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CONVENTION FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE
INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE FOR THE 

SAFEGUARDING OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE 

Working group on the amendments to the Operational Directives 
for the implementation of the Convention

UNESCO Headquarters
21 May 2010
Room XI, 10 a.m.
REPORT OF THE 
EXPERT MEETING ON THE 2003 CONVENTION 
OF 15 MARCH 2010
1. A category 6 expert meeting was organized by the Section of Intangible Cultural Heritage on 15 March 2010 at UNESCO Headquarters in Paris, thanks to the generous financial support of the Japanese authorities. This meeting aimed at initiating a thorough reflection on the mechanisms put in place under the Operational Directives of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, in light of the first round of their implementation.

2. Twelve experts were invited in their personal capacities, given the extensive experience they had accumulated during the development of the 2003 Convention and its Operational Directives. Five of these were experts who participate in the work of the Subsidiary Body, established by the Intergovernmental Committee to examine nominations for inscription on the Representative List (Mr Silverse M. Anami, Kenya; Mr Ismail Ali Al-Fihail, United Arab Emirates; Mr Francisco Javier Lopez Morales, Mexico; Ms Jeong-Eun Park, Republic of Korea; Ms Margit Siim, Estonia). The seven other experts were Mr Jean-Pierre Ducastelle, Belgium; Mr Toshiyuki Kono, Japan; Ms Maria Cecilia Londres Fonseca, Brazil; Mr Tullio Scovazzi, Italy; Mr Pape Massène Sene, Senegal; Mr Ahmed Skounti, Morocco; and Mr Tvrtko Zebec, Croatia. Seventy observers attended the discussions, including the Chairperson of the second General Assembly of the States Parties, Mr Cherif Khaznadar, and the Chairperson of the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, Mr Awad Ali Saleh. Mr Jean-Pierre Ducastelle was elected Chairperson of the expert meeting. 

3. The Secretary of the Convention recalled in her introduction that after the first cycle of implementation of the 2003 Convention, the Committee in Abu Dhabi noted an imbalance between the three Lists of the Convention, with considerable interest in the Representative List (111 nominations), and a much less marked interest in the Urgent Safeguarding List (15 nominations) and the Register of Best Practices (5 proposals), although these last two mechanisms were considered central to the implementation of the Convention. Similarly, the first cycle saw a relatively low number of requests for international assistance, even though the Fund has resources that could have supported the efforts of States Parties. The second cycle, which began on 31 August 2009, does not announce a more balanced trend: 147 nominations were received for the Representative List and 4 for the Urgent Safeguarding List, while 15 proposals were submitted to the Register of Best Practices (including 5 that do not originate from States Parties and cannot therefore be considered). The requests for international assistance are slightly more numerous, but still remain marginal.

4. The Secretary then pointed out that the Subsidiary Body in charge of the examination of nominations for inscription on the Representative List had also pointed out, while submitting its first report to the Committee in Abu Dhabi, that its workload had been very heavy for this first cycle during which it had to examine 111 nominations, and had suggested amendments to the Operational Directives, some of which were designed to make its workload more manageable in the future.

5. The Committee, while acknowledging the problems posed by the Subsidiary Body, did not wish to adopt all of the proposed amendments to the Operational Directives at its fourth session, considering that more thorough reflection was needed to find appropriate solutions. These solutions could be brought to the attention of the General Assembly of the States Parties at its session in June 2010.

6. The Committee therefore established an open-ended intergovernmental working group open to participation by all States Parties, to reflect on improvements that could be made to the Operational Directives on the basis of the experience of the first cycle of implementation. This working group met twice in Abu Dhabi, and two other meetings are planned on 21 May 2010 and 21 June, after the meeting of the Subsidiary Body planned from 17 to 20 May and on the eve of the General Assembly of the States Parties foreseen from 22 to 24 June, respectively.

7. The working group of the Committee would then report to a working group that the General Assembly of the States Parties would establish, thus enabling it to benefit from the fruits of the reflection carried out and to make amendments to the Operational Directives it considers necessary.

8. This expert meeting should be considered a step in the process of reflection, the results of which could contribute to the debates of the working group of the Committee. Its goal was not necessarily to reach conclusions or even to achieve consensus, but rather to develop ideas and alternatives that could inspire the working group of the Committee in its future work.

9. The Secretary of the Convention explained in detail through a schematic presentation the recurring work of the Committee and the Secretariat for the implementation of the Convention and UNESCO’s programme, including the various mechanisms established in the Operational Directives, taking as given the changes in the calendar already proposed by the Committee in Abu Dhabi (Annex 1) 

·        A large number of statutory meetings annually: three annual meetings of the Bureau to designate examiners of nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000, and to grant preparatory assistance and assistance up to US$25,000; two meetings of the Subsidiary Body (one at the beginning of the cycle, the other in May, lasting five days, for the final examination of nominations); a meeting of examiners of nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance of greater than US$25,000 (in July); a meeting of a working group of the Committee to examine proposals for the Register of Best Practices, a meeting of the Committee; and every two years a meeting of the General Assembly of the States Parties, that is to say eight or nine statutory meetings per year. And all this comes in addition to the two meetings of UNESCO’s Executive Board and General Conference that mobilize the entire Secretariat for several weeks. 

·        Eight different mechanisms with different deadlines and rhythms of examination: the Urgent Safeguarding List (20 months), international assistance greater than US$25,000 (19 months), the Representative List (18 months), the Register of Best Practices (8 months); international assistance up to US$25,000 (6 months); preparatory assistance (3 months), accreditation requests of NGOs (5 months) and the treatment of periodic reports (11 months).

10. The Secretary concluded by acknowledging that, despite efforts to streamline the Secretariat's work and the large support afforded by a computerized information management system, the present task is not achievable by some 16 people (11 professionals, 5 support staff) who constitute the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section. She stated that the Section, in addition to its function as the Secretariat of the Convention, is also, in cooperation with field offices, in charge of the implementation of the regular and extra-budgetary programme (reaching US$3.4 million for the regular programme in the 35 C/5, and US$17 million for extra-budgetary funds received and pledged) whose particular emphasis is on capacity-building in addition to some initiatives related to the visibility of the Convention, as requested by the Committee. 

11. The experts then opened a discussion on various possible options to try to streamline those mechanisms, simplify procedures and ensure that the workload of the Committee and Secretariat can be kept within acceptable limits, while maintaining the quality and credibility of the results (see the summary record of their debates in Annex 2).

12. Two written proposals aiming at easing the workload of examining the nominations for inscription on the Representative List were submitted during the meeting (Annexes 3 and 4). Other proposals were made by the experts during the debates, which are presented below by topic.
Differences between and within the Lists

13. It was stressed that it was above all important to take into account the objectives of the Convention and those of its various mechanisms: the Urgent Safeguarding List, Representative List, Register of Best Practices (Article 18) and international assistance.

14. Recognizing the central role of the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Registry of Best Practices that will permit States Parties, if many programmes are selected, to benefit from experience and proven practices in the field of safeguarding, the experts nevertheless stressed the importance of the Representative List for the pride of communities. However they recalled that States have the primary responsibility for promotion and enhancement at the national level and that the international level could not itself take responsibility for the entire world's intangible heritage. Mechanisms of recognition at the national level were suggested to address the legitimate needs of communities.

15. Attention was also drawn to the need to avoid pitfalls now encountered in the implementation of the 1972 Convention in terms of geographical balance, while maintaining a reasonable workload for both the Committee and Secretariat. In particular, it was stressed that, if the Secretariat devotes all its efforts to processing files, this would be at the expense of assistance to Member States, especially for capacity-building, that is also considered vital for the implementation of the Convention, particularly in developing countries. The development of inventories was highlighted as an important safeguarding mechanism at the national level; it is moreover a prerequisite to qualify for inscription on one of the two Lists. It would therefore be crucial to have adequate human resources and time to strengthen capacities especially for the realization of inventories, and to allow international assistance to support funding their elaboration in developing countries.

16. The discussions highlighted the need to provide solutions to the imbalance between the Lists and to the geographical imbalance (between States and between regions) within the Lists. Because of the disparities that may exist between countries in the same region, it was considered preferable to focus on achieving balance among States, which would lead inevitably to regional balance.

17. To ease the work involved with the many nominations, the experts suggested reserving annual treatment only for international assistance requests and inscriptions on the Urgent Safeguarding List, and to alternate every other year the inscriptions on the Representative List and on the Register of Best Practices. It was also suggested to encourage multinational nominations through a formal or incentive mechanism, also applicable to proposals of Best Practices. 

18. The experts drew attention to the unequal treatment of nominations depending on the Lists: nominations for inscription on the Representative List receive at present the most thorough treatment, since each nomination benefits from an examination by six members of the Subsidiary Body; the decisions of the Subsidiary Body are consistent within a cycle, since all nominations are reviewed by the same group of examiners. Experts stressed the need to ensure continuity in the composition of the body in order to ensure that same consistency from one cycle to another.

19. However, nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, as well as requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000, were examined by two examiners chosen among the accredited NGOs or those identified by UNESCO as well as among individual experts or centres of expertise and research institutes specialized in certain areas of intangible heritage. These examiners, if they are specialized in a particular area, do not necessarily have a thorough or shared understanding of the criteria for inscription, and their opinions, provided separately for each nomination, do not guarantee consistency among the recommendations for all nominations submitted during the same cycle, and a fortiori during the following cycles. A system similar to that of the Subsidiary Body would much better ensure consistency, even if it was assisted by expert advice on each nomination.

20. Similarly, the process of examining proposals for the Register of Best Practices, which foresees a meeting of a working group during the session of the Committee, was considered quite unrealistic, given the always-heavy agenda of the Committee’s sessions. It was suggested that the proposals be dealt with by the Subsidiary Body, together with the nominations for inscription on the Lists. It was also suggested that best practices should be completed or in progress, and not merely planned, in order to be analysed in light of their results.

21. The Subsidiary Body could therefore be responsible for examining all proposals during a cycle. This examination would be facilitated by expert advice for nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals of Best Practices and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000.

Number of nominations per cycle

22. Participants discussed the problems posed by the high number of nominations, mainly as regards the Representative List, and proposed measures to address them, including the establishment of priorities for consideration during a cycle, the establishment of an annual global ceiling of nominations to be determined by the Committee, and incentives or voluntary restrictions on the part of States Parties. It was stressed that, although the problem of the large number of nominations was posed only for the Representative List, it was appropriate to extend these proposals to all processes. The same difficulties of an excessive number of nominations might be encountered in the future or are likely simply to be displaced to other processes if it is only the Representative List that is subject to a ceiling. It was stressed that there would also need therefore to be priorities between the Lists.

23. As regards the Representative List in particular, the experts stressed that it is not intended to be exhaustive, but is rather intended to present examples or illustrations of the wealth of intangible heritage; the notion of excellence is not consistent with the spirit of the Convention and justifies neither the nomination nor the decision to inscribe.

a. Priorities

24. Experts considered establishing a scale of priority for the Lists, with the possibility of giving priority, in the spirit of Decision 4.COM 19, to countries that have never had any items listed, or those having had fewest elements inscribed, as well as multinational nominations. The need to welcome, as far as possible, nominations from countries with a large number of candidates already inscribed was also mentioned. Experts recalled that the best way to achieve an equitable geographical distribution would be to increase the number of States with elements listed.

b. Ceiling
25. The experts proposed that the Committee establish an annual overall cap on the number of files that may be considered in the next cycle, all procedures combined, indicating priorities for consideration within each procedure. States Parties will remain free to submit as many nominations as they wish, but will be warned in advance of the total number of nominations that the Committee will be able to evaluate in the next cycle.

26. One written proposal presented at the meeting was to establish, on the basis of a mathematical model, an annual ceiling for nominations for inscription on the Representative List that the Committee agrees to consider for its next session. Nominations would be distributed among four categories: a) nominations from countries with no element on the List, b) multinational nominations, c) nominations from countries with fewer than the average number of elements inscribed on the List and d) nominations from countries with more than the average number of elements inscribed on the List. This system would ensure equity among States within the same category having the same probability that their nominations would be evaluated. This proposal was generally accepted favourably, even if deemed a bit complicated in its calculations, which could be refined.

27. Another option was discussed, that of establishing a rotation for the submission of files on an alphabetical basis, but this proposal was deemed too complicated.

c. Voluntary limitations and priorities

28. The question of the nature of the measures (voluntary or procedural) to implement in order to limit the number of entries per year was raised. It was suggested that States be encouraged to voluntarily restrict themselves in the number of annual nominations they submitted to each List, but such voluntary measures were finally deemed less effective than procedural measures and less likely to achieve the desired results – and at the same time more difficult for submitting States vis-à-vis their own communities. 

