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Excerpts of the draft summary records of the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (28 September to 2 October 2009, Abu Dhabi)
1. At its third session (Istanbul, Turkey, 4 to 8 November 2008), and in conformity with paragraph 23 of the Operational Directives, the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage established a Subsidiary Body responsible for the examination of nominations for inscription on the Representative List in 2009 and 2010 (Decision 3.COM 11). The body consists of Estonia, Kenya, Mexico, Republic of Korea, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates.

2. At its fourth session (Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, 28 September to 2 October 2009), the Committee for the first time inscribed elements on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity. For the first cycle of nominations to the Representative List in 2009, a total of 34 States Parties submitted 111 nominations, of which 108 were national and three were multi-national. The Subsidiary Body examined these nominations and found that 76 satisfied the criteria for inscription set out in the Operational Directives. The Committee accordingly inscribed those 76 elements, nominated by a total of 27 States Parties, on the List.
3. During its examination of the nominations, the Subsidiary Body encountered a number of difficulties with its heavy workload and noticed a number of deficiencies in the existing Directives. As the Body noted in its report to the Committee, Document ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev., the large number of nominations submitted in the first cycle ‘poses a substantial challenge to the quality with which the Committee, the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat can carry out their respective responsibilities’. In its Decision 4.COM 1.SUB 6, the Subsidiary Body consequently recommended a number of revisions to the Operational Directives concerning the Representative List intended to address that critical concern by limiting the number of nominations to be examined in a given cycle. Other amendments proposed by the Subsidiary Body concerned the modification of certain deadlines, the possibility of deferring a nomination to a subsequent cycle, and a mechanism to facilitate multinational inscriptions. 
4. The Committee in its turn noted an imbalance between the three lists of the Convention, with a pronounced interest in favour of the Representative List, and comparatively little interest for the Urgent Safeguarding List and the register of good practices (Article 18). However, it was apparent early in its debates that the Committee was not prepared to adopt all of the amendments to the Operational Directives proposed by its Subsidiary Body. In order to seek the widest possible consensus and make the greatest possible progress towards a solution, the Chairperson of the fourth session of the Committee, H.E. Mr Awad Ali Saleh (United Arab Emirates), convened an open ended intergovernmental working group to examine the issues raised by the Subsidiary Body. 

5. This open ended intergovernmental working group met twice during the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee in Abu Dhabi. For information, the draft summary records of the debates of the open ended working group, together with the preceding and subsequent debates of the Committee itself in plenary, are provided below, despite not yet having been approved by the Intergovernmental Committee.

6. The Committee considered it important and urgent to find appropriate solutions prior to the third session of the General Assembly in June 2010, and therefore decided that the open ended intergovernmental working group should continue its work and be asked to reflect upon improvements that could be brought about, based on the experience of the first cycle of implementation, and to present a report of its conclusions to a working group to be established by the General Assembly.

Debates of the Committee and of the open-ended intergovernmental working group concerning possible amendments to the 
Operational Directives proposed by the Subsidiary Body
 [Wednesday 30 September 2009, 10 – 10.30 am]

DEBATE OF THE COMMITTEE RELATED TO ITEM 13 OF THE AGENDA: 

EVALUATION OF THE NOMINATIONS FOR INSCRIPTION ON THE REPRESENTATIVE LIST OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE OF HUMANITY 

Documents
ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2

ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/19

ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/INF.6

Decision
4.COM 19
1. The Chairperson of the Committee, Mr Awad Ali Saleh (United Arab Emirates), opened the morning’s debates by reporting on the just-concluded meeting of the Bureau. At the close of Tuesday’s debates, the Rapporteur of the Subsidiary Body, Mr Silverse Anami (Kenya) had presented his oral report on the work of the Subsidiary Body, drawn from his written report (ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/INF.6). The Chairperson reported that the Bureau wished to propose to the Committee that the Chairperson convene an open-ended working group, including both States Members of the Committee and States Parties observers, to consider the report of the Subsidiary Body and particularly a number of its recommendations for possible amendments to the Operational Directives that would be examined by the Committee under item 19 of the agenda. The open-ended working group would convene later that same day, the Chairperson suggested, in order that it might begin to examine these issues before they came before the Committee for formal debate the following day. 

2. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Ms Kristin Kuutma (Estonia) thanked the Bureau for its suggestion of a working group, which indicated that the Bureau had given serious attention to the work that the Subsidiary Body had done, looking at it with an eye to try to improve the system. But it seemed to the delegation from Estonia that it would nevertheless be a good idea to have a general debate so that all the members of the Committee can have a say in this rather important subject. The issues, the delegation continued, bear upon the future of the Convention and require careful concern for cultural practices and for the people who are there behind those cultural practices, for whom they are their focus and core of life and of identity. The delegation concluded that it would be a good idea to have a general debate before moving on.
3. The delegation from Mexico concurred in the opinion of Estonia, recalling not only the immensely detailed report of the Rapporteur on the results of the intense work that the Subsidiary Body had been doing between November and the end of May, but also recalling the remarks of the Representative of the Director-General at the opening of the session. Taking all of that into account, and given the immense complexity of the task ahead in ensuring the future credibility of this Convention – one that is extremely important to all of the States that have signed it – the delegation called for the Committee to take stock. The delegation supported the idea to have a general debate this morning, in order to define what the main issues to be discussed will be. We know that this is an inexhaustible discussion, the delegation continued, so it suggested having a first round of debate with a view to ultimately defining an ad hoc working group to further that discussion so that they can then  be resolved on Friday. The delegation concluded by noting that this general debate is very important.
4. The Chairperson clarified that the Committee would formally debate the recommendation of the Subsidiary Body under item 19, concerning possible amendments to the Operational Directives. The question at hand was whether to have a preliminary discussion of the Rapporteur’s report by the Committee at this time, or whether to defer the discussion to an open-ended working group. The question was not whether the Committee would debate these issues, the Chairperson explained, but simply a question of when. 

5. Although the delegation from Hungary supported the suggestion of Estonia and Mexico, the delegation from India reiterated the proposal of the Bureau and Chairperson. Expressing a willingness to follow the Committee’s consensus about how best to organize its work, the delegation explained that the proposal of an open-ended working group arose because the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body could not be accepted by one important regional group, the Asia-Pacific group. The Asia-Pacific region, the delegation continued, has a huge intangible cultural heritage and looks upon the Representative List as a means by which to save these elements from extinction. While they have every sympathy for the work and the burden of the Secretariat, the Asia-Pacific States find that a limitation of two or three nominations per country each year in order to relieve the burden of work of the Secretariat is not an elegant solution. The delegation concluded by expressing its willingness to debate the issues in plenary, or in an open-ended working group, as the Committee might decide; the Asia-Pacific group is ready for a general debate at any time.

6. The delegation from Croatia lent its support to the proposal of the Bureau, the Chairperson and the delegation from India to convene an open-ended working group. Similarly, the delegation from the Central African Republic expressed sympathy with the concerns expressed by Mexico and Estonia, and agreed with the idea of a general debate, but saw that coming more appropriately when the Committee would turn to agenda item 19 and its review of specific amendments.

7. The delegation from Viet Nam also endorsed the suggestion of the Bureau and the Chairperson. Acknowledging the necessity to have a general debate on the report presented by the Subsidiary Body, the delegation explained that it would itself have a number of remarks concerning the report to be raised during the general debate. But the small disagreement between some of the Committee Members concerns when to have that general debate. The delegation recalled that the timetable called for the Committee to proceed to the evaluation of the nominations, and also foresaw a general debate later on the reports. More importantly, the delegation advocated, the Committee should evaluate all the nominations, and, once having adopted those nominations, can see what are the imbalances or problems those nominations posed. The delegation wondered how the Committee could have a general debate before proceeding to evaluate the nominations, and concluded that the suggestion of the Bureau could save time and lay a better foundation for the discussion of agenda item 19. The delegation from Cyprus concurred fully in the opinions expressed by Viet Nam.
8. The delegation from Gabon found that the proposal to have an open-ended working group was a very relevant one. That working group could come up with recommendations drawn from the reports of the Subsidiary Body, and then those recommendations would necessarily be reviewed in a general debate in plenary session. The delegation thus supported the idea of setting up an open-ended working group to work on this issue. 
9. The delegation from Peru reported having listened very carefully to the report made the previous day by the Rapporteur of the Subsidiary Body, as well as to the positions expressed by the various States Parties. The assessment of the Subsidiary Body with regard to the possibility of modifying the system for submitting nominations to the Representative List is very important, the delegation continued, concurring with the proposal for an open-ended working group as a good way of starting off the debate on this point. The delegation emphasized the need to think very carefully about how to change the Operational Directives, suggesting that the debate should include all of the States Parties, because there remained very little time in this fourth session and a very heavy agenda still to complete. Urging the Committee not to take a final decision hastily during the three days ahead, the delegation suggested a consultation over the coming months with all of the States Parties having ratified the Convention, and then initiating a debate, maybe through the Subsidiary Body or maybe through an extraordinary meeting of the Committee, or even through an extraordinary meeting of the General Assembly in plenary. That could allow a decision that could truly improve the nomination process without necessarily limiting nominations, by finding some mechanism to ensure geographical representativity of all countries or regions of the globe, without acting over-hastily. The delegation wished to find a solution that satisfies all regions involved in the process. Recalling the remarks of the Representative of the Director-General and the Chairperson of the General Assembly at the opening of the session, the delegation reiterated that the future of the Convention is very closely linked with the idea of resolving the representativity on the Representative List. The delegation concluded by calling upon the Committee to continue the debate well beyond this session, so as to be sure of taking the appropriate decision. 

