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Adoption of the summary records of the sixth session of the Committee and 
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	Summary
At its sixth session, the Committee requested the Secretariat by Decision 6.COM 24 ‘to take the necessary actions to convene an extraordinary session of the Committee during the General Assembly of the States Parties in order to elect a new member of the Bureau’. The Committee therefore met on its fourth extraordinary session on 8 June 2012. The summary records of both Committee sessions are included in this document.
Decision required: paragraph 2


1.
This document contains the summary records of the sixth session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, held in Bali, Indonesia, from 22 to 29 November 2011 and of the fourth extraordinary session of the Committee held on 8 June 2012 in the UNESCO Headquarters, Paris.
2.
The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:
DRAFT DECISION 7.COM 5
The Committee,
1.
Having examined document ITH/12/7.COM/5,
2.
Adopts the summary records of the Committee’s sixth session and fourth extraordinary session contained in this document.
SUMMARY RECORDS OF THE SIXTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
1. The sixth session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was held from 22 to 29 November 2011 in Bali, Indonesia, at the invitation of the Indonesian authorities following their offer made at the fifth session of the Committee held in Nairobi, Kenya, in November 2010.
2. Delegations from 23 States Members of the Committee attended the session: Albania, Azerbaijan, Burkina Faso, China, Croatia, Cyprus, Cuba, Czech Republic, Grenada, Indonesia, Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Madagascar, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Paraguay, Republic of Korea, Spain and Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.
3. The following attendees were as follows:
a) Delegations from 50 States Parties not Members of the Committee: Armenia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belarus, Belgium, Plurinational State of Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chad, Colombia, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Djibouti, Egypt, Estonia, Fiji, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malawi, Mali, Mauritius, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Namibia, Nepal, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Slovakia, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, Uruguay, Viet Nam, and Zimbabwe.
b) Delegations from 3 States non party to the Convention, Associate Members, Permanent Observer Missions: Kuwait, The Netherlands, and the Russian Federation.
c) Intergovernmental organization: International Centre for the Study and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM).
d) Category 2 Centres under the auspices of UNESCO: CRESPIAL (Centro Regional para la Salvaguardia del Patrimonio Cultural Inmaterial de América Latina), International Training Center for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region, International Information and Networking Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region, International Research Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region (IRCI), and Regional Research Centre for Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage in West and Central Asia.
e) Accredited non-governmental organizations: African Cultural Regeneration Institute (ACRI), Association Cont’Act pour l’éducation et les cultures, Association du théatre folklorique de Roumanie, Association nationale cultures et traditions (ANCT), Centro UNESCO Melilla, Centro de Estudios Borjanos, Česká národopisná společnost (Czech Ethnographical Society), CIOFF Bulgaria, Conservatorio de la Cultura Gastronómica Mexicana, Contact Base, Craft Revival Trust, Folkland International Centre for Folklore, FARO - Flemish Interface for Cultural Heritage, Foundation for the Protection of Natural and Cultural Heritage, Foundation INATEL, Fundación Erigaie, Instituut voor Vlaamse Volkskunst vzw (IVV), International Council for Traditional Music, International Organization of Folk Arts (IOV), Korea Cultural Heritage Foundation, Maison des cultures du monde, Norwegian Crafts Development NHU, PROMETRA International, SIL International, SIMBDEA, Stiftelsen Râdet for folkemusikk og folkedans, Tamil Nadu Rural Arts Development Centre, Traditions pour demain, and World Martial Arts Union.
f) Non-governmental organizations recommended for accreditation: Amis du patrimoine de Madagascar, Association pour la sauvegarde des masques – ASAMA, Centre for Research in Anthropology – CRIA, ICCN (Inter-City Intangible Cultural Cooperation Network), Kanuri Development Association, and West Africa Coalition for Indigenous People’s Rights (WACIPR).
g) Eleven invited examiners: Ms Claudine-Augée Angoue, Mr Abderrahman Ayoub, Mr Pablo Carpintero, Ms Adi Meretui Ratunabuabua, Ms Rusudan Tsurtsumia, Ms Ritu Sethi (Craft Revival Trust), Ms Monika Therrien (Fundacíon Erigaie), Mr Pierre Bois (Maison des cultures du monde), Mr Francis Gichuru (ACRI), Ms Eva Romankova (Czech Ethnographical Society), and Ms Najima Thay Thay Rhozali (Association Cont’Act pour l’éducation et les cultures).
h) The full list of participants is available in document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/INF.27.