29. For States that submit multiple nominations, it was also suggested that they indicate the priority order in which these should be considered, if the total number of nominations exceeds the evaluation capacity of the Committee during a given cycle.

d. National lists
30. The establishment of national lists developed in the spirit of the Convention could also be considered so that a mechanism of promotion and public awareness of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage could be established at the country level. Experts recalled in this connection that a chapter of the Convention specifically bears on the responsibility of States Parties for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage at the national level.

Mechanisms for examining nominations and granting international assistance

31. Some proposals were made to harmonize the work of various entities responsible for examining the different types of submissions and making decisions on those files.

Subsidiary Body

32. In order to improve the functioning of the Subsidiary Body, the quality of whose work was underlined, and particularly to reduce its work and rationalize its examination of files, the following proposals were advanced:

a. To ensure the continuity of the working methods of the Subsidiary Body, its composition could be renewed by half each year. Thus, more of the 24 Committee members could participate successively in the work of the organ during the four years of their mandate to the Committee. 

b. Two meetings of the Subsidiary Body are necessary: one at the beginning of the examination process to ensure a shared understanding of inscription criteria and provide guidance to the Secretariat, the second to examine nominations.

c. One of the written proposals suggested that the Subsidiary Body divide its work among three subgroups of two members, who would each examine one third of the nominations, under the coordination of the Chairperson of the body. The recommendation proposed by each team would be discussed and finalized during a meeting of all members of the Subsidiary Body.

d. The review of all nominations (Urgent Safeguarding List, international assistance greater than US$25,000, and Representative List in alternation with Article 18) would be made by the Subsidiary Body to ensure comparability of recommendations. For the Urgent Safeguarding List, international assistance and the Register of Best Practices, the body would benefit from the advice of an expert appointed by the Chairman. The meeting of examiners and the Working Group on Article 18 would therefore be eliminated.

e. Another proposal suggested the establishment of an ad hoc advisory body consisting of experts appointed for a limited duration that would conduct the examination of files.

Bureau

f. The current powers of the Bureau (outside the meetings of the Committee) are to grant preparatory assistance and other international assistance under US$25,000, and to select the examiners for nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000. These powers involve an average of three annual meetings of the Bureau (excluding meetings during the Committee sessions), and for each meeting, the Secretariat must prepare working documents in the two working languages. However, under the 1972 Convention, the Chairperson may grant international assistance up to US$75,000. If the Chairperson were given such powers, three annual meetings would be eliminated, and the costs (financial and in terms of preparation time) for holding these meetings would be saved.
g. Bureau meetings could however be reserved for granting emergency international assistance, for which no prompt reaction mechanism is now provided in the Operational Directives.

Examiners

33. Examiners can be appointed by the Chairperson of the Bureau on the basis of the Secretariat's proposals, according to their relevant skills and the need for geographical balance. A manual can be developed to guide examiners in their work, and can be revised regularly.

Secretariat

34. Participants noted the heavy workload assigned to the Secretariat, and considered that solutions should be found quickly to reduce this load to a reasonable level. In addition to proposals to address the high number of nominations and to streamline and simplify procedures, the need to strengthen the staffing of the Secretariat was also underlined.
Revision of the nomination form for inscription on the Representative List

35. One of the written proposals aimed at simplifying the nomination form for inscription on the Representative List, in order to enable States Parties to complete it more easily, and to allow more systematic analysis by the Subsidiary Body. The proposal suggested in particular introducing multiple-choice boxes to tick in place of fields to be filled in.
36. Participants generally supported the idea of working on the forms, while cautioning against the dangers of oversimplification and an approach too ‘pre-formatted’, leaving little room for the diversity of elements. The development of a training manual to assist in the preparation of nominations was suggested to accompany the nomination form.
37. The section on criterion R.2 (contribution to the visibility and awareness of the importance of intangible cultural heritage and to encouraging dialogue) was considered particularly difficult to complete satisfactorily, and it was considered desirable to modify the nomination form in that regard.

Timetable
38. Adjustments to the timetable were proposed to simplify it and make it easier for both States and statutory bodies as well as the Secretariat to follow the procedures:

a. A single annual deadline could be established for the submission of all nominations, requests and proposals, with the understanding that international assistance under US$25,000 could be requested at any time;

b. The annual cycle of receipt of files would be kept only for the Urgent Safeguarding List and for international assistance greater than US$25,000. Submissions for the Representative List and the Register of best practices would alternate every other year. The possibility was raised that States having no elements inscribed on the Representative List might nevertheless submit nominations each year.

Conclusion

39. All participants agreed that existing mechanisms are cumulatively too heavy and in their current state cannot correctly achieve the expected objectives.

40. The meeting concluded with a shared sense of a substantial advance in the reflection. It was proposed that the Secretariat translate the ideas put forward during the day into proposals to amend the Operational Directives, including various options if necessary, which could be a working document for the working group of the Committee, whose meetings are scheduled for 21 May and 21 June next.

41. The Secretariat will make every effort to ensure that these proposals could be circulated as quickly as possible to encourage consultations among delegations and allow the working group to work in a spirit of consensus.
Annex 1 – PRESENTATION OF THE CURRENT MECHANISMS OF THE OPERATIONAL DIRECTIVES FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION
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Annex 2
SUMMARY RECORD OF THE EXPERT MEETING 
ON THE 2003 CONVENTION OF 15 MARCH 2010
1. The Secretary of the Convention, Ms Cécile Duvelle, opened the meeting by thanking the twelve experts for their attendance. She explained the nature and purpose of the meeting, which was to review aspects of the first cycle of implementing the Operational Directives and particularly certain problems noted at the Committee’s fourth ordinary session in Abu Dhabi in September 2009. 
2. The Secretary welcomed Mr Awad Ali Saleh, Chairperson of the Committee’s fourth session, and recalled that at that meeting in Abu Dhabi, a striking disparity of interest was noted among the three Lists of the Convention: the Urgent Safeguarding List (USL), the Representative List (RL), and the Register of Best Practices (Article 18). The Representative List had received considerably more attention from States Parties with 111 nominations than the Urgent Safeguarding List with 15 nominations, and only 5 proposals of Best Practices in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. The trend was repeated in the second cycle in 2010 with 157 nominations for the RL, 4 for the USL, and 10 for best practices. 

3. The Secretary recalled the concern expressed by the Subsidiary Body charged with examining the RL nominations, in its report made available in Abu Dhabi. The Secretary noted the presence of five experts from the Subsidiary Body in the present meeting, as well as the absence of the expert from Turkey who was unable to attend. In its report, the Body had come to the conclusion that five scheduled days for examination of 111 nomination files was barely adequate. Moreover, the work of the Subsidiary Body spans a period from January, when it holds a preliminary meeting, to May, when the Subsidiary Body examines the nominations. The Subsidiary Body had therefore suggested amendments to the current working methods. 

4. The Secretary outlined the proposed amendments, beginning with the possibility of referring nominations to a future session as well as restricting the number of nominations that each State Party would be able to bring forward each year for the Committee’s review. The Subsidiary Body also expressed a need for clearer procedural guidelines for multinational nominations but, above all, the Committee believed that further investigation is needed into each of the different procedures of the Operational Directives so as to consider changes and amendments that would provide an effective response to the Committee’s concerns without necessarily applying a limit to nominations. The Secretary continued by reminding the experts that the General Assembly of the States Parties (GA), which will be meeting in June, is the only body able to change the Operational Directives, and if no amendments were made to the Operational Directives at the forthcoming session then business would continue as usual. This being so, the Committee felt the need to consider the question before the GA by setting up an intergovernmental working group open to all States Parties, which would be able to consider these sorts of changes through recommendations made to a working group to be set up by the GA. To clarify, the Secretary reminded the experts that the present meeting is not the working group in question but a meeting of experts with excellent knowledge of the Operational Directives and the Convention chosen in their personal capacity who would be able to assess the situation with a certain hindsight as a result of knowledge gleaned from the first cycle of implementation.
5. The Secretary called to mind the Committee’s working group that met in Abu Dhabi, which will meet again twice on 21 May and 21 June ahead of the GA, explaining that because the Subsidiary Body will meet to examine the RL nominations from 17 to 20 May, this presented an occasion when at least six Committee members would be present to continue the discussion process on the last day of the week, thereby saving time and energy. On 21 June, the eve of the GA, it was hoped that the greatest number of States Parties would be able to attend. After all, the broader the forum, the easier it will be for the GA to adopt any such amendments.
6. Before citing the agenda, the Secretary took the opportunity to express thanks to the Japanese authorities for their generous contribution to the present meeting as part of a long-term commitment of support to intangible cultural heritage (ICH) and UNESCO. The Secretary outlined the meeting’s agenda and the list of documents made available, notably document four with the revisions of the Operational Directives already adopted by the Committee that included changes to the timeline and amendments dealing with referrals and multinational nominations. Document five was a legal opinion of the Legal Adviser, while document six presented excerpts of the drafting history of the Convention bearing on the question of the Lists. Finally, document seven provided a similar compilation of the debates in the World Heritage Convention concerning their own problems of managing nominations to the World Heritage List. The Secretary concluded by inviting nominations for a Chairperson.
7. Mr Toshiyuko Kono responded by nominating Mr Jean-Pierre Ducastelle, who was thus designated. 

8. At his invitation, the Secretary continued with an overview of the current procedures based on a three-year calendar, and outlined the UNESCO and ICH Secretariat timetable of statutory meetings including two Executive Board meetings a year and the General Conference every other year. Regarding the governing bodies of the Convention, they include the GA, which meets in June, alternating with the UNESCO General Conference every second year. Other meetings include three Bureau meetings a year – in September, November and May or June – a Committee meeting, with a variable date, and non-governing bodies including the Subsidiary Body twice a year in January and May. There is also a meeting of a working group charged with reviewing Article 18, the Register of Best Practices, which currently occurs during the Committee meeting, and the examiners’ meeting in July that looks at the nominations for the USL and requests for international assistance beyond $25,000 with the aim of aligning recommendations, to a certain extent. The long list of statutory meetings thus continues at a fast and frenetic pace throughout the year. 
9. The Secretary continued by outlining the three Lists. Starting with the USL, the Secretary recalled that, under the calendar proposed by the Committee, States Parties have until 30 June to make a request for preparatory assistance, with approximately one year to prepare the work. Once assistance has been requested, the Bureau then decides to grant the country the necessary funds, or not. The deadline for submission of nominations to the USL is 31 March. Following review by the Secretariat, States Parties submit their revised nominations with the additional information, as required. On each occasion the Secretariat registers and processes all the information received, which goes through a technical review. The Committee or the Bureau (because the Committee delegated that responsibility to the Bureau) appoints two examiners chosen from among the NGOs, experts, individuals or institutions, who will analyze the nominations and make recommendations. The selected examiners then review the nominations and submit their report to the Secretariat. The Secretariat’s role at this stage is to maintain consistency, and ensure that the examiners have a correct understanding of the Convention and the criteria. The examiners’ reports are then sent to the submitting States Parties. Four weeks ahead of time the reports are made available on the ICH website so that interested parties can be informed of the nominations. The Committee then decides to inscribe the element, or not. The Secretariat then informs States Parties following the Committee’s decision. According to the deadlines, every year when requests for preparatory assistance for elaborating USL nominations are received, nominations from the current cycle and the preceding cycle are still underway such that three cycles overlap at one time.
10. The Secretary then outlined the RL process. The nominations are registered and reviewed by the Secretariat, with requests sent for additional information, if required. States Parties then resubmit their revised nominations, which are newly registered by the Secretariat. The Subsidiary Body then has several months to review the nominations and through a website they can download film, photographs, and other material. Members of the Subsidiary Body send their reports on each nomination to the Secretariat tasked with drawing up the draft recommendations for the Subsidiary Body that often takes account of options, in cases of diverging opinions. The procedure is broadly similar to the treatment of the USL nomination files, save that instead of two independent examiners, six members of the Committee constitute the Subsidiary Body.
11. The Secretary continued with the Register of Best Practices, for which States Parties can also request preparatory assistance in a similar process. However, the review process is far simpler as nominations are forwarded directly to the Committee; neither Subsidiary Body members nor experts are involved to undertake a preliminary examination or draft the Committee’s decision. Along with any supplementary information that might be requested by the Secretariat, the proposal is simply forwarded to the Committee which, at its meeting, convenes a working group to review the proposals. The Secretary nonetheless drew attention to the intensity of the workload once proposals are selected by the Committee: the Secretariat then works with the State Party to make available material that will serve to promote these best practices. The Secretary highlighted work currently being carried out with Indonesia and Spain on further documenting practices that were recognized by the Committee in Abu Dhabi as best practices so that awareness-raising activities can be undertaken.