10. The Chairperson brought the discussion to a close by summarizing the consensus that the Committee was committed to having a general debate, in the context of agenda item 19. The proposal of an open-ended working group was intended to facilitate the Committee’s general debate, when its time came. We can use this opportunity to come to a better solution, the Chairperson explained, emphasizing the need for patience. The open-ended working group would allow all States Parties to join in the discussion, thus allowing the Committee to benefit from their experience and opinions. The Chairperson concluded by announcing that the open-ended working group would convene that evening, at the end of the plenary session. 
[Wednesday 30 September 2009, 5.45 – 8 pm]

DEBATE OF THE OPEN ENDED INTERGOVERNMENTAL WORKING GROUP 
Documents
ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2

ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/19

ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/INF.6

Decision
4.COM 19
11. The Chairperson of the Committee, Mr Awad Ali Saleh (United Arab Emirates), thanked all the participants of the working group for accepting the Committee’s invitation to take on this mission dealing with Representative List inscriptions, the nature of the Subsidiary Body and its work, as well as the workload of the Secretariat. The Chairperson mentioned the apprehension from some Member States that there is an intention to establish a new regulation that would spoil the soul of the Convention or contradict the existing procedures. 
12. The delegation from India, on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group as its Vice-Chairperson, spoke of its highest respect for the work of the Subsidiary Body and the recommendations made in good faith after the first cycle of nominations. She noted the outstanding presentation of its work made by the Rapporteur of the Body, Mr Silverse Anami (Kenya), thanked in particular its Chairperson, Ms Kristin Kuutma (Estonia), and the Vice-Chairperson, Mr Francisco Lopez Morales (Mexico). The delegation understood the huge burden placed on the Secretariat, regretted that States Parties had been unable to provide sufficient support through the Organization’s planning and budgeting processes, and agreed that this issue should be substantively discussed. The delegation spoke of the willingness of ASPAC members to provide extra budgetary funding to help alleviate the burden of work in order to deal efficiently with the files. The delegation welcomed the Subsidiary Body’s suggestion that members be refreshed at every Committee meeting, and concluded that the burden should not fall to only six colleagues.
13. The delegation from India further spoke of the shared concerns voiced by other States Parties in informal talks held with the African Group in particular, and stated that the Convention was the brain child of Africa and Asia as developing countries faced globalization and the ensuing fear of losing their intangible cultural heritage (ICH); the Representative List would help gather funds, sensitize communities, and bring about alternative lifestyles to nurture that heritage. It is the belief of developing countries that ICH, based on oral tradition, is totally different from tangible heritage, which is based on outstanding universal value, and the Representative List therefore does not have the same intended purpose as the World Heritage List. Therefore, when we hear people say that the list is unbalanced, the delegation continued, this causes great concern. The delegation spoke of the imbalance of ICH around the world, but noted that if a country has more ICH it should not be seen as a handicap. The delegation spoke of concerns voiced in ASPAC where there was a general feeling that ASPAC was being made to feel that it is swamping the Representative List with nominations, when that is not our intention and we simply want to exercise the sovereign right that we have under the Convention to put these items onto the List so that they can be saved. If we impose an artificial limit per country, by the time you inscribe 15% of India’s heritage, the rest would have disappeared, and that was not the intention of the drafters of the Convention. If Africa is not represented on the Representative List today, it will be here tomorrow: ASPAC would provide the assistance and experience necessary so that Africa can be fully represented. African delegations do not wish that Asian heritage should not be inscribed, while they are in the process of bringing their own heritage to be inscribed.
14. The delegation from India further informed the participants that the ASPAC Chairman, the Ambassador and Permanent Delegate of Japan, had written a letter proposing that, due to the sensitivity of the issues, a meeting of experts be held before the next session of the Committee in order to come up with recommendations to be discussed in the Committee. The delegation noted that the recommendations would have to be submitted to State Parties because only they could decide on Operational Directives; the Subsidiary Body did not have the mandate to make any changes to the Operational Directives, they could only make recommendations. The delegation believed that the time is not opportune and drew attention to the draft decision circulated that read, ‘decides to establish an ad hoc consultative body under Article 8.3 of the Convention to find the best solution to the issue and report it to the Committee for deliberations, and requests the Secretariat, in consultation with the Chairperson of the Committee, to convene a meeting of the Consultative Body in the form of an open-ended inter-governmental experts meeting for the fifth session of the Committee’. The delegation concluded by suggesting that if the Secretariat drafted a separate decision explaining its difficulties in dealing with the large number of Representative List and Urgent Safeguarding List requests and attached a costing, then ASPAC would come up with the extrabudgetary funding to support the Secretariat for this work. 
15. The Chairperson thanked the delegation from India and confirmed that he had read the letter from Japan, and that the proposal would be discussed in the present debate. 
16. The delegation from Italy thanked the Subsidiary Body for its tremendous work and recalled that it had previously inquired whether a general debate would be held on the Subsidiary Body’s report, which is a very important and useful document. As it provided guidance on how the Convention can be put into practice, it can be used when facing the task of putting together nominations, as it described such concepts as commercialization, modernization and revitalization, and their interpretation, and also dealt with religion, the necessity of a safeguarding plan, and obtaining authorization from the community. The delegation did not concur in all the suggestions made by the Subsidiary Body but agreed that some elements were important. One of the practical suggestions on how to put the Convention into practice was reflected in one of the proposals to amend the Operational Directives, which read, ‘States Parties may submit no more than three nominations within each annual cycle’, which the delegation understood is problematic. On the one hand, the spirit of the Convention is to be as inclusive as possible – the Convention does not seek outstanding, exceptional qualities, as seen in the World Heritage Convention, but representativeness. So we want to be as inclusive as possible to accept any nominations that qualify as representative of the intangible cultural heritage. On the other hand, there are practical problems, as there is a maximum number of nominations the Subsidiary Body can process every year. Without any limits, the Subsidiary Body will be incapable of carrying out its work because it cannot allocate requisite time to evaluate the nominations, which would not be in the spirit of the Convention. The delegation from Italy suggested that providing greater technical and financial resources could solve the practical problems, but that a limit to the number of nominations was inevitable if those problems could not be solved. We are not facing a theoretical problem, the delegation concluded, but a practical problem of workload and the capacities of human beings who serve on the Subsidiary Body, and we want them to be able to do their work well, not constrained by a lack of time; we therefore need practical solutions to a practical problem.
17. The delegation from Japan regretted that its letter had not yet been widely distributed. It appreciated the dedication of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, and fully agreed with the necessity of reducing their operational workload. The delegation continued that the proposal to limit the number of annual nominations per country to three was, however, contrary to the spirit of the Convention with the result that each nominating country would inevitably have to select particular ICH elements over others with the result that the diversity of ICH may be difficult to retain. He recalled that each element of ICH nominated for the Representative List is related to a community, group or individual and that, through a long series of discussions, it has been agreed that the value of ICH cannot be differentiated. The equal value of all ICH is one of the most important principles in the process of implementing the Convention. The delegation concluded by saying that other appropriate measures should be considered before deciding on the easy solution of restricting the number of nominations, and hence its proposal to establish an ad hoc consultative body to address this issue. Since inscriptions on the Representative List have just begun, we should not draw hasty conclusions without sufficient discussion.
18. The delegation from Brazil remarked on the excellent reports of the Subsidiary Body and sympathized with the workload of the Subsidiary Body and the Committee in assessing the large number of nominations in this first round of inscriptions, which is a testimony to the importance of the Convention and the responsibility of governments to identify valuable elements that merit inclusion on the Representative List. The delegation acknowledged that guidance should be provided to those officials tasked with completing the nomination forms. It nevertheless felt that limiting the number of words contained within them may affect the quality of information and thus the assessment of the nomination. The delegation also noted that the pace of presenting nominations is problematic. The delegation recalled that the responsibility for adopting Operational Guidelines in the implementation of the Convention was incumbent on the General Assembly. The Committee has the responsibility and duty to propose a set of guidelines to the General Assembly for consideration and adoption, and it was in the implementation of the guidelines already adopted that difficulties were faced such that the issues evoked in the report should be brought to the attention of the Assembly. The delegation thanked the delegation from India and Japan for their proposal. Nonetheless, it is procedurally incorrect to forestall the examination by the General Assembly of this issue until 2012, as proposed in the letter of Japan, the delegation concluded, urging that the Assembly should take a decision in 2010 on how to proceed.
19. The delegation from France recalled that the Convention is still young, that the problems encountered need to be addressed and resolved, but there is still time to correct those problems.  The Delegation summarized the three problems identified during the debate. The first issue was the enormous amount of work of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body, the latter having done remarkable work in examining the nominations that deserves our congratulations. We need to try to resolve the workload of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body, but there are also issues of principle, the delegation continued. There is the matter of the imbalance in the Lists – the Convention was created first and foremost to protect elements in urgent need of safeguarding and at risk of disappearing, and we need to look at the balance between the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List. The third issue was the imbalance of nominations. The French delegation was not in favour of quotas or limited numbers of nominations, which they believed were not in the spirit of the Convention, and although easy to implement would accentuate the imbalances and were thus not a long-term solution. The delegation was happy to note the large number of nominations from the Asia-Pacific region and stressed that this issue was not whether one region had submitted too many nominations but was rather the lack of nominations from certain regions, particularly Africa but also Latin America and the Caribbean, which are known to have extremely rich ICH. The delegation recalled the comment by India and reiterated that the Convention was established to recognize ICH not recognized by other conventions. The delegation agreed that the issues were difficult and complex and that decisions should not be taken in the heat of the moment. The delegation concluded by supporting the proposal by ASPAC, and formalized in the letter from Japan, to establish an ad hoc group to discuss these issues that would be open to all States Parties. 
20. The delegation from Mexico stressed the importance of this delicate issue as part of the process of work to be carried out in the immediate future, as we are at a crossroads here. This came as no surprise, especially to those who contributed to the process from the beginning. The delegation agreed with the comments made so far, and reiterated the spirit of openness of the Convention, reminding the participants that the issue was not about outstanding universal value but an appreciation of the two lists: the Representative List for viable and living heritage, which may suffer from a lack of visibility, and on the other hand the Urgent Safeguarding List for threatened ICH. As a member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation spoke of the heated debates that took place over the months regarding what should be done to deal with the practical problems of the heavy workload, and the general capacity as human beings to rise to the expectations placed by the Committee and by the States Parties submitting nominations. The delegation made reference to the report [Report by the Rapporteur on the meetings of the Subsidiary Body for the examination of nominations to the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/INF.6] distributed the previous day [29 September] and said that care should be exercised in the use of certain words, for example the use of ‘limitations’, and that there was a need to find a more flexible word. At the same time it is necessary to take some practical measures to ensure that the Convention evolves towards that same spirit of openness that befits an intergovernmental process. We have a huge responsibility, the delegation emphasized, and we need to take steps now to adjust our processes so we may assume the responsibilities placed upon us, particularly so that we may deal with the nominations submitted for 2010. The imbalance of the nominations was in part due to the fact that not all regions possess the same means at their disposal. The delegation agreed that Latin America has a rich ICH but countries often lack the means to set up a national inventory of ICH. Work had to be undertaken to define how best to work with States Parties sharing similar cultural characteristics. We need to make a clearly defined and targeted effort to help countries in this process, the delegation noted, or there would be no way to improve things. The delegation mentioned the fundamental need to help communities – as practitioners of ICH – from the very beginning in order to complete nomination files, which will ultimately help achieve balanced lists. We need to set up a relationship of trust from the very outset, the delegation concluded. 
21. The Chairperson thanked the delegation for its useful intervention and spirit of openness, especially its insights as a member of the Subsidiary Body. 
22. The delegation from Morocco agreed on the establishment of a group of experts to tackle these issues. The delegation recognized the excellent work and tireless efforts of the Subsidiary Body, and raised the point of representativeness from an anthropological point of view, noting that everything in culture is important as a testament to humanity irrespective of the form of the particular ICH element. The delegation then raised a few points for consideration: does the inscription guarantee viability and continuity of the element in question? Do we want a list of representative examples of national ICH or a near exhaustive inventory of the intangible elements of human culture? What kind of visibility do we want? Do we want to base our work on the World Heritage Convention, or do we agree that the two Conventions are different? The work of the Subsidiary Body and the examiners deserved recognition in order to provide them with the best conditions, with clear methodology and guidelines in order for communities to understand how the work is prepared, carried out and presented to the Committee. The delegation concluded that safeguarding was at the heart of the Convention, which moreover was in the title of the Convention, confirming the common purpose. 
23. The delegation from the Central African Republic shared the views of the previous delegations and congratulated the Subsidiary Body for its excellent work despite the heavy workload. The delegation supported the proposal of India and Japan to set up a group to discuss possible limitations, which is a major concern and one that cannot be dealt with quickly, even when faced with an imbalance, notably in the African continent.

