chairperson then declared item 5 of the agenda closed.
ITEM 6 OF THE AGENDA: ADVISORY ASSISTANCE TO THE COMMITTEE
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227. The Representative of the Director-General explained that this item contained a draft decision submitted by the Committee. It involved delegating part of the authority of the General Assembly so that the Committee might have recourse, for certain consultative functions, to NGOs recommended for accreditation, even if they had not yet been officially accredited by the General Assembly, which would do so at its third session. She stressed that this proposal expressed the desire not to delay the implementation of the Convention.
228. The delegation of India raised the issue of lack of funding for NGOs from developing countries to participate, noting that at past meetings, few Asian and African NGOs were able to participate. 

229. The delegation of Italy asked if the Director-General would have enough time before the next meeting to disseminate information to the NGOs about procedures for accreditation. The Representative of the Director-General replied that it was urgent and therefore, if possible, it would be done before the end of the current month. The Chairperson specified that it would be before 1 October 2008, as indicated in paragraph 4. 
230. The delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Indonesia, China, United Arab Emirates, Bolivia, Jordan, Morocco and Peru shared India's concern and wished to stress the importance of participation of NGOs from countries of the South in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran proposed to add ‘on the basis of equitable geographical distribution to the extent possible’ .The delegation of Senegal supported the proposal of the Islamic Republic of Iran and proposed to add to paragraph 4 ‘publish and distribute’ so as to harmonize with the preceding resolution.

231. The delegation of Saint Lucia expressed its agreement with those of India, the Islamic Republic of Iran and Senegal and proposed to add to paragraph 7 « in conformity with the Operational Directives adopted ».
232. The delegation of Brazil noted the dearth of NGOs at the meeting and thought that this was largely due to the lateness of the invitation for them to participate. It echoed India’s desire to secure greater participation of NGOs from all countries and suggested that the amendment proposed by the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran regarding the equitable geographical representation of NGOs be included at the end of paragraph 5 instead of paragraph 7. The Chairperson responded that this had just been adopted in Paragraph 90 of the Directives.
233. The delegation of India suggested including in paragraph 6 the deadline of 1 September 2008 for States Parties to submit to the Secretariat names of public or private bodies, private persons, centres of expertise, research institutes, non-governmental organizations, non-profit-making institutions and regional centres with recognized competence in the various fields of intangible cultural heritage. It further suggested the following phrase be added to paragraph 5: ‘further invites the Committee to reflect at its next session on modalities and methods of funding of NGOs from developing countries, with a view to ensuring, to the extent possible, participation by NGOs on the basis of equitable geographical representation’, instead of adding the Islamic Republic of Iranian amendment to paragraph 7 or 5. It preferred that the Islamic Republic of Iranian amendment, if kept, be added to paragraph 7 and not 5. 

234. The delegation of Bulgaria agreed with the Indian amendment but added that the phrase ‘participation by NGOs on the basis of equitable geographical representation’ did not fully reflect the need to ensure the participation of NGOs from developing countries.

235. The delegation of Saint Lucia commended the Indian proposal but insisted that the Committee change the language to not focus solely on funding but rather on the ‘modalities and methods of facilitating participation of NGOs from developing countries’, because of the difficulty of securing funds.

236. The delegation of Brazil voiced a complaint about the language of paragraph 7 because it restricted advisory services to the criterion of geographical representation. Brazil insisted that advisory services be given according to expertise. Brazil noted that this referred to Article 9 of the Convention and the accreditation of NGOs and not to securing the participation of NGOs. The delegation held that the Indian proposal’s use of the terms ‘funding’ and ‘participation’ was too vague.

237.  The Chairperson commented that paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 did not pose a problem. Concerning paragraph 4, there was no objection to Saint Lucia's amendment. There was no objection to retaining paragraph 5 as it was. He opened discussion on paragraph 6 as proposed by India and amended by Saint Lucia.
238. The delegation of India, followed by that of the Islamic Republic of Iran, agreed with that of Saint Lucia to alter the language of the amendment to ‘facilitate the participation’, and with that of Brazil to include the phrases ‘the participation of NGOs from developing countries’, and ‘in accordance with the adopted Operational Directives’. 
239. The Representative of the Director-General recalled that the Committee was not in a position to submit a list of NGOs to the General Assembly as the latter should first approve the modalities and criteria for accreditation.

240. The delegation of Saint Lucia considered that it made no difference if a contract concerned an NGO from the South or the North. It has no problem with this paragraph. The delegation of Lithuania suggested that the word ‘participation’ in the amendment be changed to ‘contribution’. 

241. The delegation of Bulgaria noted that ‘equitable geographical representation’ and ‘increased participation of NGOs from developing countries’ were not the same thing. Bulgaria opined that ‘equitable geographical representation’, though laudable, did not accomplish the goal of increasing participation of NGOs from developing countries. The delegation of Japan agreed with the Bulgarian proposal to terminate the Indian amendment at ‘to the extent possible their participation’ and delete ‘geographical representation’.

242.  The delegation of India stated that it would consider proposed deletions from paragraphs 7 or 5 but that they had not yet been agreed upon. It deemed that the French version lacked mention of equitable geographic representation. The Chairperson had the versions corrected so as to concord.

243. The delegation of Brazil noted that the French translation retained the word ‘participation’ that had been changed to ‘contribution’ in the English version. It also stated that the term ‘accreditation’ was more accurate than ‘participation’. Brazil recommended changing the text to ‘modalities and methods of promoting the accreditation of NGOs from developing countries’ and expressed its preference to remove the principle of ‘equitable geographical representation’ from the proposal. 

244. The delegation of Senegal specified that the aim of the resolution was simply to permit the Committee to have recourse to the services of some NGOs. 
245. The Representative of the Director-General specified that the aim of the resolution proposed by the Committee was to request the authorization of the General Assembly to call upon certain NGOs that were not yet accredited so as not to delay the work of implementation of the Convention. 
246. The delegation of India disagreed that the new paragraph 6 was off topic, and restated its belief that there was not enough participation of NGOs from developing countries.