12. As regards international assistance, the Secretary explained that it is not dealt with in the same way in the Operational Directives if it is above or below US$25,000. When it exceeds US$25,000 it is treated as with the USL, described earlier. As with the USL, it benefits from expert examiners identified by the Bureau or the Committee whose opinions enlighten the Committee as to whether international assistance above US$25,000 should be granted. The decision is then taken by the Committee. There is no deadline for international assistance below US$25,000, which is awarded by the Bureau after an analysis by the Secretariat. 
13. The Secretary then spoke of the NGO accreditation process, which is relatively straightforward. Requests may come in at any time, but by 30 June at the latest. To obtain all the necessary information, the Secretariat interacts with the NGOs in question and the Committee recommends these NGOs for accreditation, which is approved at the GA, the only organ mandated to do so. The first NGOs will be accredited at the forthcoming GA.
14. The Secretary then spoke about periodic reporting, which is a mandatory report every six years submitted by all States Parties, including those with no inscribed elements, and every four years for each element inscribed on the USL. The Secretariat sends a letter a year ahead of time informing the States Parties concerned. States Parties must send their reports on 15 December of the year preceding the Committee session reviewing the reports. Beginning in 2011, such reports will be made available to the Committee at each session, and there will be an increasing number of periodic reports every year because of the growing number of States Parties ratifying the Convention over the years and the number of elements inscribed on the USL.
15. Last but not least, the Secretary spoke about the UNESCO programme budget, of prime importance. The regular budget in the 35 C/5 biennium cycle [2010–2011] makes available US$3.4 million with US$17 million in pledged extra-budgetary funds. Of the regular budget funds, half is allocated to Headquarters and half goes to field offices. In the case of the regular programme, it is necessary to concentrate resources on the three main strategic objectives for the effective implementation of the Convention, i.e. the operation of the statutory bodies, including such costs as translation, interpretation, etc., promoting the visibility of the Convention and of ICH, and capacity-building at Headquarters and field offices, the bulk of the capacity-building budget (>90%) being attributed to field-offices. Headquarters uses about 30% of the regular budget for the operations of governing bodies. As regards extra-budgetary contributions, capacity-building has become the number one priority with the bulk of the funds specifically allocated for this purpose. The Secretary concluded that in the next two or three years the current imbalance existing in States’ participation, notably observed in African States and the Arab regions, should diminish thanks to this support for their national capacities. 
16. The Chairperson then introduced item 3 of the agenda: the discussion on the working methods of the Committee including the streamlining of procedures, the assessment of the nature of information required in nominations and possible revisions, and capacity-building by States Parties. 

17. The Ambassador and Permanent Delegate of Japan, H.E. Mr Tadamichi Yamamoto,  thanked the Secretary for the excellent presentation of the work carried out in the implementation of the Convention and compared the workload of the World Heritage Convention, where the Secretariat numbers 80 staff, to the 10 or so staff members of the ICH Convention. The delegate stressed the need to focus on the purpose – the real objective of the Convention – and noted its several functions through the USL, the RL, Best Practices and capacity-building. The Ambassador recommended looking carefully at the procedure, based on experience, so as to fully understand its purpose. For instance, in the case of the USL, it is essential to look in detail what is involved so as to ascertain what is really called for in order to grasp the amount of work involved and match it to the necessary financial and human resources needed to achieve success. The approach is different in the case of the RL where the objective is to lighten the workload while not losing sight of its purpose, which is to highlight and confirm the importance of each cultural tradition and heritage and give pride to those communities and countries concerned. He also recalled that the Lists of the 2003 Convention are not elitist or focused on outstanding quality as is the case for World Heritage. 
18. Mr Tullio Scovazzi thanked the Chairperson who he recognized as an expert on the Convention as well as the workings of the Secretariat. The expert raised three substantive questions or key issues that he thought should be addressed at the present meeting as a matter of priority, firstly, concerning the high number of RL nominations, should we establish or suggest a scale of priority? Secondly, the imbalance between the RL and the USL, and finally, how to encourage States Parties to submit nominations to the Best Practices Register?
19. Speaking from her experience as a Subsidiary Body member, Ms Margit Siim, reiterated the importance of the RL, as stressed by the Japanese Ambassador, recalling that its main objectives were to ensure greater visibility for ICH and to raise awareness of its significance in a way that benefits communities. However, the Committee had repeatedly emphasized that the USL, as well as Article 18 on best practices, are the primary objectives of the Convention with its focus on ‘safeguarding’. Yet, in reality, Convention resources and the attention of States Parties are disproportionally mobilized on the RL. The essential aim of the Convention therefore seemed to have been sidelined. The expert warned that this problem needed to be addressed if the Convention was to be kept on track because the overall credibility and impact of the Convention depended on it. The expert emphasized that the proposals made by the Subsidiary Body were done in good faith in order to improve the process as well as to encourage nominations to the USL with no imposed ceiling. It was also an attempt to encourage multinational nominations. 
20. Ms Siim also thought that it was very important to grant priority to countries with no or few inscribed elements because the RL, as the title suggests, needed to be representative of humanity and therefore balanced between regions and within regions. It is generally observed that without a ceiling, countries with the best capacity to prepare nominations will continue to submit them in large quantities while others are left behind. Practical issues should not be overlooked either. The processing of files is time-consuming for the Subsidiary Body, the Committee and the Secretariat. If attention and resources are spent processing the RL nominations, then it is done to the detriment of other core functions such as capacity-building and promotion of the Convention in countries not yet party to it. Moreover, it is important that the Lists are credible with evaluations carried out in due manner such that the nominations meet all the criteria, as the criteria themselves are formulated so that States Parties think and work with the tradition bearers, thus ensuring that the inscription is not simply about one spotlight moment but that it truly benefits the communities and their cultural practices. In this way, this exercise remains meaningful. She concluded by thanking the Legal Adviser for his work and understood the legal implications of imposing limitations on nominations.  
21. Mr Francisco Javier Lopez Morales, another member of the Subsidiary Body, began by thanking Japan for the initiative to hold the expert meeting, and spoke of the huge challenge faced in correcting the already apparent imbalance between the Lists. For instance, compared to the 111 nominations last year to the RL, there were only twelve for the USL and three for the Best Practices Register. The current cycle fared no better with 147 nominations for the RL, four for the USL and fifteen for Best Practices. The expert also recalled the imbalance between the regions with a few regions presenting many RL nominations while some regions nominated few elements or none at all, which was a worrying trend. The fundamental question was how to help the Subsidiary Body properly manage its workload while formulating thorough and acceptable recommendations. The expert suggested thinking through the specific priorities then looking at the methodological tools that can immediately be put into place to deal with the challenge. He also spoke of the need to simplify the extremely complex timetable. For instance, the working group meeting scheduled on 21 June, the eve of the GA, should be devoted to concrete proposals on the role of the Subsidiary Body and the prerogatives of the Chairperson. 
22. Mr Ahmed Skounti expressed thanks to Japan for initiating the present meeting and the Secretariat for its organization. The expert spoke of the work carried out over several years in the preparation of the Convention text and the Operational Directives, and he understood the complexity of implementation from a methodological and intellectual point of view, noting that interesting challenges were ahead. He insisted that the 2003 Convention should not be based on the 1972 World Heritage Convention, which in itself posed a dilemma because, on the one hand, it is important to learn from existing instruments in order to improve the work based on past experience, while on the other hand, it is unwise to reproduce a model because intangible cultural heritage is in a category of its own. The second dilemma is how to achieve geographical and cultural balance, in particular in the RL, while still keeping the workload of the Committee and the Secretariat reasonable. Clearly, from the legal point of view, this was a challenge.
23. Mr Kono congratulated Mr Ducastelle for his appointment as Chairperson and thanked the Secretariat for the invitation to join the expert meeting. The expert recognized the dilemmas, having personally had the opportunity to observe the work of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat during the Intergovernmental Committee meeting in Abu Dhabi. He spoke first about the methodology of the evaluation process, which he considered to be a very important issue, especially in the social sciences among scholars of socio-psychology. He explained that socio-psychologists questioned themselves on whether a collective body could reach a better decision than an individual, raising the question, ‘Is it more efficient to spend more time and more human resources on the collective group than on an individual’s decision alone?’, implying that the performance of the group is better than that of the individual and is worth the extra resources. Interestingly, the results of various experiments have shown that group performance could never exceed the level of the best performance of an individual. His second question was, ‘Can a group create new wisdom that an individual alone cannot find?’ Many experiments have shown that this is indeed very rare. He continued, ‘Does a group make fewer mistakes causing less error than an individual?’ In this scenario, many experiments have shown that if you take a group with five people and a group of nine people, the bigger group is more dependent on the leanings of an individual, implying that the bigger group does not necessarily guarantee a stable and constant performance. With respect to the current methodology, which is of major concern, the findings raise the question, ‘Taking into account the limited resources, is the current methodology actually the most efficient?’
24. Mr Pape Massène Sene began by congratulating the Secretariat and Japan for holding the meeting. Going against the grain, he questioned the meaning behind the level of importance of the RL compared to the USL by saying that we should in fact be happy that there are more elements on the RL than on the USL, and he did not think that it was a question of imbalance but rather that it was a desirable result. The real problem is not that there are too many elements on the RL nor the imbalance itself, but that the existing mechanisms and methodology, as mentioned by Mr Kono, cannot deal with the existing situation. The expert invited the Secretary to begin by giving an explanation as to where the problems appear in the Secretariat; which areas present the most difficulty, and at what level in the system? Moreover, if the nomination mechanisms are to be more efficient then countries should begin to think about the right incentives to encourage people to come forward. Otherwise, more coercive measures that restrict the number of nominations that can be inscribed every year should be introduced. However, best practices, if they are ongoing rituals and experiences within cultures, should be welcomed.
25. As regards the RL, Mr Sene believed that each country should identify a number of ICH elements that the country itself considered as being representative of its own culture. This second level would look at representativeness and only then should the discussion about balance be brought in. For instance, a country with ten, fifteen or twenty elements inscribed cannot then present more elements. This does not imply that the international community should be obliged to accept them. First, elements that are considered to be representative should be identified, and acceptance onto the List would be based on the evaluation of nominations within the spirit of balance and cohesion. Otherwise, inscription would simply be automatic. The expert asked, ‘Should every single nomination be accepted?’ and concluded that the central issue was to ensure that the List was representative, not to have as many elements as possible.
26. Subsidiary Body member Mr Silverse Anami thanked Japan and the Secretariat for making possible a forum where the mechanisms of making the Convention work in the best way possible could be discussed. The expert spoke about filling the gaps that exist in management and cultural resources as a reason for the Convention. Through negotiations, it was observed that there was a need to reflect on the intrinsic values and attributes of ICH in order to appreciate how they could contribute to the overall development of humankind at the local, national and international level. The Convention helped the process of connecting with intrinsic resources that have journeyed through generations as a response to ensuing globalization and radical social transformation. The expert agreed that the development of inventories at the national level was very important as it enabled governments to connect with the intrinsic thoughts and being of communities both at the national and international level, which is not currently happening. The inventories developed at the national level should, he thought, be more important to States than the RL or even the USL and best practices. National level government officials should be convinced and informed about the creative communities within their territories and regional groups that have genuine approaches towards inclusive human development. This is capacity-building at the national level. The expert urged the experts to look at the amendments and the mechanisms that can be put into place to enable the Secretariat, the Committee and the States Parties – with emphasis on States Parties – to empower government officials so that they can connect with the communities and appreciate that the national level inventory is as important as the RL. 
27. Ms Maria Cecilia Londres Fonseca expressed thanks for the invitation to participate at the meeting, and to Japan for its consistent support as the main driving force behind ICH work having set a fine example through recognition of its own national living treasures. For Brazil, UNESCO’s Proclamations of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity programme was seen as a very important example particularly because of its emphasis on safeguarding programmes and continuous evaluation of them. The expert raised the question of visibility, which she said was not simply about taking photos of architectural styles or natural environments as seen with World Heritage, but rather about situations that are less permanent, less robust, and more fragile. Consequently, safeguarding had to be based at the local level, as it is very dependent on local level actions but not solely. Start at the local level, but also rely on regional, national and international levels as well. Moreover, because every ICH element is different and related to a wide range of precise situations, backgrounds, contexts and local challenges it requires a different approach with a unique safeguarding plan for each.
28. Ms Londres Fonseca agreed with the earlier comments made by Mr Anami and wondered whether it was really useful to have an extensive List to guarantee visibility or the particularity of each element: ‘It’s not about being more or less valuable, it’s about exemplarity. It’s not about being better, it’s about being the best exemplar’. She fully agreed with the viewpoint expressed by Mr Anami that there was a need to encourage countries, especially those with a wide diversity of cultural, social and economic resources, to set up their own national and local systems for culture policies that took ICH into account, and that required proper integrated systems interacting at different local, regional, national and international levels. The scale would itself guarantee greater effectiveness of policies. The expert made reference to a meeting in Japan in 2004 that specifically addressed this viewpoint; the integration between tangible and intangible heritage. She concluded by asking that the List be considered within a broader context so that States Parties, in addition to the question of responsibility, would benefit from a prior selection process, a sort of upstream review, which would enable them to view the RL as not simply representing quantity but truly reflecting quality, not in value terms but in terms of information and example.
29. Mr Ismail Ali El-Fihail, also a member of the Subsidiary Body, thanked Japan and the Secretariat for the invitation to participate at the meeting, as well as the Legal Adviser for presenting an informative document. The expert made reference to a past suggestion calling for the establishment of a permanent scientific committee or committee of experts, and asked that this be reconsidered. The expert wished to bring three important issues to the attention of the meeting. First, regarding geographical imbalance of the RL, the expert thought that solutions should be found for Africa, the Arab region and some parts of Latin America that were underrepresented on the RL. Second, the expert recalled a recommendation made in Abu Dhabi to support the Secretariat in terms of resources and manpower. Finally, regarding the USL, the expert spoke about a number of nominations being prepared by the UAE and wondered why a State Party with sufficient financial resources would submit nominations to the USL, and whether this List was constituted of countries with limited resources requiring international assistance, which he thought was the general impression. In the opinion of the expert, clarification was necessary in order to prevent misunderstandings. Moreover, the nomination procedure for the USL is complex; an issue he thought also had to be addressed. 
30. Ms Jeong-eun Park, another member of the Subsidiary Body, joined the experts in congratulating the Secretary for her presentation, with special thanks to the Chairperson and Japan for making the meeting possible. The expert agreed with the earlier remarks made by Mr Lopez Morales and Mr Scovazzi; that it is better to focus and concentrate efforts on a few issues notably the implementation of the Convention and the serious imbalance between and within the Lists. The first issue should be on the scale of priority, as suggested by Mr Scovazzi, as well as how to reduce the workload of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat. The expert recalled the wise words of Mr Kono on the working methodology of the Subsidiary Body, which she thought was a good starting point for discussion. 
31. Mr Tvrtko Zebec thanked the Secretariat and the Japanese delegation for organizing the expert meeting. The expert spoke about the recent arrival of Croatia on the international scene following the breakup of the former Yugoslavia twenty years earlier, which had the effect of reconnecting with national identity and awakening the national consciousness, making it important to be included on the RL. The expert recalled the unsuccessful attempts to include elements in the Proclamation of Masterpieces. So the inclusion of seven inscriptions onto the RL was very important and a source of national pride. The expert agreed with colleagues from the Subsidiary Body that listing should be viewed as more important at the national level and now, following international recognition, attention should be turned towards national lists and registers. The possibility to recognize the USL is very important but the expert did not view the imbalance between the RL and the USL as more important than national and geographical imbalance between these two Lists. For a small country, the expert thought that it was now more important to utilize the USL to recognize ICH in Croatia. The expert questioned how best to find a way to improve awareness so that States Parties could impose voluntary restrictions. As an example of a small country, Croatia has only two staff members in the Ministry working with ICH whereas bigger countries have more experience and greater resources allocated to the Convention making the task of preparing nominations much easier. Moreover, nominations on the USL involve working at the grassroots level requiring greater resources and capacities than recognition on the RL.
32. The Chairperson thanked the speakers for their interventions and suggested that the following session should concentrate on concrete practical proposals to resolve the problems raised at the outset by Mr Scovazzi, the expert from Italy, such as the high number of RL nominations, issues involving the imbalance of the Lists, how to promote the USL, how to promote best practices, as well as trying to improve the work processes of the Secretariat. The Chairperson asked that the experts consider how best to streamline and simplify the work of the Secretariat even if the need for greater human resources was recognized. 
33. Mr Awad Ali Saleh, Chairperson of the Committee in Abu Dhabi, congratulated the Chairperson for entrusting the team of experts with the work, recognizing them as the most experienced experts of ICH. He recalled the fourth session in Abu Dhabi where many important items on the agenda had been decided. The Committee recognized the problems that are currently being faced that were raised by the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat from their own experience of the implementation of the RL procedures. In general, the source of the problem was the high number of files, with some States Parties having the impression that their nominations had not been dealt with; and others believing that they had presented too many requests. So a future mechanism had to be looked at to prevent a similar situation from occurring again. The second issue concerned geographical representation, which should be looked at in the future. The third issue concerned the USL and the Register of Best Practices. Although they had not presented any problems thus far, Mr Saleh thought that it was important to anticipate any future problems. He insisted that a country should not be asked to submit nominations to the USL because it may not apply to its situation. In this first year of introspection, with respect to the procedure of the Convention, Mr Saleh thought that the experts should concentrate on the issues put forward at the present time rather than looking beyond at the many aspects of the Convention, which could be addressed on another occasion. 
34. Mr Scovazzi spoke of dealing with a very thought-provoking Convention for which practical problems had to be solved, and emphasized that the Convention cannot be redrafted and the problem faced concerned the workload of the Subsidiary Body. The expert outlined the issues beginning with the many nominations received with respect to the working capacity of the Subsidiary Body creating an imbalance between States Parties with some more active in presenting nominations than other States Parties that, for different reasons, had not yet presented nominations. He largely agreed with the legal analysis made by the Legal Adviser in his paper. On the one hand, States Parties have the right to nominate elements; the Convention is inclusive and does not seek outstanding universal value as with the World Heritage Convention but representative ICH. So it would be a violation of the Convention to prevent a State Party from making nominations. On the other hand, the working capacity of the Subsidiary Body as well as financial limitations make the task increasingly difficult. The only alternative, in the conclusion drawn in the paper by the Legal Adviser, was to either introduce voluntary restrictions or procedural limitations. Such restrictions would not affect the right to nominate but would address the examination capacity of the Committee. The expert doubted the possibility of having voluntary restrictions, as it would be difficult for the States Parties to exercise self-restraint and persuade their practitioners to wait. The expert envisaged draft mathematical models based on a scale of priorities. For instance, the order of priority of nominations by States Parties could include: i) those that do not have elements on the List, ii) multinational nominations, iii) nominations by States Parties that have fewer than the average number of elements inscribed on the List, and iv) nominations by States Parties that have more than the average number of elements inscribed on the List. A mathematical model could be elaborated for these categories. The first discussion should be whether voluntary restrictions would be preferred and, if so, how to encourage States Parties to impose restrictions. If another direction – procedural limitation – is preferred, then a model could be elaborated specifically.