24. The delegation from Senegal noted the difficulties encountered and observed that it was important not to confuse effects with causes or to react immediately, but there were multiple causes and it was important to take time to reflect before coming to a decision. Whether it is a working group or a consultative body, we need to be very clear about its terms of reference. The delegation understood however the reactions of some delegations to the issue of imbalance, stating that limiting nominations is not a solution in itself; it is an effect not a cause, and the underlying causes should be closely looked at in the regions of origin. The fundamental approach is the methodology to be adopted so as to ensure a sustainable solution to the problem in the long term.
25. The delegation from Kenya spoke as a member of the Subsidiary Body having experienced at first hand the intricacies of the process and the challenges to everyone involved, including the submitting States Parties, and stressed that the details outlined in the Rapporteur’s report were necessary so that the Committee could share the experiences of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat as well as the root causes of the challenges. Speaking as a member of the Committee and a State Party with rich ICH, the delegation explained that States Parties, especially from Africa, have challenges not least due to financial expenses, a lack of capacity, and a general lack of understanding, even on the part of the States Parties themselves. It is therefore important to consider the need to sensitize all the players. As it is governments that have the responsibility of raising awareness, of connecting this forum to the communities who are the creators and bearers of ICH, it is important to interact with governments in order to sensitize them and make them understand their role in creating awareness. The delegation emphasized that working with communities posed a challenge, and wondered whether priority should not be given to capacity-building so that highly sensitized officials at government level can carry the message to the communities, working patiently with them and at their pace and in their styles in order to produce quality files. This would, the delegation noted, be done at a price. The delegation added that directing resources towards capacity-building would help develop quality nomination files, which would consequently save valuable time spent by the Secretariat seeking clarifications. The Subsidiary Body could also save a lot of time if capacity-building was thoroughly done in the field. The delegation continued by supporting action to enhance capacity-building and limiting nominations so we are not dealing with multiple problems at the same time. There is also the need to ensure the credibility of the lists, and to ensure that the Representative List is representative. The delegation hoped that those States Parties that had not yet submitted nominations are already in the process of safeguarding their ICH. The delegation raised a further point about the deferral of a nomination, highlighting that such a nomination is not refused and waiting for four years to be resubmitted. The delegation concluded by emphasizing its support for a limitation of nominations – not to one, but to three nominations, with an exception for multinational nominations and with no limitation on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
26. The delegation from Turkey recalled the proposal by India and Japan for a meeting of experts, which, although useful, would benefit from first listening to the experiences of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body, which met twice to evaluate 111 nominations containing more than 20 pages each, with 10 minutes of video and 10 photos. The delegation recalled the six-month period during which it worked exclusively on the nomination files, and observed that the issue was less about funds and more about capacity, and the difficulty in finding experts to examine the files. At the very beginning of the Convention, it is not easy for us to find experts to examine nominations. The delegation also noted the lack of multinational files. The issue is the capacity of the Subsidiary Body; if we insist there should be no limitations, the delegation concluded, we must find another way for the Subsidiary Body to do its work more easily.
27. The Chairperson raised the point that in the current cycle it was already difficult for the Subsidiary Body to carry out evaluations on 111 nominations, which would only increase if there were more nominations in the next cycle. If every State submitted only three nominations, there would still be more than 300, and it would not be possible to deal with them. The Chairperson further noted that if some States Parties were to bring three nominations and others none at all this might result in a manageable number for the Subsidiary Body.
28. The delegation from Zimbabwe shared its observations from Southern Africa regarding the Representative List and the demands for video and photographic evidence, which countries consider as not being worth the effort given their economic situation. The delegation noted that some countries are prepared to simply send an inventory, but the delegation urged that examiners be sent to the country concerned to ensure that inventories correctly reflect their ICH. Providing a nomination for every element is a serious financial burden where simply photocopying 10 copies of the nomination form costs US$25 in a country where a civil servant earns US$100 per month, and this is obviously difficult to justify; money should be spent on inventories rather than on producing videos. The delegation added that as some communities do not want to be videoed as they are part of a secret society, a lot of time is spent seeking permission and the approval of the local community. Moreover, this was hampered by the legacy of colonialism that made these communities wary of the use of documentation. The delegation highlighted the dilemma of coming up with a mechanism that does not necessarily translate easily in another part of the world. As regards the Urgent Safeguarding List, there would be no problem in the identification of these elements, but the Directives require that we must first produce an inventory, in communities where we have no computers to produce such inventories. The delegation supported the idea of having a Committee of experts, as proposed by India and Japan, to look at the realities at the ground level. We are not necessarily interested in limiting those that can present nominations to the Representative List, the delegation concluded, because we are more worried about those elements that are about to disappear.
29. The Chairperson drew attention to the problems faced: the capacity of the Subsidiary Body to cope with an unlimited number of files, the question of geographical balance and the real difficulties faced by certain countries to establish nominations for the Representative List. He questioned whether countries with the capacity to list their ICH should have to wait before difficulties in other countries are resolved, even as the Committee recognizes its responsibility to address those difficulties.  
30. The delegation from Bulgaria supported the proposal for an expert group and stressed that in the near future a body would need to be established in order to deal with the problems that arise. The first idea evoked was the preparation of a decision by an expert group to be put forward at the General Assembly. The delegation recalled and agreed with the comments made by Senegal and Turkey to draw on the experience already obtained, which could be the point of departure for the work of the future expert group, which should not start from scratch. The delegation reiterated the principle of geographic balance so often advocated by India, which should remain a key area of work for the expert group. 
31. The delegation from Italy presented some reflections on how to proceed and noted that it was impossible in the present Committee session to take a decision on limiting the number of nominations. The fact that the Asia-Pacific group could not accept the suggestion made by the Subsidiary Body had to be taken into account in order to reach consensus. It was therefore deemed inevitable that a consultative body be established in order to discuss the issue of a nomination limit. The delegation therefore supported in principle the proposal by Japan but with some changes. First, paragraph 4 [future Decision 4.COM 19] stated, ‘acknowledging that the issue requires further intensive discussion’ but as the previous paragraph 4 had been deleted, the issue being referred to was not clear. The delegation therefore proposed to replace paragraph 4 with the following wording, ‘thanking the Subsidiary Body for the clear identification of some problems that could be addressed by amendments of the Operational Guidelines’. The delegation insisted on thanking the Subsidiary Body not only for its recommendations on the nominations but also for having identified very precise issues and for proposing solutions. The Subsidiary Body did not only make a proposal to limit the number of nominations, it came up with other less controversial proposals. For example, the proposal to ‘defer’ or ‘refer’ a nomination that does not fully satisfy all five criteria, where at present the choice must be to inscribe or not to inscribe the nomination; a ‘referral’ of the nomination was considered a better option. The delegation advocated that this recommended amendment be adopted during the present Committee session. The Subsidiary Body also proposed to allow an extension of multinational elements inscribed on the list. The delegation concluded that if the proposal by Japan to create a consultative body is accepted then the Committee should nevertheless adopt the other sensible proposals by the Subsidiary Body at the current session because they should not raise substantive objections. 
32. The delegation from Mali noted that all its concerns had been taken into account but wished to stress some points regarding the text of the Convention with reference to comments made by Senegal and Morocco relating to the trust that Africa places in the Convention to adequately represent its ICH and to fill a void that existed. The delegation reiterated the important of awareness-raising and paid tribute to the patience and ability with which the Committee had tackled this issue. 
33. Speaking as a member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation from the United Arab Emirates thanked the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body and its members as well as the Secretariat for the efforts made, drawing attention to the concerns raised by the Subsidiary Body with regard to the limited time available to examine nominations. There are only 73 days available for this task, and if the Subsidiary Body treated all of the nominations submitted for 2010, each member would have to complete two examinations per day for each of those 73 days. Members of the Subsidiary Body sometimes had to read a nomination three times before reaching a decision on that file. As regards the experts, each State Party represented in the expert group sent four experts to assess the nomination files. No State Party can provide more experts over a period of five months when there is other important work to be carried out in the field. Reiterating the comment made by Turkey, the delegation noted that nothing could be achieved in the field during the several months spent assessing the nomination files. The delegation raised the point of confidentiality and explained that the nomination files cannot be studied by a large number of experts, which would tarnish the Convention’s credibility. If the List is to be completely open, that creates a risk of geographical imbalance. Geographical balance is not simply a question of fairness but should reflect the spirit of the Convention, which is to safeguard the ICH of humanity. If it was simply a matter of resources then States Parties could assist those States with inadequate resources. The delegation surmised that if the situation did not change then there will be 300 nominations to study in the following year and the Secretariat and the Committee would not be able to cope with the work. Therefore there was a sense of urgency to prioritize the approach. The delegation recalled that the Representative List is not an open register, an inventory of all the ICH elements of humanity, but a list that concerns certain elements that participate in the promotion of ICH. The delegation, noting the importance of being practical, concluded by supporting the idea of limiting nominations so that the Subsidiary Body can carry out its work evaluating 100 nominations a year, and spoke in favour of encouraging multinational nomination files.
34. The delegation from Cyprus noted a twofold problem. First and foremost is the issue of limiting the number of nominations per country, which is unfair as a country that is moving quickly should not be hindered if another country moves slowly. To resolve the financial problems faced by certain countries that hampered their submission of nominations, the delegation suggested that those countries in need of assistance could be placed on a list with their requirements so that the Secretariat can ask other countries for technical and/or financial assistance. To ease the work of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation suggested that the members of the Subsidiary Body be divided into several groups and asked that States Parties appoint more specialists and designate people to carry out the work. 
35. The Representative of the Director-General and Assistant Director-General for Culture referred to the work carried out by the Secretariat and the pace and quality of the work under the current conditions. Providing an insight into the Secretariat’s experience, she explained that it could not sustain the previous pace and that additional people needed to be found in order to maintain the quality of the first year’s results. The enormous workload of the Secretariat was met by its determination to achieve success with the first cycle of Representative List nominations. The idea of starting all over again for the next cycle was understandably a daunting prospect. She recalled that it is the role of the representative of the Director-General to raise the alarm when it appears that a Convention is going off track, which was also expressed by the Chairperson of the General Assembly. She further noted the concerns of the States Parties that the lists should be open and that there should be regional representation, with no region taking precedence, which has always been the spirit of the Convention, and yet the contrary appeared to be developing. An imbalance had already established itself and the 2010 edition of the list, the closing date of which had already expired, counted 147 nominations, which would only lead to further imbalance. One region alone accounted for 44% of the Representative List inscriptions, and that imbalance would only increase in the 2010 cycle if all 147 requests are evaluated. The Representative of the Director-General noted the general consensus not to take a hasty decision but instead to allow due time for reflection, and recalled that only the General Assembly can change the Operational Directives and the next General Assembly is set for 2010; nothing can happen before that date. She added that the cycle for the next Representative List was already underway with the Committee session in 2010 still working under the Operational Directives adopted in 2008. She therefore posed the question: what will happen this coming Monday [after the Committee session] with regard to the present working conditions, noting that the Subsidiary Body cannot deal with 147 requests for detailed evaluation? Moreover, the 147 requests would further contribute to the imbalance in the list with the result that redressing this balance will take longer to achieve. She urged the Committee to take temporary measures now while thinking about changing the Operational Guidelines in the future, and highlighted the urgency by asking what the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body can do in the meantime. 
36. In a spirit of pragmatism the Secretary of the Convention outlined the deadlines for the Secretariat. She explained that 31 August was the deadline for submitting nominations to the Representative List and that States Parties will have noticed that even during the Committee session they are receiving letters acknowledging receipt that she sent out as she received and registered the nominations. On 1 November, that is three weeks after the return of the Secretariat to Paris from the Committee session in the United Arab Emirates, the Secretariat should be sending to the submitting States Parties letters requesting additional information on the 147 nominations. This supposes that the Secretariat will have reviewed all 147 files before 25 October so that it can write 147 letters to the State Parties by 1 November requesting additional information and this would simply not be possible. The next deadline, 15 January, allows the States Parties some weeks to respond to the letters the Secretariat is supposed to send on 1 November, but this would also fall by the wayside. That means that the translations that the Secretariat could have set in motion beginning on 15 January to ensure that the Subsidiary Body could start to study the nominations as of the end of January are also not going to be set in motion in time. That means that the Subsidiary Body cannot meet next May [2010] as stated in the Operational Directives and that it will not be able to submit the nomination files to the next Committee in November 2010. She explained this very mechanical chain of events and emphasized that after returning to Paris on Monday [6 October 2009] the Secretariat simply has no time to analyze 147 nomination files, some of which are very complex. She recalled the complexity of multinational files, and one of those involves around 12 States that is going to require considerable assessment work. The Secretariat simply cannot do the work before the end of October. She concluded by appealing to the Committee for instructions on how to deal with this situation. 
37. The delegation from Peru supported the idea of establishing an ad hoc consultative group proposed by Japan to look into two issues. First, the practicalities of how the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat are to process the nominations they receive, and second, the geographical imbalance in representation. The delegation expressed its willingness to trust the ad hoc group to come up with solutions to the first issue but noted that the second issue would present greater difficulty, recalling the remarks made by African delegations, and noting that Latin America encounters similar difficulties. The delegation noted the need for a work plan for safeguarding the nominated ICH, which would involve research and investigative studies, but that this incurred an immediate cost, which is a hurdle for many countries. The delegation added that the consultative group needed to be aware of the realities in countries as well as their financial and capacity limitations. With regard to the draft decision proposed by Japan, the delegation proposed consultations among States Parties prior to the first ad hoc meeting. It is important that the consultative body be aware of what each State Party thinks, so it has a wide view of the problems, and so that it can come up with a range of solutions. The delegation took note of the concerns expressed by the Representative of the Director-General and the Secretary regarding the immediate state of emergency with respect to processing the 147 nominations for 2010 that, having been submitted by the deadline, therefore required immediate solutions that do not call for substantial changes to the Operational Directives, and suggested that a second Subsidiary Body be established, if possible, to divide the work of examining the 147 nominations, and that the timetable of events and deadlines could be modified, as well as the implementation of transitional measures to alleviate the immense difficulties facing the Secretariat and the current Subsidiary Body. Other States Parties would doubtless have additional ideas for coming to their aid, the delegation concluded.
38. The delegation from Jordan reiterated the need to tackle these as well as other issues that may arise in the future. In addition to the workload of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, the major problem seemed to concern the unlimited number of nominations. We need to find a solution, the delegation continued, that is in the spirit of the Convention. The delegation believed that granting priority to elements in developing countries may be feasible, but was not a perfect solution, nor were quotas. Developed countries have greater means to provide highly detailed files whereas this was not the case in other regions such as African and Asia. Solutions therefore should be compatible with expectations of the States Parties, and we should not hurry, the delegation continued. The delegation concluded by reminding the Committee that the Convention is still very young. 
39. The delegation from Estonia, Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, thanked the Chairperson for listening to all the concerns expressed by delegations, and welcomed the States Parties observers for their comments in order that all voices be heard and represented. The delegation reiterated the twofold problems, both practical and essential, and wondered whether only the practical problems should be tackled or the essential problems as well; though it was considered wise to have both in view at the same time. The practical problems refer specifically to the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, and the work of the Subsidiary Body can no doubt be improved in future cycles. The document that has been presented does not take into account that the Subsidiary Body is limited in numbers and if we put extra work on their shoulders, that will not make matters better. Even within the Subsidiary Body a thought process had begun on how best to deal with the workload. However, the delegation highlighted that this would not solve the problem within the Secretariat. All interventions during this working group only address the problems of the Subsidiary Body, without addressing how the work of the Secretariat can be improved. The essential problem of priorities is that more attention has been given to the Representative List than to the Urgent Safeguarding List and therefore the essential goal of the Convention has been put aside. It is not simply a question of being represented on a list, the delegation observed, which is ultimately ephemeral, a momentary act. The criteria for the Representative List were therefore formulated to make the States Parties think and work with the practitioners of culture so that it is not just about one spotlight moment but is in fact serving the common good and the cause of safeguarding ICH. 
40. The delegation referred to the history of the criteria and recalled that the Intergovernmental Committee had worked nearly three years and thus possessed a history in its debates and deliberations, in different approaches, different problems and concerns expressed, and that experience could be gleaned from the work already undertaken. Indeed the Convention is very young, the delegation reiterated, but already a substantial amount of work has been done, marked by careful consideration and deliberation. In the case of the nomination forms, the delegation believed that they could be made easier or less complicated, as referred to in the document, which was one way of tackling the problem so that the Subsidiary Body may not need to go through all the proposals because the forms would be filled in as a sort of list, with a mechanism making the list accessible to all (the delegation’s response to the comment made by Zimbabwe, who stated that lists could also be a burden). This is something we should reflect about: which way do we want to go when thinking about the future of the Lists? We should also call upon the perspectives of those who have previously served on the Committee and may no longer be among us, and in the future some of us will no longer be serving, the delegation noted, emphasizing the importance of continuity in addressing the common good. The delegation emphasized that the Urgent Safeguarding List should be the priority receiving most attention, which is not currently the case. It noted that the Committee had held in-depth discussions regarding the examiners for the Urgent Safeguarding List, as well as international assistance and Article 18, and the core work of capacity building. The problem at hand is still the Representative List and its management. 
41. With reference to the Representative List, the delegation from Estonia continued that it seemed problematic to obtain a concrete result at this time regarding the complicated issue of limitation. The delegation reminded the participants of another aspect of imbalance that not only exists between regions but also inside regions, for example countries of Asia are not equally represented on the Representative List. The delegation deemed it important when speaking about imbalance that the concern of urgent safeguarding should be brought in. The delegation continued that the document prepared by ASPAC and Japan offered a solution in its proposal to establish an ad hoc consultative body, deemed important by many of the Committee members. The delegation agreed with the proposal and concurred with the comments made by Peru that all the States Parties should be included in the consultative body and, in order to be representative in the exchange of opinions, consultation with all States Parties was deemed essential. 