[Lunch break]
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247. The delegation of China opined that the Indian proposal was pertinent and that accreditation of NGOs should consider the principle of geographical distribution. China requested to know what version of the proposal was being considered. The Chairperson requested India to resubmit its original version.
248. The delegation of India requested the removal of references to ‘accreditation’. It stated the intention to focus on ‘participation’ or ‘contribution’ and suggested the phrase ‘further invites the Committee to reflect at its next session on modalities and methods of facilitating the contribution of NGOs from developing countries, in accordance with the adopted Operational Directives’ and possibly ‘on the issue of advisory assistance to the Committee’. The delegation of China supported this proposal.

249. The delegation of Jordan thought the Assembly should keep the original version of paragraph 7. The Chairperson said it was the version of the paragraph at the outset.

250. The delegation of Paraguay opined that paragraph 6 should be at the end of the text. The delegation of India accepted to move the paragraph.
251.  The delegation of Greece wished to delete « methods » and « adopted » and replace « reflect » with « examine ». The Chairperson asked India if the word « examiner»  was acceptable. The delegation of India preferred to keep the word 'methods' and verified the term 'advisory assistance to the Committee'. The delegation of Greece accepted to keep « methods » but « adopted » was deleted.
252. The delegation of Japan noted that any reference to ‘advisory capacity’ implied the accreditation of NGOs. Japan noted that the question of what should be done for the next two years before the next General Assembly needed to be addressed before the issue of accreditation of NGOs from developing countries was addressed. It noted that advisory capacity could not be separated from accreditation, as in new paragraph 8, and suggested integrating paragraphs 7 and new 8 to provide a provisional remedy for the next two years and leave the issue of accreditation in general open.

253. The delegation of Kenya supported the text provided by India for new paragraph 8. It recommended including the phrase ‘with regard to their advisory assistance to the Committee’ at the end to provide flexibility. 
254. The delegation of India, supported by China, did not agree to merge paragraphs 7 and 8. India stated that the new paragraph 8 deals with accreditation and advisory assistance and was thus pertinent. If paragraph 8 were merged with 7 it would withdraw its amendment. The delegation of Saint Lucia agreed to accept paragraph 8 but pointed out that this did not demand new criteria or new accreditation for NGOs. 

255. The Chairperson introduced paragraph 7 for which two amendments have been presented: one suggested by the delegation of Saint Lucia and the other by the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the latter having raised numerous objections.
256. The delegation of India suggested using the language from paragraph 90 of the Operational Directives dealing with equitable geographical representation for the proposed amendment.

257. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran validated this proposal and requested that « based on information provided by the Secretariat » be removed.
258. The delegation of Italy suggested deleting the word ‘receiving’ from the phrase ‘in receiving and reviewing these requests’ because it was redundant. 

259. The delegation of India suggested adding the phrase, ‘further, as indicated in paragraph 90 of these directives, in receiving and evaluating such requests, due attention shall be paid to the principle of equitable geographical representation based on information provided by the Secretariat’ at the end of paragraph 7. 

260. Resolution 2.GA 6 was adopted as amended and the Chairperson declared item 6 of the agenda closed.
ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: DETERMINATION OF A UNIFORM PERCENTAGE 
FOR CONTRIBUTIONS OF STATES PARTIES TO THE FUND

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/7
Resolution 2.GA 7

261. The Secretary of the Convention explained that the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund of the Convention would be replenished every two years by a contribution, the sum of which would be calculated according to a uniform percentage to be determined by the General Assembly. This percentage would be established for an indefinite period; however the Assembly could reconsider it at each session. 
262. The delegation of Greece wished to modify the wording as follows: « being understood that it can revise the percentage in the future ».
263. The delegation of China questioned the meaning of the use of the word ‘recalls’ and said the phrase ‘decides on the percentage which can be revised in the future’ was enough. The Secretary of the Convention said that in French it was « entendu que » which was in line with what China had said and suggested to replace ‘recalls’ by ‘being understood’.

264. The delegation of Guatemala suggested that ‘although this percentage can be revised’. The delegation of China suggested the phrase ‘with the understanding that the percentage can be revised in the future’.

265. Resolution 2.GA 7 has been adopted as amended and the Chairperson declared item 7 of the agenda closed.
ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA: DRAFT PLAN FOR THE USE OF THE RESOURCES OF THE FUND

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/8
Resolution 2.GA 8

266. The Secretary of the Convention indicated that in the annex to the draft resolution, participants could find a draft plan for utilization of the resources of the Fund as well as a draft detailed budget for two periods, in conformity with the biennial system used by UNESCO. The utilization of resources would be done in accordance with the guidelines adopted by the General Assembly that morning. The draft budget prepared by the Secretariat had been discussed by the Committee in Sofia.
267. The delegation of Norway fully supported the draft plan for the use of the resources of the Fund.

268. The delegation of Italy supported the 70% budget allocation to international assistance. Italy asked if the sharing of this allocation was strictly set at 17.5% per subentry or if there was flexibility to change it according to circumstances. 

269. The Secretary of the Convention stated that the budget figures were subject to change in future budget cycles, based on unforeseen circumstances. 

270. The delegation of Bulgaria stated that originally an equal budget distribution between activities was intended and that it was open to adjustment when future budgets were prepared. 

271. Resolution 2.GA 8 was adopted and the Chairperson declared item 8 of the agenda closed.
ITEM 10 OF THE AGENDA: REVIEW AND POSSIBLE AMENDMENT OF THE RULES 
OF PROCEDURE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/10
Resolution 2.GA 10

272. With regard to this item that had been added to the agenda by the General Assembly when adopting the agenda, the Secretary of the Convention proposed a possible new wording for a new article following the debate that had taken place during the adoption of the agenda. At the request of the Legal Adviser, the General Assembly had ruled out the possibility of suspending articles that reflect the Convention itself, knowing that is it not possible to suspend the Convention. 
273. The delegation of Senegal, supported by the delegation of Bulgaria, proposed to replace ‘the application of the Rules of Procedure’ with ‘certain provisions of the Rules of Procedure’.
274. The delegation of Brazil welcomed the proposal by the Secretariat. Brazil recommended future amendments of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly dealing with the possibility of regional groups not filling the number of seats allocated to them. 