35. Mr Skounti intervened to make three concrete proposals. The first concerned the concept of representation. The expert could not recall whether there was a statistical dimension to it when it was initially proposed. For instance, is the List considered to be representative when it is also balanced in numerical terms with respect to the regions and domains as well as States Parties? In his second point, the expert referred to remarks by a number of colleagues, particularly Ms Siim, encouraging multinational nominations through a mechanism that would promote and ensure that multinational nominations are consistent. The reason being that since the Proclamation of Masterpieces, a number of items on the RL are transboundary including some presented in Abu Dhabi last year. He presented the example of the Arab States in the case of Al-Sirah Al-Hilaliyyah proposed by Egypt, which was also transboundary. His third point referred to an amendment to the Operational Directives aimed at establishing a ceiling on the number of nominations to be examined by the Committee in a given session.
36. Mr Kono had also studied the opinion of the Legal Adviser but preferred to concentrate on the concrete proposals rather then enter a debate on legal implications. In response to the comment by Mr Saleh, the expert agreed that there was a need to find alternative solutions in order to rescue the Secretariat and also to reduce the burden of the Subsidiary Body, and suggested amending the methodology rather than imposing restrictions. Consequently, he informed the experts that his Japanese colleagues had prepared a two-part document based on his views. The expert explained that the first part outlined his thoughts, as was explained in his earlier intervention with respect to the results of the psychologists’ experiments, and the idea that the number of Subsidiary Body members examining the files could be reduced so that the Body as a whole could examine more files. The second part concerns a list of factors retrieved from the 76 ICH files inscribed on the RL in the first cycle. His colleagues had examined the files and extracted the important factors from them, so that the amount of required text could be reduced and so that the nomination form could be made easier and lighter. In Japan, entrance examinations to universities include a multiple-choice exam as well as a second exam for each university. The multiple-choice examination was seen as flawed, so students were additionally asked to write an essay as part of the assessment. It was shown that the results of the multiple-choice exam were not much different from the essay result such that if the multiple-choice exam were very well designed it could effectively work as the selection criterion. Of course, inscription files are different from an examination, but from his experience, the text could be reduced to constitute a sort of annex of additional information to the multiple-choice section. These ideas formed the basis of the document distributed to the meeting’s participants. 
37. The Chairperson thanked Mr Kono for the concrete proposal and noted that the two documents presented by Mr Scovazzi and Mr Kono had been distributed.
38. Ms Siim agreed that the Committee could indeed adopt limits on the number of nominations to be reviewed as well as define priorities for their selection. Voluntary restrictions on States Parties with elements already inscribed on the RL would rely on a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’, which the expert thought would not be fully effective to ensure full compliance. She hoped that States Parties would agree to formalize this principle of establishing a ceiling on the total number of annual RL nominations in the Operational Directives on the basis of agreed priorities that would be more reliable and effective than such a gentlemen’s agreement. The expert thanked Mr Kono for his proposal, which should be studied in greater depth. She added that an introductory meeting had taken place prior to the evaluation of the files so that the criteria would be interpreted in the same way by all members of the Subsidiary Body thus benefitting from the collective wisdom ahead of the examination. Moreover, she thought that examiners selected to evaluate the USL should also follow a similar system before carrying out their work, to agree on certain principles and interpretation of the criteria thus ensuring consistency in their recommendations. She understood that this would not require any change in the Operational Directives because it would simply be a working method, and one that the Subsidiary Body had found to be very useful. She did not recommend dividing the nomination files among Body members as this would not make the Secretariat’s task any easier as they are already doing excellent work in communicating with States Parties to request additional information for the Subsidiary Body’s work, and that would not be reduced with Mr Kono’s proposal. 
39. Mr Lopez Morales echoed the concern shared by other experts regarding restrictions on submitting nominations in view of the opinion of the Legal Adviser. The expert suggested instead an annual overall ceiling of nominations that could be looked at during the next cycle and would indicate the priorities between and within each List. The States Parties would submit their nominations indicating, in the case of multiple candidacies, the nominations for each List as well as the order of priority in which they should be considered. He wondered why there were so few nominations for the USL and recalled the fact that this was an important function of the Convention. The expert asked the question, ‘Are the mechanisms introduced by the Convention responsible for the lack of visibility of the USL?’ The expert asked the Secretariat whether among the measures taken today, something could be done to lessen the burden of meetings. For instance, perhaps the deadline for each List could be simplified, which would improve efficiency not only for the Secretariat but also for all those involved as well as the experts analyzing the different Lists.