42. The delegation from Estonia then spoke about the immediate problems encountered by the Secretariat: there are limitations in the capacities of the Secretariat and there are no resources at hand to alleviate these incapacities, and therefore there is a need to find a balance between the urge for countries to present as many nominations as possible and the limited capacities for dealing with them. A limitation in nominations seems to be impossible but then there is a limitation in the technical side that is inevitable, and this requires further reflection, the delegation concluded. 
43. The delegation from Brazil returned to the issue of competencies, as this is something that concerns all States Parties, and perhaps the General Assembly should establish a consultative body that could discuss the issue of limitations, as this requires an interpretation of the provisions of the Convention, which only the General Assembly is entitled to do. The delegation believed that many of the recommendations contained in the Subsidiary Body report and Rapporteur’s report were very useful, and encouraged the Committee members to take action on some of those recommendations and make concrete proposals for presentation to the General Assembly, for example in the issue of a deferring mechanism, which Brazil would be ready to accept at the General Assembly. The delegation felt that it was important that the difficulties in implementing the Operational Guidelines be brought to the attention of the General Assembly because the General Assembly adopted the Operational Guidelines and had the responsibility to guide implementation. The delegation concluded by saying that he hoped India and Japan would consider introducing an additional paragraph into their proposal, which would read, ‘submits to the General Assembly for its consideration the report of the Subsidiary Body and the oral report produced by its Rapporteur’, and a second paragraph, ‘recommends to include an item on the provisional agenda of the General Assembly entitled “Assessment of the implementation of the Operational Guidelines”’.
44. Mr Khaznadar, the Chairperson of the second General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention, returned to a point made earlier by the Representative of the Director-General about the future of the Convention and noted that it was up to the General Assembly to review the Operational Guidelines and the timetable. Mr Khaznadar considered that it was likely that an ad hoc body would be established to discuss the various problems and suggest solutions, which would be put before the General Assembly, or perhaps an extraordinary session of the Committee will transmit them to the General Assembly in 2010, thus gaining two years. If an extraordinary session of the Committee were held before the General Assembly in 2010, the resolutions may go through, which will solve the problem in 2011 and following years. Mr Khaznadar agreed with the comments made by the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body [from Estonia] and the clear analysis of the situation. He also agreed with the statement made by the Secretary on behalf of the Secretariat, and understood the seriousness of the situation. He surmised that the long-term problems were likely to be solved in 12 or 18 months time, but that the immediate problem was what to do in the present session to deal with the large number of files for 2010. We need to find the means for the Secretariat to do its work, he continued; perhaps we need to revise the timetable or authorize the Secretariat to deal with only as many nominations as it is able to deal with, as an immediate solution.
45. The Legal Adviser made reference to the measures proposed by the Subsidiary Body and noted that the reactions to those measures were different and each had different legal consequences. The Legal Adviser returned to the problem of limitations with reference to the report by the Subsidiary Body, noting that while he had had some reservations on the text of the report, it was a drafting matter rather than rejecting any discussion on the principle of limitation based on who is competent to decide on such important matters – whether the General Assembly or the Committee, and who can derogate the right of any State to be treated equally when it presents its request for inscription. The Legal Adviser indicated that under normal rules nothing could be changed and applied until approved by the General Assembly. The immediate question was whether the Committee, to which the Subsidiary Body is accountable, can decide on temporary measures to solve a problem by balancing the number of requests with the capacity of examination, which is under the function of the Committee. The Committee can decide, under item 19, to forward to the General Assembly the proposed amendments that nobody has criticized, such as deferral or referral, but limitation is a bigger problem. The Legal Adviser stated that it was legally possible that when examining nominations submitted by States Parties, the Committee could decide to set a low priority on nominations submitted by States in accordance with some objective criteria related to geographical representation or the type of ICH, and those States with no inscriptions could be given priority. Priority is not the same as limitation, and if the criteria were objective, this falls under the competence and functions of the Committee not only in terms of the Operational Directives but also specifically in Article 7 of the Convention. The Committee would be within its competence to take practical measures to address the problems noted by the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, the Legal Adviser concluded. 
46. The delegation from Japan agreed on the necessity of reducing the operational workload of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat, but insisted that focusing on geographical imbalance was not acceptable to Asia and the Pacific region, which has 60% of the world’s population. As the delegation mentioned previously, ICH is related to community, but the demographic consideration was also important, which was why Japan could not accept the proposal for simple measures such as quotas. As regards the proposal made by Italy and supported by Brazil, the delegation agreed that some measures recommended by the Subsidiary Body could be introduced at this time such as the referral or deferral system, which would help the work of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body in its examination work, arguing that ‘referral’ is the correct term. It cited document ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2 paragraph 18, ‘the body wishes to emphasize to States Parties, especially to the community groups and the individuals concerned with the element, that its recommendations not to inscribe an element at the time in no way constitutes a judgment on the merit of the element itself but refers only to the adequacy of information presented in the nomination file’. If the Subsidiary Body wishes to indicate a lack of some information in the nomination file the recommendation should be given in the form of a referral so that the nominator will have clear instructions with the additional information required. The delegation proposed therefore that the term ‘deferral’ used in the proposed amendment of the Operational Directives be changed to ‘referral’.
47. The delegation from Armenia spoke about the wealth of its ICH but also its insufficient financial means despite having mobilized resources for some years. Armenia ratified the Convention, set up a safeguarding plan, and prepared two nominations, one inscribed in 2005 and one submitted for 2010, which is one every five years. The delegation supported the comments made by Kenya, Turkey and Mexico that the Committee needs to enable the Secretariat to focus on reinforcing means in developing countries.
48. The delegation from Indonesia spoke in regard to remarks made by the Representative of the Director-General and the Secretary, and questioned the Secretary on the number of staff members in the ICH Section, and asked, if the Secretariat had to complete the work before it for 2010 under the set timeline, how many workers would be required to complete it? And if the number of staff at the Secretariat remains at the present level, how long would it take to finish the work, the delegation inquired.
49. The delegation from Italy noted two problems: first, to draft a decision that takes on board the proposal from Japan to establish a consultative body to address the issues of amendments to the directives, in particular the question of a limitation of nominations, secondly, possibly to include some proposals to amend the Operational Guidelines on which there was a general consensus such as the question of referral. The delegation believed that together with other interested delegations, a text could be drawn up by the following day [1 November] to be quickly discussed and adopted. The second point concerned the immediate situation facing the Secretariat, which calls for urgent measures, and this problem will not be solved by whatever we might propose to the General Assembly, since those changes would take effect only in 2011. The delegation concurred with the opinion of the Legal Adviser that it is implied in Article 7 of the Convention that the Committee can adopt urgent measures, and suggested that some ideas might be brought to the fore if the working group convened for a second time during the current session. With regard to these two distinct problems – the long term and the immediate ones – the delegation proposed another meeting of this group on the following day to come up with concrete proposals, expressing confidence that the problems could be solved.