275. The delegation of Italy accepted the new Rule 19 of the Rules of Procedure concerning the suspension of any of its Rules of Procedure but insisted that a suspension should always have a time limit. It recommended adding the words ‘the General Assembly may suspend for a specified period of time the application of any of these Rules’ to Rule 19.

276. The delegation of Greece said the word « provision » should be replaced by « article ». The delegation of Saint Lucia requested the advice of the Legal Adviser concerning the Italian amendment. The Legal Adviser clarified that suspension was a temporary measure limited to the current session. He was not favour of the idea of establishing a list of cases of suspension. The question of the duration could be addressed in the decision of the suspension itself.
277. The delegation of Italy stated that if a suspension only applied to the meeting of the General Assembly in which it is decided then that should be specified. 

278. The delegation of Senegal said that ‘article’ and ‘provision’ came to the same thing.
279. The delegation of India recommended changing the term ‘provisions’ to ‘articles’ in the English version to reflect the French version. India questioned whether the phrase ‘suspension for a limited period of time’ was redundant from a legal standpoint. India asked the Legal Adviser whether the Senegalese amendment addressed the specific rule regarding suspension. The Legal Adviser confirmed that he was satisfied with the text. Concerning time limit, the basic principle was to proceed case by case.
280. The delegation of Brazil stated that the suspension of a Rule should apply until the objective that prompted the suspension was met. Brazil thus claimed that the rules of suspension of the Rules of Procedure should not be changed or discussed further. 

281. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran proposed to replace 'any of these' with ‘certain'. He also suggested that there should be a time frame, before the opening of the General Assembly, to request suspension in writing. The Legal Adviser insisted that inserting the notion of time in the Rules made no difference to the fact that this provision could be suspended. 
282. Resolution 2.GA 10 was adopted and the Chairperson declared item 10 of the agenda closed.
ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA: SELECTION OF AN EMBLEM OF THE CONVENTION 

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9bis

Resolution 2.GA 9bis 

283. The Chairperson introduced item 9 of the agenda noting that the Committee had created a Subsidiary Body to choose an emblem of the Convention. A tender had received almost 1300 proposals. The Subsidiary Body had proceeded by elimination. After an initial screening to see which corresponded to the specifications 300 proposals had been noted. The 50 best noted proposals had been examined against various criteria by the Subsidiary Body, notably ease of reproduction. Seven emblems should now be examined by the General Assembly, but it would not be necessary to discuss esthetics or colors. 
284. The Rapporteur of the Subsidiary Body commented that the proposals of text that had initially been on each emblem had been removed to enable impartial judgment of the proposals.

285. The Chairperson explained that the Assembly would first choose three emblems among the seven. However, before voting, he specified that two of the proposals were problematic.
286. The delegation of India claimed that emblem No. 1908 resembled a swastika but the delegation of China opined that emblem 1908 resembled an oriental lucky tie rather than a swastika. The delegation of Algeria stated that emblem No. 1837 greatly resembled the Hoggar Park.
287. The delegation of Brazil noted that an earlier design had resembled a swastika and had thus been eliminated but that the current emblem design did not resemble a swastika and should thus be kept. Brazil noted that Algeria had expressed pleasure at the fact that one of the proposed emblems resembled an Algerian national park. 

288. The Chairperson commented that these two emblems were not deleted but it was important to make these comments. First the Assembly would vote for the three emblems that appeared to be the best. A second vote would separate the three emblems retained. 
289. The delegations of Venezuela and Peru said that to set out some historical, cognitive, or cultural references in relation to symbols is to prejudge the vote. Assembly members should avoid a debate on the subjectivity of their perceptions. 

290. The delegation of Monaco expressed the idea that emblem no 1837 was the only one that existed on all continents and that of Luxembourg proposed to have a discussion on the qualities of certain emblems before voting. The Chairperson reminded that a really strong emblem could speak for itself and would be recognized universally. 
291. The delegation of Japan stated that from a legal standpoint, the resemblance of emblem 1837 to an Algerian national park did not necessarily entitle copyright ownership to the Algerian Government rather than the author. The delegation of Algeria thanked that of Japan but replied that its opinion reflected the national legislation. 
292. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates claimed that emblem 2072 resembled the one used by the Abu Dhabi Authority for Culture and Heritage.

293. The delegation of Jordan wondered what were the criteria of the subsidiary body to choose one emblem over another. It also noted that emblem 1837 is commonly found in the Arabian Desert. The Chairperson said that the subsidiary body had used many different criteria, which he mentioned in the beginning. The artists had not given their interpretations for the emblems. Each member of the body was left free to interpret the emblems. 

294. The delegation of Japan asked how the choices for emblem preferences should be made and the delegation of Turkey asked why two rounds of voting instead of one were necessary. The Chairperson explained that the votes would be transferred in the second round to the emblems retained. 
295. The Representative of the Director-General noted that a State that abstained would be considered as non-voting. The delegations of Benin and of Grenada volunteered to take the role of tellers. 
296. The delegation of Brazil proposed that for the second round the States could simply choose their favorite emblem instead of hierarchising the three remaining. The Chairperson replied that with that system there was a risk of having a very close number of points between the first and second. The States were then called to vote one after another. 
297. The session was adjourned at 5.40 p.m. during the counting of votes and resumed at 6 p.m.
[Continuation of this item: Wednesday, 18 June 2008 after item 11 of the agenda]

ITEM 11 OF THE AGENDA: FOLLOW-UP TO RESOLUTION 1.EXT.GA 3

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9Annex
Resolution 2.GA 9B

298. In order to make headway, the Chairperson introduced item 11 of the agenda, the follow-up to Resolution 1.EXT.GA 3. He asked if there were any objections to postponing to the next General Assembly the issue of an upper limit to seats in the Committee.
299. The delegation of Brazil, supported by those of Algeria and the Republic of Central Africa, responded that the Chairperson’s proposed procedure might cause problems for the 2010 General Assembly elections.