40. Mr Anami appreciated the suggestions made by Messrs Scovazzi and Kono, and agreed that the principle of credibility in the preparation of inscriptions to the RL was very important and should be considered regardless of the mechanisms used. Then there was the option of involving more people to do the work particularly at the national level, he noted, emphasizing that this required a long-term bottom-up approach. In this respect, the expert suggested that perhaps special attention and international assistance could be directed to developing countries that have yet to establish inventories.
41. Regarding his own proposal, Mr Kono made a point of clarification explaining that his proposal had outlined how the nomination form could be formatted and designed and does not exclude the meeting of the Subsidiary Body before or in the middle of the process of examination. The expert was of the view that it was absolutely crucial that all members of the Subsidiary Body share the same understanding of the criteria and that a manual for examiners would be extremely useful and should be revised frequently.
42. The Secretary responded to the comment made by Mr Sene who asked where specifically problems had been encountered within the Secretariat. In addition, Mr Lopez Morales wanted to know if the deadlines could be simplified in order to improve the complicated timetable. With reference to Mr Sene’s question, the Secretary admitted that it was indeed very complex because the real problem had little to do with the actual work but rather the accumulation of work within the same time frames. Extra staff would not solve all the problems because twenty people with differing opinions and working methods would result in incoherencies. The Secretary explained that the work was distributed but there was a need for coherence in terms of the way all the nominations were treated. Greater staff numbers would certainly increase capacity but consistency also had to be maintained, and she didn’t see how the Secretariat could ensure the latter with three or four hundred nominations a year. As regards the deadlines, the Secretary explained that the reason the deadlines were spread out over the year was to enable the work to be carried out in different phases. However, the Secretariat quickly realized that in so doing, tasks from a previous cycle would still be carried over into the following cycle. The Secretary concluded in favour of simplifying the deadlines and having fewer deadlines spread out over the year.
43. Mr Scovazzi summarized the two suggestions. One was presented by Mr Kono, and the other by the expert himself. He added that there was no competition between the two proposals; they reflect two different but constructive ideas. In his case, it is based on the idea that a scale of priority and a waiting list be established. In the case of Mr Kono’s proposal, the idea is to facilitate the working capacity of the Subsidiary Body by facilitating the elaboration and examination of the form. He concluded by suggesting that both proposals be examined and presented to the working group.
44. The Chairperson recalled that the objective of the meeting was to present proposals, not to make decisions. 
45. The observer from Cyprus asked whether an opportunity would be given for observers to speak in the afternoon session. 
46. The Chairperson closed the morning session. 

[Afternoon session]

47. The Chairperson opened the afternoon session by providing observers an opportunity to speak and began by introducing Mr Chérif Khaznadar, Chairperson of the General Assembly of the States Parties to the 2003 Convention. 
48. Mr Khaznadar remarked on his delight at seeing familiar faces but was distraught to note the lengthy procedure required to safeguard an element, which according to the timetable shown by the Secretary, would take two and a half years for an element under threat to be added to the USL. He thought this to be scandalous and that this responsibility should be felt by all because of the decisions to introduce certain procedures requiring paperwork, red tape, meetings, discussions, Bureau meetings, etc. This meant that older guardians and holders of ICH would no longer be alive to see nominations through to listing. Every day, a part of the heritage is lost while complying with formal requirements, meetings, etc., making the situation untenable. In the case of urgent procedures, he questioned the length of time it took – from June to February or August of the next year – to award less than $25,000, and that this would not save or safeguard any form of ICH today. In order to provide that sort of assistance, he asked how many meetings and paperwork was needed, at great cost, in order to hand over $25,000. He hoped that the GA in the next three months would be able to find ways and means of simplifying and streamlining the whole procedure by simplifying the criteria and the forms. In criterion 2 of the RL concerning visibility, for example, it was found to be particularly complicated and many submitting States had received requests to clarify this section of their nominations. Mr Khaznadar entirely agreed with Mr Kono’s proposals to streamline and simplify the procedures in order to save time. Another possibility would be, for example, to focus work on the USL and best practices, and process nominations for the RL only every other year suggesting that an annual proclamation is perhaps unnecessary. For those countries that are not on the List, they could make a presentation every year while other countries would have to wait two years.
49. As an observer, the delegation from Cyprus suggested that to address the geographic imbalance on the RL, countries with difficulties filling in their forms could be assisted. For example, a manual or guidebook would help those countries by explaining how to present an element. The delegate agreed with Mr Khaznadar that the form provided by the Secretariat was complicated and that it could be simplified with yes or no answers.
50. Mr Anami asked why it was thought necessary to increase the number of nominations to the RL. If it was going to remain geographically imbalanced, then there was no need to invest energy and introduce evaluations with yes/no or multiple-choice simply in order to increase the numbers. The nomination process is itself important, he emphasized, requiring the State Party to focus on how to safeguard the element in question rather than simply filling out a form without thinking. The expert concluded that he was in favour of restricting the number of nominations.
51. Mr Sene supported the proposal by Mr Khaznadar of having an alternation for the RL; once every two years for most States, and every year for those with no or few inscriptions to help redress the regional imbalance. The second specific measure he suggested would be to harmonize the timetables for nominations. Depending on whether the nominations are for the RL or the USL, the procedure throughout the year should be absolutely clear. Third, the expert referred to the proposal by Mr Scovazzi and considered it very interesting in many respects, notably the idea of prioritizing nominations according to certain criteria, depending on whether the States Parties are on the List or not, and whether they are sufficiently represented or not. However, although this would be a way of improving the process of nominations to the RL, the expert wondered if it addressed the problem of imbalance.
52. Mr Lopez Morales agreed with the previous comments made by the experts. Speaking about the comments made by Mr Khaznadar, the expert agreed with the idea of receiving RL nominations every other year, and that this was perhaps one way of lightening the burden on the Subsidiary Body as well as the Secretariat. He also thought that at the same time it would be judicious to look at measures that provide continuity of the Subsidiary Body given that there is a turnover on the Subsidiary Body, and that it was important to find ways of transmitting this knowledge and experience from one generation of members to the next. The expert agreed with the comment made by Mr Sene on the need to harmonize timetables to avoid having many different deadlines, as was highlighted on the screen at the beginning of the meeting.
53. The Chairperson noted that there was common agreement on the suggestion by Mr Khaznadar that a call for nominations on the RL could be sent every other year. Several members also supported the idea to simplify the calendar and thus harmonize the deadlines in order to improve the workload for the Secretariat. Another important idea was how to deal with the unsatisfactory geographic distribution of the various elements inscribed on the RL to date.
54. Mr Skounti found the proposals by Mr Khaznadar, who has a lengthy experience of the Convention, to be very useful and agreed they would undoubtedly reduce the workload on the Committee, the Secretariat, and the Subsidiary Body at least every other year. Looking forward ten years into the future, the expert imagined a system with three Lists with a meeting on each List per year, so that there would be one annual meeting for the USL, one every two years for the programmes, activities and projects, and every three years for the RL. However, he agreed that the build-up and backlog of files, applications, and nominations from the States Parties might not make that possible. The expert fully endorsed Mr Kono’s proposal on the simplification of the form in the direction of a system where one ticks boxes, as opposed to a system where one writes a text. This is something that might simplify matters, especially for those countries that do not have the means or human resources to prepare their nominations. He concluded by emphasizing the need to simplify tasks so as to enable as many countries as possible to register their heritage. He also considered the proposal by Mr Scovazzi as worthwhile.
55. The Chairperson confirmed that the USL should accept nominations on a yearly basis.
56. Mr Scovazzi commented that the opening of the RL every two years could perhaps restrict the nominations, but asked what would happen if the number of nominations every two years were to double. There are other options and he suggested opening the List every year but only to half of the States Parties by alphabetical order, with the other half in the following year.
57. The Chairperson agreed that there was no simple and unique solution but was unsure about the proposal of dividing countries, which would not make the work of the Secretariat any easier. 
58. Mr El-Fihail wished to address the point raised by Mr Scovazzi that there would always be some countries more able to submit multiple nominations, and although he agreed with this proposal he thought there was a need to feature additional measures to restrict the number of nominations by States Parties. Regarding geographical imbalance, the expert suggested that the Secretariat, with the help of some of the experts, should organize visits to the different countries, especially in Africa and the Arab world. Once present, they would study the problems of these countries, which, as was mentioned by Mr Anami, are often organizational. He suggested that UNESCO regional offices could become involved in the different programmes to encourage and help countries by strengthening their capacities.
59. The Legal Adviser wished to make a comment on the legal methodology. He reminded the experts that the annual or biennial timetable is embedded in the Operational Directives so the Committee’s flexibility was constrained. It had to wait for the GA to amend the rule; a rule that the GA itself drafted. Yet many of the ideas put forward would imply and require the amendment of several Operational Directives. The Legal Adviser thought that in order to achieve a degree of flexibility, the Committee, in some cases, should receive delegation of powers from the GA to amend certain non-substantive rules, such as taking a decision on the nomination form and the number of nominations, which would effectively make the procedure more flexible. The Legal Adviser could envisage a situation whereby the Committee would be able to amend some operational rules, while other Directives would remain subject to the Assembly’s authority.
60. Ms Siim agreed that the problem of the RL would not necessarily be solved by inviting nominations every two years because, as was already pointed out, it was possible to receive 500 nominations in one year. She added that every system, which had some bureaucracy involved, needed to be simple and easily understood by all States Parties, so any measures like dividing countries according to alphabetical order, would only be confusing. The expert preferred to have a clearer picture of fixed deadlines with some priorities agreed by all, so that it would be easier for States Parties to understand the motivation behind the proposals. The expert agreed with the proposal by Mr Scovazzi regarding priorities, and thought that it merited further discussion. With regard to Mr Kono’s proposal, the expert agreed there is room for simplification of matters, and the substantive proposal merited a more in-depth review. For instance, the expert found that the present nomination form under criterion 3 about safeguarding measures could be simplified. There are currently four sub-items, the last two of which are concerned with the will and commitment of the community and of the State Party respectively, when in fact these qualities should already be evident in the safeguarding measures taken so far. The expert suggested combining them so as to avoid simple declarations in the nomination form. The expert also agreed with the comment made by Mr Khaznadar regarding the difficulty of responding to criterion 2 and that it called for a certain amount of creative writing, in which case ticking boxes would simplify the task. On a general note, the expert believed that life did not fit into neat compartments or boxes to be ticked and the criteria as defined were the result of lengthy deliberation and debate, which could not now be disregarded. The expert concluded that in order for the exercise of preparing a nomination file to be meaningful, it cannot be done following a certain template because each cultural element is different, each community is different, and each situation is different, and the preparation of a good file with real, substantive input takes time. A ceiling would contribute to the credibility of the work, giving the State time to work carefully to benefit the communities behind the elements.
61. Mr Sene recalled the two lines of discussion, namely the excessive numbers of nominations that stifle the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, and the need to find solutions to redress the geographic imbalance. The expert made reference to the intervention by Mr Khaznadar regarding nominations submitted on two-year cycles and agreed that this could address regional imbalance by enabling non-inscribed countries to present a nomination every year. The expert then referred to point 5 in Mr Scovazzi’s proposal regarding the search for regional balance between the three Lists by drawing up a scale of priority on the presentation of nominations. The expert also made reference to the remark by Ms Siim regarding ceilings, for which he asked for clarification. If Ms Siim referred to a country-by-country ceiling, he would consider the option as unrealistic due to the cultural specificities of communities and countries. However, he agreed on a ceiling per session on the overall number of requests to be examined. 
62. Mr Kono wished to refocus the discussion on the issue faced by the Secretariat at the beginning of the meeting, how to rescue it from the burgeoning workload in order to make the whole process more sustainable. From this viewpoint, the proposal by Mr Khaznadar was very much worth considering because reducing the complexity of the nominations to the RL – the cause of the current workload of the Secretariat, which in the future will be even greater – would free up time to either allocate to more RL nominations or the promotion of the RL and the USL in countries as well as projects on Article 18. The expert believed that there was undue emphasis on the balance issue during the current discussions and asked that the experts concentrate instead on the very urgent technical matter of workload. As regards the remarks by Ms Siim, the expert wished to assure her that his proposal was not at all substantive and did not call for a change to the criteria, which was beyond their capacity. It was simply an attempt to make the format simpler and clearer; it was a matter of technique and not an attempt to compartmentalize communities. 
63. Ms Park agreed with Ms Siim and Mr Scovazzi that opening the RL every two years will not solve the core problem because of States Parties’ ‘obsession’ with the RL, and the procedural direction rather than voluntary restrictions seemed to make more sense from a practical standpoint. The expert made reference to the proposal by Mr Kono as worthwhile, particularly the proposal of improving the nomination form, which would improve the examination capacity of the Subsidiary Body and Secretariat. Ideally, procedural restrictions could be imposed while continually improving the examination capacity of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat through measures proposed by Mr Kono, which could ultimately allow an increase the number of nominations processed by the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat.
64. Mr Lopez Morales summarized the comments made and agreed with Mr Sene to encapsulate the consensus proposals into one sentence: ‘The Committee could each year set an overall ceiling for nominations to be examined in the following cycle, and would indicate the priorities among Lists and within the Lists’. Countries submitting multiple nominations for the same List would indicate the order of priority of those nominations. While underscoring the need to take into account regional differences, it was important to keep in mind the notion of geographical distribution, and the expert recalled the comment made by Ms Londres Fonseca about the need for a spirit of solidarity. This is a Convention in which regional cooperation and cooperation among countries is required and it was important to pay particular attention to this because the gap between some underrepresented countries, in particular Africa and Latin America, would be even greater in the years to come. The expert recalled the criteria indicated by Mr Scovazzi in his proposal, and concurred with this concrete proposal in sorting out priorities. He concluded by agreeing to set a ceiling for nominations every year.
65. Making reference to the previous comment by Mr Lopez Morales and his own proposal, Mr Scovazzi agreed with the principle of establishing a total number of nominations and a certain scale of priorities. In his proposal the idea of regions had not been introduced; it only concerned States that were not represented or under-represented on the List. As regards the proposal by Mr Kono, he agreed that there was a need to simplify the form, and wondered whether the two proposals could somehow be merged to combine the idea of simplifying the forms with the idea of a total number of nominations and a scale of priority.  
66. The Chairperson concurred that the idea of a ceiling or cap on all nominations for a given year does seem to be an extremely important idea, both for the work of the Secretariat and for the group tasked with the selection process.
67. Recalling the timetable presented earlier that day by the Secretary, Mr Anami understood the substantial workload of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body and acknowledged the validity of the two proposals by Mr Scovazzi and Mr Kono. As advised by the Legal Adviser, the Committee depended on the GA to formulate a number of amendments to the Operational Directives in order to ease the workload and it was the responsibility of the expert meeting to make recommendations to the working group of the Committee. The expert proposed combining the two proposals made by Mr Scovazzi and Mr Kono while adding the thoughts and suggestions made during the present meeting, which would reduce the amount of work while achieving each of the functions of the Convention, namely safeguarding ICH, raising awareness, and coordinating international assistance and cooperation. As regards adjusting the timetable, the expert called upon the Secretariat to come up with the best timetable that would, in its view, simplify its work. Many States, especially from developing countries, lack the technical know-how and, as was mentioned by Mr Lopez Morales, they have yet to come up with nominations because they are steadily watching and learning. However, they would soon be joining the process, doing their research, fieldwork and preparing their inventories and submitting nominations, which would have the effect of increasing the workload; this is further reason to begin working now on systematic solutions. We shouldn’t lose this opportunity of utilizing the very good proposals that have been presented to us by Messrs Scovazzi and Kono, the expert concluded.
68. Ms Londres Fonseca agreed with the proposals by Mr Anami and Mr Lopez Morales, and fully agreed that Mr Khaznadar’s proposal was valuable but that it may not be adequate in terms of limiting the enormous workload. She asked the Legal Adviser, regarding the proposal to define priorities, whether it was possible for the Committee to periodically assess developments and to announce the new calls for nominations based on the assessments of the experiences gained, to set out defined priorities that would be based upon the shortcomings and lacunae that exist as well as set priorities for the Committee’s analysis. For instance, the GA could perhaps adopt a resolution calling upon countries to take into account this overarching vision in the individual nominations presented by them. Each country would therefore table its list, and present it having already taken into account the limit on the number of proposals and priorities.
69. The Legal Adviser responded by saying that everything was possible, noting that the Committee had already set priority criteria in Abu Dhabi, but only for a single annual cycle and for existing requests. He understood that the debate was moving to transform the system into a kind of permanent system that is integrated in the Operational Directives. He replied positively and agreed that if consensus was reached following debate on the proposals put forth by Messrs Lopez Morales, Scovazzi and Kono, and which recommended changing some of the rules in the Operational Directives, then the Legal Adviser could see no reason why this could not occur, as long as it was understood that the substantive inscription criteria as set out in the Convention and set by the Operational Directives could only be changed by the General Assembly, which is not being proposed here. 
70. Mr Skounti remarked that the proposals made by Mr Scovazzi and Mr Kono referred only to the RL whereas other Lists were also concerned, and recalled that In Abu Dhabi, there were only twelve nominations for the USL. If in the future one or two hundred nominations were submitted this would represent an enormous workload both for the Committee and the Secretariat as well as for the experts and NGOs performing the examination work. He thought it was wise to consider extending the discussion to cover the other Lists, including the register of projects, activities and programmes, because it may well be that in the next two or three years, with the capacity-building programme at the national level, this may well prompt States Parties to submit to the Committee a sizeable number of nominations to the other Lists.
71. Mr Kono commented on the constructive approach in the proposal by Mr Scovazzi that however required further study in light of its mathematical complexities. If, combined with Mr Kono’s own proposal, it could somehow reduce the workload of the Secretariat that would allow more nominations to be processed. However, the expert did concede one difficulty, which was how to introduce the geographical aspect, and he referred to the comment made by Mr Scovazzi. He explained that it was not easy to comprehend what ‘geographical’ in this sense implied. The units relevant to ICH are communities and where and how densely communities are located are quite diversified. If the geographical aspect were introduced mechanically it would divide the world in a very artificial manner from the viewpoint of the Convention. The spirit of the Convention is the community, so the expert advocated caution in introduction geographical considerations. 
72. Mr Zebec believed the two proposals from Mr Scovazzi and Mr Kono could be merged, and agreed that they would improve the implementation of the Convention. He also wished to include the proposal from Mr Sene who suggested that countries with no nominations be allowed to submit nominations every year, while others could inscribe elements every other year.
73. Following the coffee break, the Chairperson sought to obtain final proposals.