50. The Chairperson called for a conclusion and a plan of action with respect to the issues discussed. 
51. The delegation from France offered assistance in coming up with concrete proposals and noted that it appeared that a two-phase process was emerging, first, the establishment of an ad hoc group to provide long-term guidance on the issues discussed, and second, to deal with the emergency situation confronting the Secretariat. There is a matter of principle on which we cannot compromise and that is the matter of equality of States; that is a recognized principle. The delegation rejected the idea of imposing quotas or limitations but conceded that in order to facilitate the work of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body, it was possible, without rejecting any nominations, to agree on priority examination of nomination files coming from States that do not have elements inscribed on the Representative List, or that have few elements inscribed, and this would contribute towards rebalancing the list. The delegation concluded that the draft decision could include, for adoption the following day, such a provision for the forthcoming year. 
52. The Secretary responded to the questions posed by Indonesia that the ICH section comprises sixteen staff, including eleven professionals and five administrative support staff. The immediate problems cannot be resolved simply by increasing the numbers, the Secretary explained, since additional workers could not immediately be operational as a period of several months was necessary to become acquainted with the working methods of the Section, and knowledge of the issues and procedures would be required. The solution would not be to hire thirty more people who would begin next week to process the nominations, the Secretary continued, because we could not properly supervise their work. The Secretary suggested that improvements could be made if it could be ensured that the same people dealt with the requests for additional information, otherwise incorrect analyses and inconsistencies could arise. In response to the question, how long would be required to complete the work under the current cycle of nominations, the Secretary responded that, as the Secretariat had been asked to organize the next session of the Committee, including a possible extraordinary session, the forthcoming General Assembly and several regional capacity-building workshops for NGOs, as well as to build and strengthen the capacity of certain member states as the African countries asked, and to carry out its regular function as a Secretariat of the ICH Convention to work with States non party, and carry out all ‘normal’ work as Secretariat of the Convention, achieving all these tasks would require more time than is currently available. She estimated that with this whole work, to process the 147 nomination files with the eleven professionals would then take five or six years. 