300. Resolution 2.GA 9B was adopted.
ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA [continued]: SELECTION OF AN EMBLEM OF THE CONVENTION

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9 bis

Resolution 2.GA 9bis 

301. With regard to the request of the delegation of Romania if the vote is secret, the Chairperson replied that it is.
302. The representative of the delegation of Grenada read the results :

Emblem no. 1104: 21 votes.

Emblem no. 1837: 32 votes.

Emblem no. 1850: 33 votes.

Emblem no. 1904: 45 votes.

Emblem no. 1908: 16 votes.

Emblem no. 1962: 34 votes.

Emblem no. 2072: 35 votes.

303. The Chairperson declared that the three emblems retained were nos. 1904, 2072 and 1962.

304. The Representative of the Director-General explained that for technical reasons, the Secretariat wished to utilize the voting time for the emblem the next day to prepare election bulletins for the Committee. The Chairperson then announced that the second round would take place the next day and that the States would only need to choose one emblem amongst the three retained. He then adjourned the session.
[Continuation and end of the discussion of this item, Thursday, 19 June 2008]

[Thursday 19 June 2008, Room II, 10 a.m.]

ITEM 12 OF THE AGENDA: ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE
Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9
Resolution: 2.GA 9A

305. GRULAC proposed to suspend Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure for the election of members of the Committee. In the absence of objection, the proposal would be included in the draft resolution 2.GA 9A. The Representative of the Director-General proposed to integrate it in a paragraph between 3 and 4 and the delegation of Brazil suggested using the sentence 'for the purpose of the elections at the second General Assembly' when referring to the suspension of the Rule. 
306. The Chairperson then asked if there were any proposals for the attribution of the twelfth floating seat in the Intergovernmental Committee.
307. The delegation of India, on behalf of ASPAC, made an offer to Africa to share the floating seat between Africa and Asia-Pacific for a period of two years each, with order of turns being decided by lots. India stated that the present candidate countries from Group IV, the Republic of Korea and the Islamic Republic of Iran, had both agreed to this formula. 

308.  The delegations of Senegal and the Central African Republic asked for a suspension of 10 minutes to enable the African group to confer. The delegations of Kenya and Algeria agreed to take ten minutes to consult within their groups and with the other group on the proposal. 
309. The Legal Adviser wished to draw the attention of the States Parties, before the consultations took place, to Article 6.2. of the Convention, that stipulates that States Members of the Committee are elected for a mandate of four years. The idea of splitting in two the mandate of a State in a group and giving another State in another group a mandate of another two years raised a legal problem and undermined the principle of unity of elections. He pointed out that the elections were done by a General Assembly and are not an arrangement between States. Arrangements were limited to the number of seats allocated to each group when a group, as during the last General Assembly, gave up a seat to another group. However, the splitting of a mandate was not possible. 
310. The delegations of China and Algeria did not approve the interpretation of the Legal Adviser reminding that there is jurisprudence and a precedent for the sharing of seats, i.e. in the Executive Board or the Committee of the World Heritage. The delegation of Algeria considered that the text of the Convention did not forbid sharing of a mandate and that this was a way to facilitate the rotation of States in the Committee.
311. The delegation of India noted that members of the World Heritage Committee, by general agreement, had reduced the term of their seats from six to four years. The delegation further noted that sharing of seats in subsidiary organs of the General Conference had previously taken place and that the four-year term of a Group I country at the Executive Board had been shared between two Group I countries: United Kingdom and Germany. India requested a ten-minute break to discuss the arrangement with the African Group.

312. The delegations of Brazil did not believe that it was necessary to challenge the opinion of the Legal Adviser, because what he has said was just a restatement of the provisions of the Convention. Brazil also shared the same views expressed by the delegations of China, Algeria and India. It is the practice in the Organization that mandates be, according to a gentlemen’s agreement, shared between States Parties. The formality for that to be possible is that after a two-year term the State Party that has been elected resigns, and that is the precision that was lacking in this discussion. There must be a formal act of resignation after four years in the World Heritage Committee, after two years in other instances, to make possible the election of a new member to occupy that seat for the rest of the mandate.

313. The delegation of the Dominican Republic supported Brazil's intervention, recalling that in the context of the World Heritage Committee, those States that had reduced the length of their mandates had done this to allow other States to present their candidacy and be represented in the Committee. It was not a question of arrangements between States, but of the possibility offered to any other State of the same group to present its candidacy and occupy a seat. In the case of the Executive Board, when a State withdraws, it is possible for another State of the same group to take its place. However, this is not in the context of a Convention, but of an Assembly, a representation of State members. 
314. The Legal Adviser, thanking Brazil and the Dominican Republic for this important clarification, explained that it is by cancellation that the mandate stopped after two years, and not by a vote by the General Assembly, that can only respect the Convention. Only the vacating of a post after a period of two years could render the post vacant and allow the General Assembly, at its next session, to elect once again in another group on the condition that the agreement between the groups had not changed and was stated in the draft resolution. He also wished to recall the rule regarding equitable geographic distribution and Rule 13.2 of the Rules of Procedure that stipulated a mathematical calculation of groups, and considered that it would be preferable to discuss again the upper limit and number of seats attributed to each group at the next General Assembly.
[Break]