74. With reference to the question of regions, Mr Lopez Morales made a point of clarification when he recalled a paragraph in the Preamble of the Convention, ‘Recognizing that communities, in particular indigenous communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals, play an important role in the production, safeguarding, maintenance and recreation of the intangible cultural heritage, thus helping to enrich cultural diversity and human creativity’. He believed the concept of enrichment of cultural diversity and human creativity already evoked the principle of different regions, and it was in this context that he mentioned the principle of solidarity and cultural diversity. 

75. Mr El Fihail wished to return to the topic of the USL. He agreed with the proposal by Mr Khaznadar that preparatory assistance for nominations to the USL be simplified, in terms of financial support and human resources, which would indeed help the nomination process. The expert asked the Secretariat if it would also consider the time line of USL nominations, which he considered to be relatively long compared with the RL, taking almost two years to complete a nomination. As regards the point raised by Mr Zebec, and the pride felt by the people of Croatia with the seven nominated elements on the RL, he asked whether the same would apply in the case of a nomination to the USL. This was a core issue as it was essential to promote the USL and show people that it is as important as the RL, or more important.
76. The Chairperson supported the two proposals, which he deemed as important. As regards simplifying procedures, the Chairperson asked the Secretariat if there was some way, given the very tight timetable, to simplify procedures such that the question of preparatory assistance was no longer subject to bureau meetings, which were time-consuming. Another important point concerned international assistance, the first major point in the Convention and one of its primary aims. The Chairperson was of the view that some countries had neglected to consider this point and that it should be put before countries, communities, and all potential partners of the Convention.
77. Mr Scovazzi raised two points. First, the question of regions. In the case of Africa, for example, it was an underrepresented region that merited more inscribed elements on the RL and should therefore be assisted to achieve greater representation. As regards the Asian region, the expert noted that some countries had already inscribed several elements such that Asia was well represented in comparison with other regions. However, there were some countries in Asia with no elements at all on the List. The expert considered it better to refer to numbers, State by State, rather than to regions because the situation between different countries in the same region could very easily be different. As regards the USL, it was evident that there were very few elements but it was a question of nominations made by States. Taking into consideration Article 17, paragraph 3 of the Convention, in cases of extreme urgency, the Committee may inscribe an item of ICH on the USL in consultation with the State Party concerned. The provision also states that, ‘the objective criteria shall be approved by the GA based on a proposal by the Committee.’ These exceptional powers are already granted to the Committee in cases of extreme urgency. Therefore States Parties might consider the possibility of making more nominations to the USL. The expert suggested that the Committee and the GA consider elaborating criteria for defining cases of extreme urgency, which would allow the exercise of this exceptional power by the Committee.
78. Mr Sene wished to remind participants, as was mentioned by Mr Lopez Morales in his comment on the Preamble, that it was important to note that there is a chapter in the Convention on safeguarding at the national level, with the responsibility of the States involved and, in particular, the international dimension of safeguarding ICH. As for Article 16, all agreed that the desire was to promote dialogue while respecting cultural diversity. The expert added that the idea was not one of competition among States but rather to create a forum for sharing and mutual understanding in the different countries in the context of the diversity of communities. In response to Mr Kono’s intervention, the expert thought that we should not be distracted by terminology; this was not a matter of regional balance stricto senso but rather it was a matter of balance among countries. The expert emphasized the need to ensure that each and every country was able to make the wealth of ICH available to the entire international community in a principle of solidarity. The expert concluded by saying that each State Party under the Convention was entitled to highlight its own ICH wealth.
79. In response to Mr Scovazzi’s comment on Article 17.3, Mr Khaznadar spoke about cases of extreme urgency, emphasizing that these were extreme cases and the procedures were not to be used often. In his point of clarification he talked about objective criteria already adopted by the GA on the proposal of the Committee such that in cases of extreme urgency an element could be inscribed in consultation with the country even if the country in question had not requested it. This wording had been carefully chosen so that in cases of ill-treatment, conflict and warfare, the Committee could take a decision and, if approved, the element could be inscribed while informing the State Party concerned.
80. Mr Anami raised the issue of geographical distribution and the combination of geographical, physical, even environmental circumstances inherent in these elements. He emphasized the circumstances under which different States work. For instance, as concerns Africa, with marginalized communities sometimes living in a state of suspicion, it was not easy to access or connect with practitioners – the bearers of these elements – as it might be in Europe. This is not to mention other factors such as social and financial conditions or even the access to information and communications technologies. The expert suggested carrying out an audit, region-by-region, State by State, which could demonstrate how States respond to the Convention. Some States had not ratified because of the political circumstances they found themselves in. The opposite may be true for other States. It was understood that in Africa, circumstances change very quickly. The expert addressed the issue of the nomination process, which, in his view, should not be an academic undertaking, but an experience. This is not a matter of someone sitting in a government office and completing a nomination without coming into contact with the community – or even, consulting them after the fact. If countries are serious about safeguarding measures then listing should only be one of the objectives and not the overriding goal; the safeguarding plan should be the key focus. This Convention does not refer to a hierarchy of elements, to be sure, but this is rather an issue of credibility because a country should not be so anxious to make known everything to the world nor keep everything they have to themselves. The process of nomination itself is very important and we should find a way to refer to this, he concluded.
81. Mr Skounti returned to the point about regions, and spoke about balances that needed to be assured in order to fully observe the spirit of the Convention. The first balance – at State level – involved asking States to prove participation by communities. As regards regional balance, with respect to UNESCO electoral groups, States representation was not seen as homogenous. For instance, in the case of the Arab States, which includes countries in North Africa, they also share similarities with the rest of Africa. Moreover, in certain Gulf States, forms of ICH can equally be observed in the horn of Africa or Asia. We should be emphasizing regional cooperation as well.
82. Ms Siim offered her wholehearted support to the intervention made by Mr Anami, which clearly illustrated the reasons behind submitting nominations to the RL. The expert underlined that it was not about one spotlight moment or boosting national pride but that the process should be useful both for the communities and for the State Party. The expert emphasized the capacity-building dimension of the exercise because a State and a community together have to jointly think about the criteria. It also forces States to consider whether there might be implications of this inscription that are not good for the particular element or for the community. As regards the balance of regions, the expert agreed that the balance concerned was not only that between regions but also within regions. The expert noted the common consensus, which was to establish an annual limit in the number of nominations to be reviewed, and that the first criterion should provide an opportunity to those States that have yet to inscribe an element. The expert concluded by accepting that the question of the number of nominations should not concentrate on a regional basis, whatever the interpretation of region, but that it should be taken down to the level of States Parties.
83. In response to the remark made by Mr El-Fihail, Mr Zebec acknowledged the sense of pride in the seven national nominations, and surmised that inscriptions on the USL would be met with equal pride, which he conceded would depend on how the Convention was presented in the countries concerned. The expert thought that by demonstrating interest through representative inscriptions, countries would improve the visibility of the USL through workshops and working at the grassroots level that would have the effect of achieving greater visibility at the national level. For instance, three or four seminars had already taken place on a regional basis in South-east European countries despite the fact that not one multinational nomination had been proposed. The expert concluded by suggesting that future work should concentrate on capacity-building at regional level and for multinational nominations. 
84. The Secretary noted five points for consideration. First, on the question of extreme urgency which, by definition occurs under exceptional circumstances, the Committee provided criterion U.2 (b) in order to protect an element that would not otherwise survive without immediate safeguarding. The Secretary highlighted the unfortunate case of Haiti, noting that nothing had been foreseen in the Operational Directives to grant emergency international aid to a country that was in dire need of resources, and which, under the current directives, would have to wait for the Committee to meet before any aid could be granted. In this case, there could be the opportunity to organize an extraordinary session of the Committee during the General Assembly, but the Operational Directives had to provide a mechanism for this to happen through the Bureau, for instance. Second, as regards improving the timetable, especially the USL, which was considered as a particularly long process, it was accepted that the timetable was driven by the process and the number of nominations; the average time taken time from the moment the nominations are submitted to the time the Secretariat has analysed, registered, and sent out requests for further information was usually two months. The Secretary added that it may seem long if there are four nominations with little time spent on anything else, but it was a very short period of time when considering the organization of the Subsidiary Body meeting during the same time period and the work piling up for several parallel processes. The Secretary added that the question of what to do when there is a backlog also had to be addressed in addition to the question of the length of a cycle. So it was important to bear in mind shortening lead times when talking about an overall ceiling.
85. Another aspect the Secretary believed had not been addressed was the examination process for the USL. As previously mentioned, the USL was deemed to require more in-depth examination and, as a result, the Committee expressed the wish that instead of the Subsidiary Body examining the nominations, examiners, selected from accredited NGOs, specialized centres or individual experts with in-depth knowledge of the specific subject relating to the nomination could be called upon. The idea was to have the best minds addressing particular cases. However, unlike the experts present at the current meeting with deep knowledge of the Convention, examiners often knew little about the Convention with the result that their approach was that of a technician. As a result, they had a very wide range of opinions with respect to listing, which is a problem when the Committee is asked to take a decision on the basis of their expert views, but those views are not necessarily informed by the Convention philosophy or the spirit of the listing criteria.
86. On the question raised by Mr Anami regarding the usefulness of an audit of the status of Convention implementation in each country, the Secretary conceded that it would indeed be a very useful tool, but that it was a task being carried out in the normal functioning of the Secretariat in the monitoring of States Parties and States non party. The Secretary explained that attempts had been made to increase monitoring within the Section, with the world split among various regional officers who are responsible for groups of countries and are supposed to methodically follow up on the implementation of the Convention and identify any intentions to ratify it. Although this work could certainly be improved, the country-by-country monitoring exists and the Secretariat has an overview of where work needs to be done. For instance, when donors offer funds, the Secretariat was able to make recommendations on where and how the funds could best be spent.