53. The Representative of the Director-General agreed that the workload and concerns were real and that a staff of 16 was not a lot, but compared to other Conventions it is already wealthy. The Committee may draft a decision urging the Director-General and the Member States of UNESCO to provide greater resources, she continued, but the forthcoming session of the General Conference had no Draft Resolutions asking that funds be drawn from another Sector to reinforce the Culture Sector. Therefore urgent and immediate measures were needed. 
54. The Chairperson concluded by summarizing the missions: first, to look at the working methods of the Subsidiary Body, for which a special group should be entrusted to look at the issues and carry out in-depth studies on the circumstances and make recommendations to the General Assembly. The second, urgent mission was to help the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body in the immediate future, while a long-term solution could be sought at a later date. The Chairperson invited the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat to suggest a temporary solution for the following day, even while we agree that there is a need to convene a working group to study the situation in the long-term, whose solutions could be presented to the General Assembly in the following year, and he invited the participants to react accordingly should they agree with this conclusion. 
55. The delegation from Italy recalled its earlier suggestion to reconvene the working group in order to present recommendations to the Committee, for its decision on Friday, with the recommendations to the General Assembly. The issues to be covered in the working group were to amend the Operational Directives, and to take urgent measures to help the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat.
56. The Chairperson proposed to reconvene the working group at lunchtime [1 November], which was agreed to general applause. 

[Thursday 1 November 2009, 2.15 – 3 pm]

57. The Chairperson opened the meeting and asked whether the participants had received his proposal, distributed by the Secretariat in English and French, and based on his consultations with the Legal Adviser concerning the proposal by Japan and the ASPAC group, and taking into consideration the in-depth discussions of the previous day. 
58. The delegation from Italy commended the Chairperson for his proposal, which takes on board the suggestions expressed in the previous working group meeting, and noted the inclusion of the establishment of the ad hoc group as proposed by Japan and supported by other delegations, and the adoption of certain amendments to the Operational Directives which should not raise much discussion, as well as the urgent measures to satisfy the concerns of the workload of the Secretariat. The delegation wished to examine paragraph 5 [future Decision 4.COM 19] before adoption of the draft amendments of a certain number of Operational Directives, and suggested that the annex be discussed on a point-for-point basis because suggestions may be forthcoming to improve the amendments found in document 19. 
59. The delegation from Paraguay congratulated the Chairperson on the way the work had been conducted, and expressed its opinion that the Chairperson’s revised draft decision encompassed all the concerns and issues voiced and was a good foundation for the afternoon’s work, which hopefully will meet with approval by all.  

60. The delegation from Mexico joined in congratulating the Chairperson for his efforts and for the draft decision, in light of yesterday’s serious discussions, and agreed with the delegation from Italy that the specific amendments in document 19 required further consideration. The delegation reported that Mexico had been working hand in hand with the Subsidiary Body, that it wished to present further comments on these issues, and hoped that the draft decision would meet with approval by all. 
61. The delegation from India congratulated the Chairperson and the working group for the document built in a true spirit of compromise, and agreed with Italy about the wise proposal to make reference to the annexed amendments in paragraph 5 for the sake of clarity. The delegation welcomed paragraph 8 because it took into account the concerns of States Parties that have been unable to submit nominations thus far, and this would mean that the Subsidiary Body would first deal on a priority basis with those States Parties with no or few inscriptions, which would address the concerns voiced. As regards paragraph 9 and extra-budgetary funding to enhance the human capacities of the Secretariat, the delegation wished to see, before the next General Assembly, a more detailed document indicating how the funds would be utilized. 
62. The delegation from Morocco echoed the thanks and congratulations to the Chairperson, and agreed that the document took into account the views expressed the previous day. The delegation asked that it be clearly stated what would happen to the nominations that were not examined so as to make it clear that they will be taken up in a future cycle and so that nominating States Parties know exactly where they stood. The delegation also asked for clarification why, in paragraph 6, the open-ended working group would report the results of its discussions to another working group to be established by the General Assembly, rather than reporting first to this Committee, which in turn would report to the General Assembly.
63. The Legal Adviser responded that a legal issue could arise if the group were created strictly pursuant to the Committee’s Rules of Procedure as a Subsidiary Body [Rule 21] or consultative body [Rule 20] whose terms of reference called for it to report to the fifth session of the Committee in 2010, after the General Assembly. The most flexible formulation would be for the Committee to take into account the willingness of the States Parties and the Committee members to discuss issues in an informal open-ended group regarding nominations, in light of the discussions held in the Subsidiary Body. In that way the States Parties can informally meet and discuss among themselves. The Legal Adviser spoke about the importance of introducing a point on the General Assembly agenda of 2010 referring to the above so that the General Assembly would be in the position to accept the recommendation of the fourth session, i.e. that a second working group be set up under the aegis of the General Assembly itself such that the informal group set up here would meet between now and then, with the assistance of the Secretariat and the blessing of the Committee. It would be up to the General Assembly to decide on the basis of the discussion to be taken into account; all the supporting documents have to be part of this reporting system. Not making a reference to Article 8.3 of the Convention [or Rules 20 and 21] would make the negotiation mechanism more flexible among States Parties so that the General Assembly can take advantage of your important discussions, he concluded. 
64. The delegation from India raised a point of order and asked for clarification from the Legal Adviser if an open-ended working group established by the Committee can report directly to the General Assembly, that is, whether a Subsidiary Body of this group can report directly to the General Assembly. 
65. The Legal Adviser responded that the open-ended working group is not a Subsidiary Body. The Subsidiary Body for the Representative List completed its task when it reported to the Committee with recommendations; it was now up to the Committee to deal with those recommendations. Invoking the Committee’s Rules of Procedure, the Legal Adviser explained that since the present working group involved States Parties observers, it was not strictly following the Rules of Procedure of the Committee, but that this kind of flexibility is used in many negotiations of governing bodies. The Legal Adviser reiterated that the open-ended working group is not a Subsidiary Body of the Committee, otherwise it is correct that it could not report directly to the General Assembly, which is why a flexible solution was introduced, to leave the negotiation between all of the States Parties.
66. The Chairperson added that a working group of the Committee could report to a working group to be appointed by the General Assembly, to avoid the illegality of reporting directly to the General Assembly. 