4. The session was conducted in four languages: English and French, the two working languages of the Committee, and Arabic and Spanish.
5. The Intangible Cultural Heritage Section of UNESCO provided the secretariat for the meeting.
6. The elected Members of the Bureau of the sixth session of the Committee were as follows:
Chairperson: 

Prof. Aman Wirakartakusumah (Indonesia)
Vice-Chairpersons: 
Albania, Nicaragua, Niger, Morocco and Spain
Rapporteur: 

Mr Ion de la Riva (Spain)
[Tuesday 22 November, evening session]
ITEM 1 OF THE AGENDA: 
OPENING OF THE SESSION
7. The sixth session of the Intergovernmental Committee for Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was opened in an official ceremony presided over by His Excellency Mr Mohammad Nuh, Minister of Education and Culture of the Republic of Indonesia, His Excellency Mr Agung Laksono, Coordinating Minister for People’s Welfare of the Republic of Indonesia, and Ms Irina Bokova, Director-General of UNESCO, in the presence of Mr Toshiyuki Kono, Chairperson of the third General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention, and Mr Francesco Bandarin, UNESCO Assistant Director-General for Culture.
8. The representative of the Governor of Bali welcomed the Director-General of UNESCO, the Minister of People’s Welfare, the Minister of Education and Culture, the Minister of Tourism and Creative Economy and all the distinguished delegates to Bali, expressing gratitude that Bali had been chosen to host the event, an island known for its beauty and spiritual atmosphere, which would contribute to the success of the meeting. He spoke of Bali as being distinguished for its cultural tourism, representing wide and diverse elements of both tangible and intangible cultural heritage that made up the Balinese cultural identity. He spoke of the Balinese philosophy, which advocated peaceful co-existence among religions, nature and the environment. He extended his thanks to UNESCO for the development and preservation of Balinese culture, inviting the delegates to enjoy its unique culture during their stay.
9. The President of the third General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention, Mr Toshiyuki Kono began by recalling that when he was ten years old, his father bought him a geography book containing many beautiful pictures of Bali, which from that day became synonymous with paradise. Much later, he recalled a performance of Balinese dance from Ubud village and the power of its rhythms and dance. Having been introduced to a Balinese family, he would often return to visit the island. Mr Kono spoke of his delight in returning to Bali where so much intangible cultural heritage was alive and well. He stressed the importance of collaboration with researchers in the various domains of intangible cultural heritage, noting that the World Heritage Convention had institutionalized a mechanism to integrate such collaboration. He distinguished two forms: vertical and horizontal collaboration. He described vertical collaboration as existing between the Committee and expert researchers, as introduced in the mechanism for the Urgent Safeguarding List and programmes and projects, and that caution should be exercised to avoid dependence on particular organizations or individuals. He added that possible vertical collaboration for the Representative List would be explored and further discussed during the present meeting. He also remarked on the fact that half of the deferred World Heritage nominations in June 2011 were reversed by its Committee and were subsequently inscribed, suggesting that an appropriate balance had to be struck between the power of the Committee and the expertise of the experts. Mr Kono added that the Committee was institutionally entitled to make its own decisions on the appropriateness of an element’s inscription, though it was not free from criticism should decisions appear arbitrary. Integrating more independent experts and NGOs therefore meant that the Committee had to take greater responsibility vis-à-vis the credibility of the Convention. He described horizontal collaboration as networking and exchange among individual researchers, experts and NGOs, adding that the NGO forum achieved this purpose but more was needed. Mr Kono concluded by saying that the young Convention required greater constructive efforts from all relevant stakeholders in order to properly mature, and that Bali presented a perfect opportunity to unite such wisdom.