87. As regards simplifying the forms, the Secretary noted the proposal of ticking boxes rather than drafting text, which would likely make life easier for States as long as some leeway were provided so that additional information could be included, as was advised by Mr Kono. As promoters of the Convention in general, and the RL in particular, the Secretariat sought to demonstrate the diversity of ICH to the world and thus allow for a better understanding of the positive effect that comes from understanding individuals, people, and communities. For instance, there is a partnership with a major Japanese media company and there were considerations to do the same with a Korean media group, and more recently, a partnership with the Quai Branly Museum [in Paris] had been undertaken that would allow visitors to consult nominations and supporting documentation of inscribed elements. With this in mind, it was important that nominations and nomination forms be designed that not only make the process of listing easier but also bring the diversity and value of the ICH to the general public in an easily readable and understood manner.
88. The observer from Cyprus raised a point regarding Article 18 and from personal experience recalled the working group in 2009 where only three proposals had been reviewed during the Committee meeting. However, if there were ten or twenty proposals in the coming year then it was uncertain how it would be possible to examine all of them at the same time at the Committee meeting. As regards the simplification of forms, the delegate expressed concern about the involvement of communities because over-simplification may not ensure good dialogue with these communities when it came to filling in the forms, which should be more informative than simply ticking a box with a yes or no reply. She expressed in closing her hope that the Convention would be understood as aimed at safeguarding and not aimed at providing a showcase for countries to display their elements. 
89. Mr Scovazzi proposed a recommendation whereby the Operational Directives could provide that, when a nomination to the RL is accepted, the Committee could also, as the case may be, recommend to the State Party concerned that this element warranted inscription on the USL. In such a case, the State Party would consider whether it would propose a new nomination for this element and, on acceptance, it would be transferred from the RL to the USL. 
90. Mr Kono took the opportunity to recall his own personal experience as regards Article 18 of the Convention, and of the privilege he had to have served as a jury member on a project managed by the Asia/Pacific Cultural Centre for UNESCO in Tokyo that had selected the better practices for safeguarding initiated by the community. Mr Khaznadar was one of the jury members at that time, and the expert hoped that Japan would submit best practice examples in the framework of Article 18. That being said, the files for the best practices, from his experience, involved a large amount of work and he assumed that the best practice files would require further explanation and volume than the RL. The expert noted that if emphasis were placed on Article 18, then the experts should be aware of the amount of reading material this involved as well as the limited resources available. The question therefore was how to allocate these resources to the RL, the USL and Article 18. The expert concluded by saying that it was very important to be realistic about the amount of work involved, which would only worsen if emphasis was placed on one List.
91. The Chairperson thanked Mr Kono, and agreed that solutions had to be found to seriously examine proposals made under Article 18, which must be integrated into the other procedures and perhaps entrusted to the Subsidiary Body. 
92. Mr Anami thanked the Chairperson for providing the opportunity to discuss Article 18, which highlighted the programmes, projects and activities that best reflected the objectives of the Convention. The expert explained the importance of the article as a means of sharing experiences and methods that maintain the viability of important ICH, and suggested that proposals be limited to past or ongoing projects that have already proven their value; planned projects will need to be followed over time to know if they are effective. However, the expert thought that the methodology of deciding which of the practices was the best should not be left entirely to the proposing State Party but should be based on a specially designed objective mechanism as States may not necessarily recognize a best practice in the course of implementing their safeguarding action of their ICH at the national level. The expert suggested a mechanism within the Secretariat and expert forums where experienced persons could be allowed to extract best practices during a tour or visit of the element and thus develop it for sharing. The expert considered it to be important to see this through the proposed implementation programmes, which are carried out in their nomination files. He conceded that States had neglected to focus their attention on Article 18.
93. Mr Lopez Morales wished to pick up on a point directly linked to Article 18 and raised by the Secretary, and believed that it was necessary to harmonize the work of the examiners of the USL with the Subsidiary Body as it was absolutely essential that actions were not carried out separately but that experience should be shared such that those involved in the process could interact and contribute, and express viewpoints with those with proven expertise. The expert wished to ensure that the wealth of experience gained over the past two years be set in a mechanism that would highlight this expertise 
94. Mr Scovazzi thought that the suggestion by the Legal Adviser that the Committee should be granted more flexibility by the GA in adjusting the procedural rules should be retained, and that it was very important to make a recommendation in this sense. 
95. The Chairperson moved to wrap up the meeting, and summarized the main points of the meeting. It was understood that the expert group reviewed and analysed the existing situation and made a number of proposals with two papers from Mr Kono and Mr Scovazzi, and a number of comments, points, and observations by colleagues and observers that would also be taken on board. The day’s deliberations would allow the working group in the next stage to tackle these issues and make concrete proposals to the GA in its upcoming session. The Chairperson proposed to task the Secretariat to submit a summary paper by the end of April or early May, consolidating the results of the present expert session. On the basis of that paper, the working group of the Committee will be able to work at the May meeting so as to continue the process of deliberation in June and thus deliver a document for the GA.
96. Mr Awad Ali Saleh thanked the Chairperson and expressed his appreciation of the proceedings during the current expert meeting. He also expressed thanks to the Secretariat for the meeting’s wonderful preparation as well as the Japanese delegation for making the meeting possible. Mr Saleh understood that the many suggestions and proposals would be examined over the next few weeks until the next meeting, and wished to add a few remarks before the meetings end. Firstly, that the work from now on and into May was a joint effort to find solutions ahead of the GA. Secondly, he recognized the urgent issue of human capacity but yet there were some States Parties who were against imposed limitations. So, the suggestions made were an attempt to resolve the matter. He recalled one of the suggestions in Abu Dhabi to help the Secretariat with the workload by providing financial resources for the Secretariat to hire people on a temporary basis, as the work was required. Thirdly, he suggested that States Parties who take the initiative to become a member of the Subsidiary Body could voluntarily offer more experts who could commit time to evaluating nominations. 
97. As regards the balance issue, Mr Saleh understood the concerns voiced by colleagues from Africa for balanced and representative lists. However, he noted that some countries were not ready or prepared to be represented. So, in this case, countries that are fully prepared would be asked to wait for one or two years until other countries could be represented. This kind of dilemma could be resolved at the level of regional groups whereby priority would be accorded to underrepresented countries through an agreement between countries within the group. It appeared that many of the States Parties wished to avoid imposed limitations, i.e. an average or maximum number of files per year. Mr Saleh agreed with the suggestion by Mr Khaznadar to examine RL nominations every two years so as to provide the Secretariat with an opportunity to reorganize its timetable.
98. The Chairperson concluded the meeting by remarking on the progress made on a number of issues, which will now be synthesized by the Secretariat and reviewed at the May meeting in preparation for the GA. The Chairperson thanked the observers for their attendance, and the Secretariat for its work, as well as Japan and all the experts.
Annex 3
Proposal presented by the expert Mr Tullio Scovazzi at the expert meeting on 15 March 2010
All State parties have the right to submit nominations of elements to be inscribed on the List.

1. If a State submits more than one nomination per year, such nominations shall be listed by it according to a progressive number of priority.

2. For reasons exclusively related to the working capacity of the Subsidiary Body, the Committee yearly sets forth the total number of nominations (TNN) that can be examined by the Subsidiary Body in the subsequent year. This number shall be divisible by six.

3. The nominations to be examined by the Subsidiary Body shall be distinguished in four         categories, namely:

A)
nominations by States that do not have elements inscribed on the List;

B)
multinational nominations;

C)
nominations by States that have less than the average of elements inscribed on the List by States that have elements inscribed on the List;

D)
nominations by States that have more than the average of elements inscribed on the List by States that have elements inscribed on the List.

4. The Subsidiary Body shall examine every year:

- 1/3 TNN as regards category A nominations;

- 1/6 TNN as regards category B nominations;

- 1/3 TNN as regards category C nominations;

- 1/6 TNN as regards category D nominations.

Category B nomination are attributed to the State chosen by the nominating States.

5. Only one nomination per State can be examined yearly, according to the number of priority given under para. 2 above. Other nominations submitted by the same State can be examined only if in the same category there are no other nominations submitted by other States. This does not apply to category A nominations.

6. If the nominations examined do not exhaust the number allowed for each single category, the number of nominations belonging to the subsequent category shall be increased accordingly. Para. 6 does apply.

7 If the nominations submitted for one or more categories exceed the number yearly allowed for that category, a State shall be drawn by lot. The examination of nominations shall start from the nomination submitted by that State and shall proceed according to the English alphabetical list of States until the number of nominations yearly allowed for that category is reached. The nominations that are not examined shall be examined the subsequent year, proceeding under the alphabetical order. Para. 6 does apply.

8 If needed, a waiting list is drawn for each category and for each State, according to the number of priority given under para. 2.

9 Nominations that have been examined by the Subsidiary Body and have been referred to the nominating State under Operational Guideline 25 are not included in the TNN. They are examined by the Subsidiary Body once resubmitted by the nominating State.
Annex 4
Proposal presented by the expert Mr Toshiyuko Kono at the expert meeting on 15 March 2010
Trial calculation of workload in the case of 100 nominations

	Period
	Details of work
	No. of countries examining one nomination

	
	
	6
	3
	2
	1

	 
	UNESCO Secretariat's tasks
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Aug
	Receive nominations
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Sept - Oct
	Confirm nominations
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Nov
	Request additional information
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Jan
	Receive additional information
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Jan
	Send nominations to Subsidiary Body
	600
	300
	200
	100

	May
	Examination by Subsidiary Body
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Jun
	Subsidiary body's decision sent to States Parties
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Sept
	Committee examination
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1100
	800
	700
	600

	 
	Subsidiary body's tasks
	
	 
	 
	 

	Jan
	Receive nominations
	600
	300
	200
	100

	May
	Examine nominations
	600
	300
	200
	100

	May
	Write report
	600
	300
	200
	100

	May
	Confirm
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Sept
	Committee examination
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1900
	1000
	700
	400

	
	Overall workload
	3000
	1800
	1400
	1000
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A. State(s) Party (ies) 

B. Name of the Element

C. Characteristics of the element

(i) Name of the communities, groups or, if applicable, individuals concerned

(ii) Geographical location and range of the element

D. Brief summary of the element (not to exceed 200 words)
1.  Identification and definition of the element (cf. Criterion R.1)

(1) Which of the items below are relevant to the element? 