67. The delegation from Estonia concurred with India’s statement referring to the draft decision, and expressed its support for the decision, and clarified the comment from Mexico that the Subsidiary Body is not proposing to put new documents in front of the Committee but the discussion around item 19 had evolved so much that the Subsidiary Body wished to make further general observations, which is not a draft decision or formal document.
68. The delegation from Japan expressed its appreciation of the Chairperson’s leadership and the work achieved in the spirit of compromise. The delegation reiterated the importance of the issues discussed and agreed with the need for intense discussion in an additional open-ended meeting for all the States Parties of the Convention and agreed that the document reflected well the discussions that had taken place the previous day. The delegation nonetheless referred to the remarks made previously by Italy, Brazil and Japan, to change the term ‘deferral’ to ‘referral’ in the draft amendments of point 21 and 25, when they came up for discussion. 
69. The delegation from the Republic of Korea congratulated the Chairperson for his proposal, which reflected the concerns and demands of the States Parties shared in yesterday’s open-ended meeting, and accepted the proposal but requested more detailed information in time so that States Parties can respond accordingly, for example paragraph 8 [future Decision 4.COM 19] read, ‘the Subsidiary Body will examine with priority the nominations for the Representative List submitted by States Parties…’. The delegation agreed on the principle but noted that no details were offered such as the number or criteria for priority, and that this additional information would help submitting States Parties to respond appropriately, especially with respect to their own domestic processes. 

70. The Representative of the Director-General recalled as a point of clarification that according to the provisional timetable, item 19 would be discussed during the day’s afternoon session, not the following morning. Secondly, a question had been asked concerning the use of the funds totalling US$1,100,000 a year, which amounted to the cost only of human resources (salaries) corresponding to five P3 and four GS5 posts and did not include missions, which are drawn from the regular budget. Thirdly, with regard to paragraph 8 [future Decision 4.COM 19] the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body would process those nominations according to a number of criteria, but all those nominations that were presented in 2009 for the cycle of 2010 will have to be processed, but perhaps not in 2010. The Representative of the Director-General stated that the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body will examine as many nominations as possible for submission to the Committee in 2010; the remaining requests will be examined in 2011 and/or 2012 such that the remainder of the requests will be processed according to the capacities both of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body. 

71. The delegation from Paraguay noted that an hour had been spent without having yet seen any corrected text, which suggested consensus. The delegation urged the working group to move forward to adopt the text and suggested proceeding on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis to adopt the decision.  

72. The delegation from India welcomed the statement by Paraguay, but sought confirmation from the Representative of the Director-General that ‘priority’ implied that nominations will be dealt by the Subsidiary Body on a priority basis from States Parties with none or only one or two inscribed elements and multinational nominations and that it did not imply that certain nominations would fall by the wayside. The delegation sought assurance that the Subsidiary Body will try and examine the other nominations to the extent possible and with the available resources at its disposal. Regarding paragraph 9 [future Decision 4.COM 19], the delegation understood that the extra-budgetary funds allocated for professional posts were not for P posts but L posts, which had lower budgetary implications than professional posts from the regular budget and refer to temporary posts for fixed period of time requiring a renewal of funds to continue. The delegation suggested that before the next General Assembly, and because of the large sum of money involved, the Secretariat should clearly outline the justification of expenses such as why the number of professionals and G are needed, for what period of time, their work functions and so on. 
73. The delegation from Kenya spoke in support of the Chairperson’s draft decision as it provided stopgap measures, and represented the best collective effort considering the time constraints. 
74. The Chairperson drew the meeting to a close and reminded the participants that the decision is a matter of agreement within the working group, and that they were not yet in a situation requiring the adoption of a decision. 

75. The delegation from Senegal noted that in talks on the draft decision and the annex, it was preferable to have access to the annex before going ahead with its adoption. 
76. The Representative of the Director-General clarified that this decision was designed as a revision of a draft decision found in document 19 and therefore the annex mentioned is the annex found in document 19, as amended. 

77. The Chairperson concurred with the point made by the Representative of the Director-General, and asked whether all agreed that the proposal was a recommendation on behalf of the working group to be discussed in the item 19 of the agenda later that afternoon. The Chairperson concluded by thanking all the participants for their cooperation. 
[Thursday 1 October, 4.10 to 5.20 pm]
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Draft decision 4.COM 19 Rev. (proposal of the Chairperson)

Decision
4.COM 19
78. The Chairperson opened the debate on item 19 of the agenda by inviting the Secretary to introduce the documents before the Committee.

79. The Secretary explained that the open-ended working group had succeeded in developing a draft recommendation that met with the agreement of all of the States Parties that took part in its two meetings, and presented to the Committee by the Chairperson, on behalf of the working group, as Draft Decision 4.COM 19 Rev. The Secretary noted the broad consensus on the terms of the document, and expressed optimism that it would not require lengthy debate. She explained that paragraph 5 of the draft decision proposes that the Committee adopt a certain number of amendments to paragraphs 21, 25, 27, 30 and 33 of the Operational Directives, as originally presented in Annex I to document 4.COM 19, that were deemed by the working group to have wide acceptance. The amendments to paragraph 20 of the Operational Directives that were proposed by the Subsidiary Body have thus been set aside. The Secretary briefly reviewed the changes proposed to paragraph 21 (referring to the forms for nomination) and to paragraph 25 (to allow the Subsidiary Body a third alternative when it examined nominations) and paragraph 27 (to allow the Committee the same alternative). In the text for paragraphs 25 and 27 bis, the Secretariat had already incorporated the revised language proposed by Italy, since the working group had agreed that ‘referral’ was a better choice of words than ‘deferral’. Paragraph 30 proposes mechanisms to change the name of an element or to expand the scope of an existing inscription to include one or more additional States. 
80. The Secretary called particular attention to paragraph 33, which presents changes to the timetable for the Representative List that were proposed by the Subsidiary Body in order to respond to the difficulties with regard to the numbers of nominations received. This extends the length of time that the Secretariat will have to treat nominations. Rather than 31 August of the first year, it is proposed that the submission of nominations for the Representative List be brought forward to 30 June, which leaves until 30 September of that year for the Secretariat to treat nominations to see whether additional information is required. States Parties would then have until 30 November, not 15 January as is currently the case, to send in that additional information. That would allow more time for translation of the nominations and more time for the Subsidiary Body, which will be meeting in May. The Subsidiary Body will have from 30 November until May to conduct the evaluations as opposed to having only from 15 January until May. The Secretary noted that all deadlines are set for the last day of a month, where some had previously been set for the first day of a month. For transmission of the examination reports by the Secretariat to Committee Members, the deadline would be four weeks before the session of the Committee rather than coming on 1 August as at present. 

81. The Secretary concluded by noting that while Annex I presented the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body – as modified by the open-ended working group, and by the amendment of Italy – Annex II presented recommendations proposed by the Secretariat. The revisions proposed by the Secretariat in Annex II echoed the changes for the Representative List recommended by the Subsidiary Body and included other small technical improvements.
82. The Chairperson thanked the Secretary for her clear presentation, and opened the debate.
83. The delegation from Italy thanked the Secretariat for having included in the text the suggestions made by Italy as regards referral of a nomination to the nominating State. That seemed to the delegation to be better than a deferral, and it understood that this position was shared also by other countries such as Japan. The delegation suggested a clarification in the French text of paragraph 27 to refer to the ‘next session’ of the Committee, rather than a ‘following session’. With regard to the proposed paragraph 30ter creating the possibility to make an extension of a multinational inscription already on the list, the delegation welcomed that possibility but took issue with the second sentence, suggesting that the ‘parties concerned shall together submit a new nomination that satisfies all of the criteria set out in paragraph 19’. This seemed to the delegation to be too much for an extension, to resubmit the entire nomination. The supplementary documents should only relate to the extension of the previous nomination. So it would be better to say the ‘parties concerned shall together submit the extension or submit an extension of the new nomination that satisfies all of the criteria set out in paragraph 19’, to clarify that it is only the extension that must satisfy the criteria, but the old nomination still remains as it was and as it was accepted by the Committee. 
84. The delegation from Estonia responded that the Subsidiary Body had given careful consideration to this aspect of changing an inscription, and in due respect to the new State Party that is joining the submission, it seems still in all fairness to be a good procedure to compile a new nomination because it could change certain aspects inside the previous nomination and it might not be a good idea just to have an additional document. This proposal was the result of a careful consideration in the Subsidiary Body of all the different aspects of this type of case, and the delegation advocated retaining the text as it stands.

85. The delegation from Turkey suggested that the French text of this same paragraph clearly refer to ‘a State Party or States Parties’. 
86. The Chairperson asked the delegation from Italy for its view on the Estonian intervention. The delegation from Italy responded that its proposal was a practical one. If there was already, for example, a multinational inscription including six States and a seventh State wants to join the inscription, it seemed too burdensome to redo the entire file while the problem is only an additional State which should join the others. The delegation expressed its willingness to accept the consensus of the Committee, noting that in any case the last sentence in paragraph 30ter says that ‘in the event that the Committee decides not to inscribe the element as a multinational one, the original inscription shall remain intact’. The delegation had offered its suggestion to avoid the burden of redoing heavy nominations just for one additional State. 

87. The delegation from Estonia expressed its understanding of the Italian suggestion, agreeing that that could be the case if an existing multinational file is covering six countries. But if it is, for example, covering only two countries, adding a third country might change the situation greatly. The delegation explained that the intention had been to cover all possibilities, and if there are no serious changes necessary then the file could stand basically as it is with the addition of just one country.