315. The delegation of Saint Lucia asked how this agreement would affect the calculation of proportionality at the next General Assembly of States Parties. 
316. The Legal Adviser considered that it was difficult to give an opinion in so far as his advice had not been taken. If the question is related to geographical distribution and equitable rotation, Article 6.1 of the Convention referred. The notion of equitable rotation, in the spirit of the Convention, was also to be found in Article 6.2 that established a mandate of four years, except voluntary resignation of the State concerned or prevention of the State concerned. The Rules of Procedure adopted by the Assembly concretizes this proportional distribution and adopts a mathematical calculation. Article 6.4 of the Rules stipulates that: « Every two years, the General Assembly proceeds to renew have of the States Members of the Committee ». Article 5 stipulates that the Assembly elects as many States Members of the Committee as necessary to fill vacancies ». The calculation of vacant posts in two years, in the event of resignation, would surely affect the mathematical calculation made by the Secretariat on the basis of this session and Rule 13.2 of the Assembly’s Rules of Procedure. He was incapable of advising the Assembly on the way the mathematical calculation would safeguard proportionality between the groups in two years' time.
317. The delegation of Brazil echoed the Legal Adviser’s point that after a two-year period, there may not be a floating seat. It will depend very much on the ratification of the Convention, and once the equitable geographical representation formula is applied to that ratification, the division may be square and there won’t be a floating seat to be divided. So that is an issue that should be considered by this Assembly. 

318. The delegation of Yemen considered that in reality, the seat in question was not a floating one. It was a somewhat hybrid seat inasmuch as the calculation had not been perfectly conclusive. It appeared to it nevertheless that the distribution obtained was correct, and that the election of 24 members of the Committee could be effected, on the basis of the calculation done by the Secretariat, while considering that these figures were arbitrary. One-tenth of a point becomes arbitrary, therefore the question was to know to which group the seat should be attributed. One could not speak simultaneously of a floating seat and splitting a seat. He recalled the precedent between the African and Arab groups in the Executive Board, where a floating seat was shared between the two groups, but the number of seats belonging to each group was already known. Also, this seat was attributed for a complete mandate, i.e. four years in the African group and then four years in the Arab group. It did not appear to him that one could pass from one group to another while splitting the seat. It was within each group that the seat could be split. At present, in the current situation of the Assembly, his delegation preferred to award the seat to one group and then within this group or between two groups, the mandate of the seat should be four and not two years.

319. The Representative of the Director-General recalled the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly, in particular Article 13, according to which the seats are distributed at each election between the electoral groups prorata the number of States Parties in each group, it being understood that this result gives a minimum of three seats being attributed to each group. During the last election, the Secretariat had calculated this prorata, and the Assembly had decided that each time the calculation ended in an incomplete number of which the fraction was superior to 0.5, the General Assembly would attribute an additional seat to the group concerned, and an inferior fraction meant one seat less. The prorata had therefore been calculated and presented in document 202/9, and things were clear as regards 23 seats, but not for the 24th; a new interpretation was therefore necessary by the General Assembly. The Secretariat's interpretation had been to take the mathematical calculation to the limit and attribute a seat to the group closest to 0.5. However, this was an interpretation and need not necessarily be the one retained by the General Assembly. It was difficult to respond to Saint Lucia's question because it was not possible to know the number of States Parties in each electoral group in two years' time. It would surely be necessary to have a new distribution of seats. 
320. The delegation of Senegal, in its capacity of representative of the African group and one of the Vice-Chairpersons of the General Assembly, affirmed that the African group sought a compromise solution above all. It had noted that, in terms of mathematical calculations, its group could best claim the floating seat. However, Zimbabwe had agreed to withdraw its candidacy and place it at the disposition of another group. The position of the African group was as follows: the African group was ready to give up the seat in consideration while maintaining the principles retained by the Assembly which could be of two kinds: either on the basis of mathematical calculation, the group with the highest pro rata (which in this case could only be Group V(a)), or other arguments could be taken into consideration with inter-group arrangements. For the moment, Africa was ready to give the seat for two years to another group. 
321. The delegation of Zimbabwe stated that it has informed the African Group that Zimbabwe is in a position to compromise and that it is willing to serve two years subject to the other two years being given to whichever other group. But Zimbabwe did not withdraw its candidature, and was prepared to serve two years. He continued saying that that in terms of percentage and alphabetical order, it should serve the first two years. 

322. The delegation of Egypt welcomed the African Group's cooperation, a group and continent which constituted a priority for the Organization. It expressed the wish for a consultation between the African group and the other electoral groups regarding this floating seat, given that Group V was composed of the African group and the Arab group (Group V(a) and Group V(b)). It would therefore be necessary to have consultations not only with the Arab group but also with all the other electoral groups. It referred to a precedent in another Committee, when the Arab group had renounced its seat in favour of the African group. 
323. The delegation of Algeria, in its capacity as one of the Vice-Chairpersons and representative of the Arab group, wished to support the remark made by Egypt, recalling that the Arab and African groups were part of the same group (V(a) and V(b)) and that there was a tradition of sharing seats in elections between these two groups. If this principle of giving up a seat was accepted by the General Assembly, a seat that falls to Africa in this case for reasons of calculation as everybody is aware, this principal cold be applied and accepted within the same group with a « gentleman's agreement » because a change between electoral groups would complicate issues in respect of the current rules.
324. The delegation of Hungary, noting that the situation was rather complicated, suggested, instead of starting a discussion about whether Groups V(a) and V(b) were together or not, proposed that the Bureau and the Representative of the Director-General meet and try to clarify the situation.

325. The delegation of Indonesia stated that because the ASPAC and African Group numbers (3.3548 and 5.4194) were rounded to 3.4 and 5.4 respectively, they were in the same position. Indonesia stated that this was the reason for the requested arrangement between the two groups. 