Please tick those that apply, and add any other significant points (can tick more than one).

□Practice     □Representation     □Expression     □Knowledge     □Skill

(Relating to the above) □Instruments    □Object    □Artefact    □Cultural space

□Oral traditions and expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible cultural heritage 

□Performing art 
□Social practices, rituals and festive events

□Knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe

□Traditional craftsmanship

□Other categories (not to exceed 100 words)

□Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words)

(2)  What social and cultural functions and meanings does the element have today? (Not to exceed 200 words) 

(3)  Who preserves or practices the element? (Not to exceed 200 words)

(4)  When did the element begin to be transmitted, and how frequently is it reproduced or recreated?  What are some big historical changes and major factors behind this?   (Not to exceed 200 words) 

(5)  Is the element compatible with existing international human rights instruments as well as with the requirements of mutual respect among communities, groups and individuals, and of sustainable development?  (If it isn't, please explain how this can be solved).  (Not to exceed 200 words)

Points to note: After selecting the items that apply to the element and mentioning any significant points, please give a short answer (under 200 words) to the above four questions. "Current modes of transmission of the knowledge and skills related to the element" seen in (d) of the original form can be cut because it is explained in the "Safeguarding measures" section.  Information showing that “communities, groups and   in some cases individuals recognize [it] as part of their cultural heritage” has been included in “Community participation and consent in the nomination process” section as a statement from the communities, groups or individuals. Please refer to the underlined part on page 7.

2.  Contribution to ensuring visibility and awareness and to encouraging dialogue (cf. Criterion R.2)    

Please tick the items below that apply to the element, and add any other significant points at the end. 

(1)  Recognition of the element's value and community efforts to safeguard it.  Encourage communities in their safeguarding activities.

□ Inscription of the element will expose its value, and guarantee the transmission of cultural forms and expressions among generations.

□ It will recognize universal human values which are an integral part of the cultural identity of people transmitting the element. 

□ It will prevent the fossilization of the element, and encourage further creativity.

□ It will stimulate public interest, and encourage further participation in efforts to preserve the element. 

□ It will stimulate the interest of young people, and encourage further participation in preservation activities. 

□ It will make the public, in particular the young, more interested in acquiring the traditional skills, and encourage them to transmit. 

□ It will emphasize the role played by senior citizens in recreating and handing down the element, thus encouraging respect for traditional empirical knowledge. 

□ It will expose the creative potential of the element's bearers and encourage further development of expressions and skills. 

□ It will make the element a source of inspiration for modern composers, artists and literary figures. 

□ It will allow the efforts of those who transmit the element to be recognized. 

□ It will make clear the responsibility of regional communities to transmit and revitalize the element. 

□ It will heighten dignity among communities that transmit the element, and guarantee the continuation of cultural traditions. 

□ It will stimulate communities to offer their values and expressions to the rest of the world. 

□ The training of transmitters will ensure sustainability of the element and encourage communities to become involved in the management of their heritage. 

□ Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

(2)  Raising awareness, understanding and respect 

□ Inscription will raise awareness about the importance of intangible cultural heritage  and the need to continue and safeguard it. 

□ It will raise awareness of intangible cultural heritage in specific regional communities (Please specify.  Ex: Among residents in ....town, .......village)

□ It will raise awareness of intangible cultural heritage in specific professional and work-related communities (Please specify. Ex: textile industry)

□ It will raise awareness of intangible cultural heritage in specific social communities (Please specify.  Ex: the wealthy).

□ It will raise awareness of intangible cultural heritage in specific age groups (Please specify.  Ex:.local primary school pupils)

□ Inscription will deepen international understanding on notable characteristics of the element, and increase people's respect towards and awareness of cultural diversity. 

□ It will help people think about globalization and sustainable ways of development. 

□ It will enable people to think about the social significance of intangible cultural heritage and its contemporary meaning. 

□ Spreading information on the element around the world will guarantee worldwide recognition and value. 

□ It will allow people belonging to different cultures to know more about the element and those who transmit it.  

□ It will heighten awareness of the importance of safeguarding the element on local, national and international levels. 

□ It will help build mutual understanding among different communities, and inspire them to collaborate in safeguarding efforts. 

□ It will encourage pride and respect for one's own culture. 

□ It will greatly increase public and media awareness of UNESCO's activities, including the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage. 

□ Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

(3)  International assistance, media coverage and government policies

□ Inscription will increase national support towards safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will increase support from local governments.

□ It will increase support from other related organizations.

□ It will bring public relations support from national and local governments, and other organizations. 

□ It will enable more publicity, visibility and recognition via modern media and multi-lingual publications, and facilitating exchanges, overcoming language and distance. 

□ It will further prioritize the preservation of intangible cultural heritage within the policy, and increase investment.

□ It will encourage international cooperation on the preservation and transmission of intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will invigorate creative endeavors by providing opportunities for international exchange of intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will deepen international communities' understanding on intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will ensure that intangible cultural heritage can be a vehicle for sustainable development and economic progress. 

□ Publicizing the element's diversity on an international level makes people more tolerant toward different cultures and ways of life. 

□ Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

(4)  Encouraging national and international dialogue

□ Inscription will encourage national and international projects on the preservation of intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will encourage national and international projects on the dissemination of intangible cultural heritage.

□ It will encourage national and international research activities concerning intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will heighten awareness of the sustainable development, on national and international levels. 

□ It will help to promote exchanges between different regions with similar elements of intangible cultural heritage, both in and outside of the country. 

□ It will increase opportunities for elements of intangible cultural heritage to be displayed or performed internationally. 

□ It will encourage international dialogue about the impact of tourism on intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will encourage international research on appropriate measures to take in order to safeguard intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will encourage worldwide comparative research on elements of intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will stimulate dialogue among specialists in the world on intangible cultural heritage. 

□ It will stimulate dialogue among different cultures of the international community. 

□ It will stimulate dialogue related to the functions and meanings of culture in modern society. 

□ Increased dialogue will encourage the emergence of new cultural networks across national borders. 

□ It will allow deeper respect and dialogue among communities, groups and individuals.

□ It will offer opportunities for people to come together, and contribute to a deeper understanding of equality and freedom worldwide. 

□ It will encourage inter- and intra-cultural dialogue and understanding which will help to bring peace and reconciliation worldwide. 

□ Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

Points to note:  Criterion R.2 describes how an element inscribed on the Representative List can contribute to the visibility and awareness of intangible cultural heritage in general.  However, much of the contributions are quite similar and it is difficult to differentiate them among each nomination.  To give an example, we analyzed the contributions made by all the 76 nominations inscribed on the Representative List last year, and divided them into 4 categories.  This makes it easier to see what criterion R.2 should contain, and by referring to the "other significant points" section, understand what really is a characteristic contribution unique to the element. 
3.  Safeguarding measures (cf. Criterion R.3)

(1)  Current and recent measures to safeguard the element by communities, groups or individuals concerned.  Please tick those that apply.

□Successor training 
□Documentation

□Documentation films

□Tool/costume repair 
□Tool/costume production


□Rehearsal space 
□Performance space
□Space for visits

□Financial aid 

□Human aid 

□Office functions

□Other

□Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

(2)  Proposed safeguarding measures by communities, groups or individuals concerned. 

Please tick safeguarding measures proposed. 

□Successor training 
□Documentation

□Documentation films

□Tool/costume repair 
□Tool/costume production


□Rehearsal space 
□Performance space
□Space for visits

□Financial aid 

□Human aid 

□Office functions

□Other

□Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

□Safeguarding measures that might be necessary to ensure the viability of the element in the face of heightened public awareness, as a consequence of the inscription on the Representative List (not to exceed 200 words).

(3)  Current and proposed safeguarding measures by the State(s) Party(ies). 

Please tick current measures in place:  

□Successor training 
□Documentation

□Documentation films

□Tool/costume repair 
□Tool/costume production


□Rehearsal space 
□Performance space
□Space for visits 

□Financial aid 

□Human aid 

□Office functions

□Other

□Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

Please tick safeguarding measures proposed:

□Successor training 
□Documentation

□Documentation films

□Tool/costume repair 
□Tool/costume production


□Rehearsal space 
□Performance space
□Space for visits

□Financial aid 

□Human aid 

□Office functions

□Other

□Other significant points (not to exceed 200 words) 

4.  Community participation and consent in the nomination process (cf. Criterion R.4)

a.  Participation of communities, groups and individuals in the nomination process (not to exceed 500 words).

b   Free, prior and informed consent to the nomination as well as a statement that the community recognizes the element as part of their cultural heritage.［Brief and objective as possible, not to exceed 200 words.］
c.  Respect for customary practices governing access. 

5. Inclusion of the elements in an inventory (cf. Criterion R. 5)

Representative List - reducing the workload for evaluation

The primary purpose of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage is "to safeguard the intangible cultural heritage" as per Article 1 (a). 

The "Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity" aims to "ensure better visibility of the intangible cultural heritage and awareness of its significance" and "encourage dialogue which respects cultural diversity" as per Section 1 of the Convention's Article 16.  This is one of many key functions, but does not have a top priority. When drawing up the Representative List, it is also important to avoid any unnecessary excess work.  Below are some suggestions as to how this could be done: 

1.  2 countries from the Subsidiary Body instead of 6 examine each nomination, make a decision, and confirm it at a meeting involving all 6 countries.  

This will greatly reduce the overall workload of the nomination process.

Equality can be guaranteed during the examination because 6 countries will eventually confirm the decisions. 

The 6 countries' examination is based on particular “criteria for inscription”, so there will be no big difference in how the nominations are examined.  

Even if some countries make extremely different decisions, an overall confirmation of these will still guarantee equality. 

2.  Change the style of the nomination form, reduce overall quantity and make it easier to check objectively whether the nominations conform to the “criteria for inscription”. 

This will reduce the workload for States Parties making nominations, the secretariat, Subsidiary Body and intergovernmental panel. 

More objective decisions can be made on whether an element can be inscribed, and any disputes surrounding the decision can be avoided. 

Any extra work that may arise and affect the nominations as a result of language ability can be reduced. 

Less developed countries that may have weaker organisational strength will be able to nominate more easily, which in turn will improve the regional balance of the Representative List. 

It will also be possible for these countries to become part of the Subsidiary Body.
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List

(18 months) 

Urgent 

Safeguarding 

List 

(20 months)

Good Practices

(Article 18) 

International 

Assistance up to 

US $  25,000 

International 

Assistance  

Greater than  

US $  25,000 

NGO 

Accreditation

June 2011

July 2011

August 2011

September 2011

October 2011

November 2011

December 2011

January 2012

February 2012

March 2012

April 2012

May 2012

Statutory Meetings

June 2010
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April 2011

May 2011
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July 2012
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September 2012
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December 2012

January 2013

February  2013

March 2013

April 2013

May 2013
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June 2013

Ex

Ex

GC

Ex

Ex

Ex

Ex

UNESCO

B

GA

B

C

B

C

GA

B

B

B

C

B

B

B

CONVENTION

EXAMINATION

SB

M

E

ME
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ME
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WG
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Programme 

Execution

35 C/5 (2010-2011) 

 RP  : 3.4 million  /    Exb  : 17 million (received & expected)

34 C/5   RP : 2.9 million /    Exb : 15 million

 





















36 C/5 (2012–2013)






















































































































































































































































Concept of the proposed revisions to Form ICH-02





More focus on safeguarding ICH by reducing workload for RL examinations. 

Inscription of many diverse elements on RL will make ICH more visible.

				Current Form ICH-02		Proposed revision 

				Difficult to find information on whether the element conforms with the Criteria or not. 		Easy to find the information for the examination and to judge more objectively. 

		Style



Example		Free description 
　・Full expression. 
　・More detailed explanations. 
　・More workload when writing, reading  and using the form. 
　・Varied examination results depending    on examiner 		Selection from list + additional description when needed
　・Fixed expression. 
　・Easy to find the element’s special features.
　・Easier to write, read and use. 
　・Facilitates more objective examinations. 

				Free description containing 9 points 		Selection from list* + brief explanations on given questionnaire

				Free description 		Selection from list* + additional explanation when needed

				Free description		Selection from list* + additional explanation when needed



・RL examination workload 

greatly reduced. 

・More inscription of diverse 

elements on RL

International cultural exchange through the promotion of ICH protection. 











R.1 The element constitutes ICH as a definition. 

R.2 Contribution to visibility

R.3 Safeguarding     measures

*The list is based on the Convention, Operational Directives and all inscribed elements in 2009.  





High examination costs. Number of examinations must be limited to achieve sustainable management.
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