88. The Legal Adviser commented that if the new nomination must satisfy all the criteria, and if the Subsidiary Body were to refuse to extend the inscription, this would mean that it could not revisit the first decision to inscribe. This means that the first criteria could not be discussed again, and would not be subject to a new evaluation because it has already been evaluated. Addressing the other criteria was mandatory, the Legal Adviser continued, because the new States should prove that they have put the item on their national inventories, that they respect all the other criteria. But the Legal Adviser indicated that it might be a hard task for the Committee to reconsider again if the extension satisfies all the conditions of criterion R-1. 
89. The delegation from Italy reiterated that it would be strange to oblige States that have already succeeded in inscribing an element to demonstrate anew that the element constitutes intangible cultural heritage. The delegation proposed that the States Parties concerned ‘shall together submit a nomination that satisfies the criteria’, deleting the adjective ‘new’ before nomination and ‘all’ before criteria. A new format could be provided for this purpose, indicating what the criteria are that have to be satisfied, and excluding criterion R-1 because criterion R-1 could be related only to the extension of the nomination, and not to the old nomination that has already been accepted. The delegation suggested finding a new formulation that could distinguish between the old criteria that have already been accepted and the new circumstance.
90. The delegation from Estonia sympathized with the Italian delegation’s wish to assist in a situation that seems to be difficult, but indicated that the latest suggestion further complicates things because the Committee is not entitled to rework the criteria for inscription because they are the result of its work for several years now. To accept the Italian proposal would be to redraft the criteria that the Committee has been working with, and this is something it is not entitled to do at this moment. With regard to the suggestion of the Legal Adviser, the delegation concurred that a multinational nomination with one country added will not likely change criterion R-1 because having another State Party join the nomination shouldn’t raise an issue for the Subsidiary Body when it is taking its decisions. But what is important is the management plan, the safeguarding measures and the inclusion of the communities, the delegation observed, so this new addition also has to demonstrate that these abide to the same criteria, for example, that this new State Party has also included this element on its inventory, which is criterion R-5. 
91. The Legal Adviser clarified that his point was addressed to the Subsidiary Body’s examination of the revised nomination, suggesting that it will be losing time to reconsider criterion R-1, which should be presumed as acquired by the old inscription. He concluded by thanking the Subsidiary Body for having introduced this new flexibility. 

92. The delegation from Cyprus posed the question that if the Committee were to say that it’s not a new nomination, then is it an element that has already been inscribed? If it is an element that has already been inscribed, then is there a new nomination that is to be added to the element that has been inscribed? The Committee should say a new nomination is going to be added to the element already on the list; perhaps the element is already there but there could be differences in the new nomination.

93. The delegation from Estonia sought clarification from the Secretariat concerning whether a new format was necessary, since the criteria remain the same and only the form would be different.

94. The delegation from Italy proposed a revised text, as follows: ‘the States Parties concerned shall together submit a nomination showing that the element, as extended, satisfies the criteria set out in paragraph 19’. So it is the element as extended that satisfies the criteria, because the element as it was before already satisfied all the criteria. So the States need only to demonstrate that the extension satisfies the criteria, the delegation continued, insisting that it would be completely impractical and burdensome to redo the entire nomination to describe again the community involvement that was already described in the previous nomination! Why should this be done again only for the fact that a new State – and we welcome it – wants to join the nomination, the delegation wondered.
95. The Secretary indicated her readiness to create a new form that could be dedicated to multinational files, but observed that Committee members thought it was very complicated to have a multiplicity of forms. The current ICH-02 form for nominations to the Representative List already foresees the name of one State or multiple States, so it is adequate to the purpose of multinational nominations. If the proposal of the representative of Italy were to be accepted, the Secretary continued, the question would be that once the element is inscribed, which of these nominations is to be made available to the public for awareness raising? The result of the proposal by Italy would be that there would be two nominations, the original one and the other one, and if there is no integrated version of the nomination, this may be more complicated for the public to understand. Currently, the Secretary noted, multinational nominations do not separate the different components from each State, but the nominating States together express the meaning and the definition of the element, explain the safeguarding measures they propose to take. It is not a compilation of several national proposals, one after another, but a single multinational nomination that is submitted. Nevertheless, the Secretariat is willing to develop an additional form if the Committee should request.
96. The Legal Adviser suggested that the nomination to justify the extension should use the existing form in order to respect all the procedures, without spending the time to make a specific form for extensions. It could be clear that these requests for extension should satisfy all the criteria set out in paragraph 19, without the necessity to specify that the nomination is a ‘new’ nomination. Since the text continues by referring to ‘the established procedures’, those procedures are to respect also the form with multinational requests. 

97. The Chairperson invited the Secretary to read the draft decision, as amended. The delegation from Cyprus pointed out a problem with the French text, which was not synchronized with the English text. The Chairperson suggested that the English text be considered authoritative, and the French text subsequently be conformed to it. 

98. The delegation from Gabon turned to paragraph four of the draft decision 4.COM 19 Rev., which refers to ‘problems that could be addressed by amendments of the Operational Directives’.  In the delegation’s view, the text should rather be ‘problems that might arise and could be addressed by amendments…’, since problems first arise before they can be taken into account. The delegation from Turkey raised another terminological question with paragraph 30ter, whether ‘élargi’ (extended) was the proper French term, since this seemed to refer to sites for the 1972 Convention rather than to elements of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation from Mexico responded that ‘expanded’ seemed a better term than ‘extended’. 

99. The Chairperson confirmed that the texts would be finalized in both languages and that the Secretariat would keep in mind the many helpful suggestions of Committee Members. He then asked the Secretary to read the draft decision, which was adopted by the Committee.
100. The delegation from Estonia expressed its satisfaction that this document was adopted, and as chairperson of the still sitting Subsidiary Body wished to share some observations that it had exchanged with colleagues on the Subsidiary Body. The delegation pointed out that the Subsidiary Body is somewhat changing, with new faces representing the States Members, and it cannot be assumed that the new faces in the group fully share the ideas of the previous faces, although they represent the same country. The delegation explained that the human element affects the work of the Subsidiary Body, and that the remarks to follow were general observations that might not represent the views of all members. The spirit and mission of this Convention are to safeguard and celebrate the cultural diversity of humanity, the delegation noted, and it follows that the high priority of its collective work is to realize this task at once idealistic and also overwhelming. While we are still early on the road, the delegation continued, we may understandably face problems and difficulties. The Subsidiary Body was therefore extremely grateful that the Committee and the delegations of States Parties were willing to assist in that work. The Subsidiary Body recognizes a necessity to improve its methodology and to carry on its work and then present its experience to the Subsidiary Body that will follow, the delegation pledged, to assist it in its work. It is also very thankful to the working group that convened the previous day and earlier today, because this working group did a most efficient job and found solutions in the spirit of cooperation and due fairness. The Subsidiary Body welcomes all future improvements of the Operational Directives that could ensure wider representation of cultural diversity, the delegation stated. Concerning the proposed priority to be given in the processing of nominations, the delegation indicated that this undertaking would benefit from the efforts of submitting States Parties to indicate their own priorities if they so wished. If they don’t, this is also acceptable. This would probably assist the next steps that have to be taken by the Subsidiary Body, the delegation concluded, expressing hope that the Committee can continue in the same spirit of consensus and good will. 
101. The Chairperson thanked the delegation of Estonia for its encouraging words and expressed his faith in the generosity of the Subsidiary Body and his hope that it would take on as many nominations as possible. 

102. The delegation from Republic of Korea was also delighted to see this decision adopted and wished to make a brief comment on the priority for examination, expressing its full support for the remarks of the Indian delegation during the working group meeting earlier in the afternoon, that priority is only a matter of order. The delegation would like to urge the Secretariat to come up with more efficient methodologies to support the examination of the Subsidiary Body and to make efforts to ensure that priorities be set through close consultation with the Subsidiary Body and the States Parties. The delegation finally wished to request that all States Parties be kept informed of any critical decisions made in the process of establishing priority criteria. 
103. The observer delegation from Austria found the previous discussion to have been very interesting and wished to thank the Subsidiary Body for its enormous work for the last selection round, as well as the working group having worked now. It further wished to congratulate the Committee on the wise decision that it has just taken concerning the new selection rounds. The delegation suggested that nominations for the Representative List should be invited according to the domains as specified in Article 2 of the Convention, and that the List should be balanced according to various criteria: according to geographical criteria but also according to criteria of the domains as specified in the Convention so that in the end we come up with a balanced list. One possibility would be to have a limitation in the submissions made by each State Party, but this is not the best solution, in the view of the delegation. The Committee’s aim with all these possibilities should be to achieve a very balanced list because this is also its aim, for instance, with the NGOs, where the Committee also tries to have a balanced list altogether.
104. The delegation of Gabon wished to express its gratitude to the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body who guided its work throughout this process and to congratulate the Rapporteur for his very meticulous report that brought out the complexity of the document as well as the methodological subtleties involved in dealing with the matter. It reiterated its support for India’s proposal concerning priorities because it was firmly convinced that also at that level, the Committee should observe the principle of equitable geographic distribution.
105. The observer delegation from Brazil also wished to congratulate the Committee for adopting this very important decision, while expressing its surprise at the volume of nominations that were presented for the first and second cycles of examinations. The problems faced in applying the criteria and guidelines that were drafted by the Committee are due to this enormous workload, the delegation continued. Although Brazil could have accepted a limitation in the number of nominations for inscription, it encouraged all Member States to keep in mind the difficulties faced in this first cycle and the experience gained. An appeal should be launched at the next General Assembly for States Parties to have some voluntary self-restraint in submitting nominations, the delegation concluded, so that the issues that were raised and the lessons learned can be taken into account when submitting nominations that may overload the Committee and the Secretariat. 
106. The delegation from Italy joined in thanking the Subsidiary Body not only for the amount of work it had done, but also for the conceptual work in its detailed report, which offered very valuable guidance on how the Convention can be interpreted and applied.