326. The delegation of India thanked the Africa Group for its flexibility and understanding, and for the fact that the Africa Group had appreciated and understood the importance that ASPAC was giving not to create divisions between developing countries. Whatever be the formula suggested by the African Group, including the suggestion by Zimbabwe, was fully in accordance with the suggestion made by ASPAC. The delegation requested a ten-minute break so that the matter could be discussed further, and appealed to the Arab Group to understand the importance of maintaining developing countries’ solidarity. If an arrangement between Groups V(a) IV was taking place, the ten-minute break could be used to consult the Legal Adviser whether this should be in the form of a draft decision, whether – as he has suggested – whoever gets the first two years should resign the seat and then it should come to another regional group where the distribution could be done internally. 

327. The delegation of the Central African Republic, supported by those of Senegal and Yemen, proposed that the solution to the problem be found during the counting of the vote on the emblem.
328. The delegation of India wished to clarify on behalf of ASPAC that they were prepared to negotiate with the African Group about this floating seat, and not with any other regional group. 

ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA [end]: SELECTION OF AN EMBLEM OF THE CONVENTION 

Document: ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9bis 
Resolution: 2.GA 9bis

329. The Chairperson concluded that during the selection of the emblem, representatives of each group would withdraw to find a solution. He requested the tellers, Ms Chafica Haddad of the delegation of Grenada and Ms Marguerite Yallou of the delegation of Benin to distribute the ballots on which the best emblem should be chosen. A vote should be cast for one of the three emblems proposed, and the one that collected the maximum number of votes would be elected.
330. The Secretary of the Convention proceeded to call representatives of each country for the vote. Following the counting of the ballots, the Chairperson announced the results of the vote: emblem no. 1962 had collected 19 votes, emblem no. 2072 had collected 23 votes and emblem no. 1904 had collected 41 votes. The latter, created by Mr Dragutin Dado Kovačević, from Croatia, was thus the new emblem of the Convention of 2003. The General Assembly adopted the draft resolution 2.GA 9bis.
[Coffee break]

ITEM 12 OF THE AGENDA [continued]: ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE
Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9
Resolution 2.GA 9A
331. The Chairperson asked the representatives of the various electoral groups if they had reached an agreement. 
332. The delegation of Senegal, mandated by the African, ASPAC and Arab groups to express their consensus, informed the General Assembly that the floating seat would go for the first two years to the African group and then, for the remaining two years, to the ASPAC group. The delegation added that this agreement would be the subject of a written declaration addressed to the Chairperson of the Assembly and the Legal Adviser to authenticate this engagement as being a consensual compromise.  

333. The delegation of Egypt, in order to ensure a smoother electoral process within the Arab Group, decided to withdraw its candidature. 

334. The Chairperson, congratulating the respective groups, read aloud the list of vacant seats as well as candidates: 

Group I:

2 vacant seats, 3 candidates:
Cyprus, Italy, Norway

Group II:
1 vacant seat, 2 candidates:

Croatia and ex-Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

Group III: 
3 vacant seats, 3 candidates: 
Cuba, Paraguay, Venezuela

Group IV: 
1 vacant seat, 2 candidates: 

Republic of Korea and Islamic Republic of Islamic Republic of Iran
Group V(a): 
3 vacant seats 3  candidates: 
Kenya, Niger and Zimbabwe

Group V(b): 
2 vacant seats, 2 candidates : 
Jordan and Oman.

335. The Representative of the Director-General recalled that in accordance with Article 15 of the Rules of Procedure approved by the General Assembly, the election of members of the Committee was done by secret ballot. However, when the number of candidates according to geographical distribution corresponds with or is inferior to the number of vacant seats, candidates are declared elected without having recourse to a vote. Looking at the list of candidates and the number of vacant seats, it is obvious that there are three groups with a number of candidates greater than the number of vacant posts. These were Group I, II and IV, For these groups, ballot papers needed to be prepared. For the other groups where there was a clean slate, i.e there were as many candidates as vacant seats, according to the Rules of Procedure, there was no need for a secret ballot.
336. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran stated that it was withdrawing its candidature and would take the second two-year term, as agreed upon with the African Group.

337. The delegations of Oman, Jordan and the United Arab Emirates thanked Egypt for its spirit of cooperation. 

[Lunch break]

[Thursday 19 June 2008, Room II, 2.10 p.m.]

ITEM 12 OF THE AGENDA [end]: ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE
Document: ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/9
Resolution: 2.GA 9A

338.  The Secretary of the Convention called the States Parties one by one to take the two anonymous ballot papers for the election of members of the Committee. The Chairperson specified that the procedure consisted in encircling as many names of States indicated on the papers as there were seats to fill per electoral group. Ballot papers that contained no indication, no circle, would be considered invalid. Those that contained more circles than vacant seats would be considered invalid. The absence of a ballot paper in the envelope would be considered an abstention. The Secretary of the Convention then proceeded, under the surveillance of the two tellers, Mr Kamel Boughaba, delegation of Algeria, and Mr Su Xu, delegation of China, to call each State Party in alphabetical order to place its ballot paper in the urn prepared for this purpose.
[Suspension of the session to count votes from 2.42 p.m. to 3.17 p.m.]

339. After having thanked the tellers, the Chairperson announced the results of the vote:
Group V(b)
Jordan, Oman (clean slate)

Group V(a):
Zimbabwe, Niger, Kenya (clean slate)

Group IV:
Republic of Korea (clean slate)

Group III:
Venezuela, Paraguay, Cuba (clean slate)

Group II: 
Croatia 

Group I: 
Italy elected, and Cyprus and Norway having with the same number of votes each.

340. The Chairperson indicated that one of the two countries (Cyprus or Norway) would need to withdraw or else there would be a second vote for Group I. 
341. The delegation of Hungary proposed to give the two delegation five minutes to fund a solution.
[Break]

342. The delegation of Norway withdrew its candidature to the Committee in order to accommodate Cyprus and stated its intention to return to the General Assembly in two years as a candidate. 

343.  The Chairperson declared Cyprus elected to the second vacant seat in Group I. 
344. The delegation of Italy thanked Norway and reconfirmed the commitment of Italy to the best possible application of the Convention, a commitment that was anchored in the Mediterranean space. By a substantial voluntary contribution to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund, Italy proposed to support developing countries committed to safeguarding their intangible cultural heritage. 
345. The delegations of Cyprus and Croatia thanked Norway and congratulated Italy. The delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked Islamic Republic of Iran for withdrawing its candidacy so that Korea could be elected to the Committee.

346. The General Assembly adopted draft resolution 2. GA 9A and the Chairperson declared item 9 of the agenda closed.
ITEM 13 OF THE AGENDA: OTHER BUSINESS
Document: N/A
Resolution: N/A

347. The delegation of Guatemala, supported by those of Gabon, Mexico, Colombia and several countries of Latin America and the Caribbean, proposed that at the next session of the Committee the possibility and feasibility be studied of creating an archive of intangible heritage elements that have disappeared, in order to safeguard them in the historical memory of humankind. 

348. The delegation of Brazil, supported by that of Bulgaria, expressed its agreement with the initiative of Guatemala to keep records of disappeared ICH. Brazil asked if such a registry would be a mandate of the Committee or whether it should be handled apart from the Committee. The Chairperson suggested that the Secretariat inscribe Brazil's proposal on the agenda of the next Committee. 
349. The delegation of Algeria proposed that Guatemala's suggestion could be analyzed in the framework of thematic discussions alongside the work of the Committee. It wished also to have a reflection on the issue of elections as the current Assembly had revealed the weakness of the system. 
350. The Representative of the Director-General indicated that the General Assembly should be clear as regards the objectives of possible amendments to the Rules of Procedure. She had also taken note of the wish for the Committee to reflect on the possibility of developing a database devoted to elements of intangible cultural heritage that had disappeared.
351. The delegation of Saudi Arabia asked what would happen if a country wants to inscribe an element, which was also present in another country. Noting that many elements were linked to folklore festivals, it wondered if such festivals would be eligible to be listed as a package comprising several elements.

352. The Chairperson said that provisions had been made for several countries to join together in presenting elements of intangible cultural heritage. Concerning festivals, the Chairperson said that in principle provision had not been made for this, but it was the Committee's decision.
353. The delegation of India suggested that either the Chairperson or the Assistant Director-General for Culture provide an explanation of the process of inscription to all States Parties. India asked whether it was normal to set the agenda for the next States Parties session in two years. The delegation asked the delegation of Algeria to confirm whether it intended to discuss an amendment of all the Rules of Procedure.

354. The Representative of the Director-General and Assistant Director-General for Culture said that the Secretariat would send the Operational Directives to the States Parties as soon as possible. The delegation of Algeria replied that its main concern was to avoid certain situations that would waste the time or hinder the work of the Assembly.
355. The delegation of Brazil suggested addressing the methods for Committee election at the following General Assembly. Brazil raised the issue of the possibility of a regional group not having enough candidates to fill all the seats.

356. The delegation of Saint Lucia stated that the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly were incomplete. St. Lucia claimed that the General Assembly could decide its own agenda from one session to the other.

357. The delegation of China, supported by the delegation of the United Arab Emirates, noted that the Rules of Procedure for any treaty body were legally binding and should not be changed easily. China agreed that the General Assembly had a right to change its own Rules but that it should only be done with caution. 
358. In view of the proposal of the delegation of Algeria to inscribe on the agenda of the next General Assembly a possible revision of the Rules of Procedure, the Chairperson asked the Legal Adviser if this was possible. The Legal Adviser confirmed that this was a possibility. The Representative of the Director-General asked what parts of the Rules of Procedure might be the subject of revision. The General Assembly decided that the States Parties would inform the Secretariat of elements or Articles of the Rules of Procedure they wished to modify.
359. The delegation of Cuba endorsed the proposal made by the delegation of the Dominican Republic regarding the need to study the nuances in the latest document given to the Assembly in English and French. These nuances, when it comes to translation, cannot affect the role of the State Party in the matter of compiling the Urgent Safeguarding List. 

ITEM 14 OF THE AGENDA: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
Document: N/A
Resolution: N/A

360. The Rapporteur, Mr Franciso Javier López Morales, gave a summary of the General Assembly’s second session.

361. The delegation of Senegal requested that the letter explaining the agreement discussed that morning between the African and ASPAC groups regarding the 12th floating seat in the election of the Committee be integrated in the summary records (Annex 2).
362. Having assured the General Assembly that at the end of the meeting the Secretariat would proceed to polish and harmonize linguistically the adopted resolutions, the Chairperson thanked the General Assembly for its patience, for having made that session a historic one, insofar as from that day the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was alive as it had entered the operational phase of its implementation. He thanked the outgoing Committee members who had worked with faith and passion for two years so that the proposals that had been adopted could be presented to the Assembly. He also thanked the Secretariat for its unremitting and constant work in furnishing documents of great quality. He warmly congratulated the new members of the Committee, recalling that it was the Committee that now had the formidable responsibility of the first inscriptions on the Lists. He hoped that the Committee would always keep in mind the spirit of the Convention and the idea that the Representative List should serve the visibility of the Convention. The Committee should make sure that globalisation did not infiltrate the lists and that the inscriptions should not become like medals of little value, while preserving world diversity. The Chairperson concluded by praising the work of the interpreters and paying particular hommage to the Secretary of the Convention, Mr Rieks Smeets, who, for the last five years, had followed the Convention step by step. He noted that the Convention owed him a great deal and that he had been an attentive nursing mother of this Convention devoting his days and nights to it. He concluded by saying that he personally greatly regretted his retirement. 
363. The Representative of the Director-General thanked the States Parties and the Secretary of the Convention, Mr Rieks Smeets. Three words came to mind: relief that the Operational Directives had been adopted, nostalgia because this had been a unique experience and finally, hope generated by the entry into force of the Convention. This task implied a great responsibility because the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List would have to be established. Because of the work that had been undertaken over two years the notion of intangible heritage existed now for everybody. She concluded by thanking the outgoing members of the Committee, the new Committee, the General Assembly, the Secretariat and the interpreters. She expressed her gratitude to the Secretariat of the Convention for its work, without which nothing that had taken place could have happened and to the Chairperson for his quiet strength and patience that had directed the work of the second General Assembly.
364. The representative from the delegation of Japan said that this was a moment he has been dreaming of since he came to UNESCO on 20 September 2006. He recalled Japan’s 1950 law to protect cultural properties and said that the aspiration of 58 years ago is now fully shared all over the world. He expressed the importance of cultural identity around the world and commended the Committee on its accomplishments. He added that Japan was leaving the Committee but would continue to contribute to its work. He congratulated the new members, and thanked Mr Bedjaoui, the Secretariat, Ms Rivière, the Director-General, Mr Smeets and Mme Aikawa. 

365. The Chairperson declared the second session of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention for Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage closed.

ANNEX 1

Presentation of the “Report by the Committee on its activities”

Item 4 of the provisional agenda

Document ITH/08/2.GA/CONF.202/4

Presented by Mr O. Faruk LOĞOĞLU

Chairperson of the Intergovernmental Committee for the safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

Paris, 16 June 2008

Mr Chairperson of the General Assembly,

Ms Françoise Rivière, Assistant Director-General for Culture,

Distinguished Delegates,

Ladies and Gentlemen

Following an unwritten rule, I have the honour, as Chair of the Intergovernmental Committee, to present to you the Report by the Committee to the General Assembly on its activities of the last two years. You will find the full text of this report, as adopted by the Committee in Sofia in February last, annexed to Resolution 2. GA 4, in document 202/4. 

The question why this report should figure on our agenda is easy to answer: Article 30 of the Convention stipulates that ‘on the basis of its activities […] the Committee shall submit a report to the General Assembly at each of its sessions’ and that ‘this report shall be brought to the attention of the General Conference of UNESCO”. 

I will neither repeat the content of the report, nor comment on it, since it informs in a clear and concise way – and faithfully – about the main lines of the debates, the achievements and the decisions of the Committee. I assume you were happy to take note of the report.

I would nevertheless like to recall that the Committee was established by the General Assembly at its first session in June 2006, in conformity with Article 5 of the Convention. 

Since its establishment, the Committee met twice in ordinary session: in Algiers (November 2006) and in Tokyo (September 2007). Wishing to expedite the preparation of the documents requested by the General Assembly, two extraordinary sessions were organized, in Chengdu (May 2007), and very recently, in Sofia (February 2008). 

I would like to extend my high appreciation and thanks to the authorities of all four host countries for their welcome and hospitality as well as to the respective Chairpersons for their patience and great efforts. I pay tribute to Chairpersons Minister Toumi, Ambassador Wang, Ambassador Kondo and Ambassador Bokova who, all four of them, have established and respectively transmitted, in their very personal styles, the spirit of cooperation and mutual trust that has been so characteristic for the Committee, and a precondition for achieving such success in a short time, deep in new territory.

Since its creation in June 2006 the main activities of the Committee concerned the preparation of operational directives, following a request by the General Assembly. I am very pleased to inform the General Assembly that the Committee succeeded in the preparation of all documents that were requested by Resolution 7A of the first session of this august General Assembly. Those documents concerned: the selection criteria for inscriptions on the Lists of the Convention; the criteria for the selection of programmes, projects and activities that best reflect the objectives of the Convention; the criteria for granting international assistance; and the criteria and modalities for the accreditation of non-governmental and other organizations and individuals that are to provide advisory assistance to the Committee.

Furthermore, the Committee adopted, and amended, its Rules of Procedure, elaborated procedures for the integration of the items proclaimed Masterpieces in the Representative List, financial regulations as well as guidelines and a plan for the use of the resources of the Fund. 

The subjects elaborated by the Committee have taken the form of a coherent set of operational directives that allow the Convention to become fully operational. As you know, the proof of the pudding is in the eating; these directives will have to be tested in practice and may be revised, or supplemented, if and when necessary at a later stage. May I invite you now to serve the pudding, and to come to Istanbul later this year to start the eating?

I thank you for your attention.

ANNEX 2

[image: image1.jpg]A Monsicur le Président de 1a 2™ session ordinaire
de I’Assemblée générale

des Etats Parties & 1a Convention

pour la Sauvegarde du Patrimoine
culturel immatériel

Monsieur le Président,

Nous avons 'honneur de vous informer que les groupes électoraux IV (Asie
Pacifique) et V(a) (Afrique) sont convenus, & propos du douziéme siége restant

a attribuer par I’ Assemblée générale du 19 juin 2008 dans le cadre des élections
des Membres du Comité, de ce qui suit :

1) Le Groupe V(a) (Afrique) occupera le si¢ge pendant les deux premiéres
années du mandat aux termes desquelles il cédera ledit siege au Groupe
IV (ASPAC) pour une durée de deux années. Etant entendu qu’aucun des
deux groupes ne se prévaudra d’une durée supérieure a deux ans.

2) Les Groupes V(a) et IV s’engagent & respecter le présent accord et i le

mettre en ceuvre en conformité avec les régles de la Convention et de son
réglement intérieur.

3) Les deux groupes V(a) et IV demandent au Secrétariat de 1’Assemblée

Générale de prendre acte de cet accord et de le consigner dans les procés-
verbaux.

Fait & Paris, le 19 juin 2008

Pour le Groupe V(a) Pour le Groupe IV

Le vice Président dp la 2°™ session Le Président Groupe IV (ASPAC)
de I'Assemblée gghérale

pour le Groupe W (a) Afrique

W |

Abd EI Kader BOYE Aman WIRAKARTA'KUSUMAH
Ambassadeur, Délégué permanent Ambassadeur, Délégué permanent
Du Sénépal de PIndonésie




SUMMARY


This document contains the summary record of the second session of the General Assembly held from 16 to 19 June 2008 at UNESCO Headquarters.�
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