10. On behalf of the Indonesian Government, the Minister of Education and Culture of the Republic of Indonesia, H.E. Mr Mohammad Nuh, welcomed the delegates to the official opening of the sixth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, conveying a special welcome to Ms Irina Bokova on her first mission to Indonesia. The Minister spoke of the cultural identity unique to each nation, as motivating for nations to learn and understand each other. In this respect, maintaining cultural diversity in the face of growing globalization while understanding intangible cultural heritage encouraged mutual respect and inter-cultural appreciation. The value of intangible cultural heritage was not only reflected in its physical form, but also in the knowledge and wisdom inherited from generation to generation. As a nation with enormous forms of tangible and intangible cultural heritage, Indonesia, having ratified both the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage and the 2005 Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions was committed to safeguarding its heritage. The Government of Indonesia was proud and honoured to host the sixth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, and was a fervent supporter of the work of the Committee. The Minister concluded by wishing the Committee success in its meaningful contribution to humanity.
11. On behalf of the Indonesian Government, the Minister of People’s Welfare of the Republic of Indonesia, H.E. Mr. Agung Aksono, expressed profound appreciation and thanks to Ms Irina Bokova, Director-General of UNESCO, and the ministers responsible for intangible cultural heritage in their respective countries for participating in the opening ceremony. He spoke of his pride that Indonesia was chosen to host the sixth Intergovernmental Committee, which would provide an opportunity to discuss cooperation in the field of tourism and culture, and the importance of cooperation between nations through culture. He spoke of Indonesian pride in the wealth of its tangible and intangible cultural heritage, which could be used to strengthen national identity, while proving both valuable and informative with regard to cultural diversity, and should therefore be safeguarded for future generations. The Minister spoke of safeguarding as a means to transfer knowledge, skills and meaning from one generation to another, which was necessary for the continuous evolution and interpretation of intangible cultural heritage, and he hoped that the meeting would contribute towards strategic action in safeguarding. Concluding, he thanked the Minister of Education and Culture for facilitating the meeting, as well as all the delegates for their participation.
[A traditional gong was struck to officially open the meeting]
12. The Director-General of UNESCO, Ms Irina Bokova, spoke of her great pleasure in opening the sixth session of the Intergovernmental Committee in Indonesia, recalling the honour of hosting the President of Indonesia, Dr Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono in Paris on the occasion of the 10th anniversary of UNESCO’s Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, who had argued that cultural diversity would be a positive driving force in the twenty-first century. She spoke of how UNESCO worked with States to harness the power of cultural heritage and cultural diversity for more cohesive societies and a more peaceful world; one of the aims of the Convention. Ms Bokova thanked the Indonesian authorities for their commitment towards the success of the meeting, assured of Prof. Wirakartakusumah’s wise leadership. Ms Bokova spoke of the Borobudur World Heritage Site where a few days earlier she had been told of the tragic death of Maridjan, the spirit keeper of Mount Merap, during the 2010 eruption of Mount Merapi. The royal house of Yogyakarta then appointed Aishono, Maridjan’s son, as the new spiritual guardian. Unlike his father, Asihono evacuated the volcano in 2010 with the poignant words ‘I am not just going to take a cultural approach based on the dreams or guidance from the spirits. I will also coordinate with the authorities to protect human life and the environment’. This was how intangible cultural heritage was transmitted from generation to generation. Ms Bokova spoke of another example of transmission in the Jatiluwih rice fields and the Taman Ayun temple where rituals and ancestral social practices had traversed the centuries with a ‘spirit of togetherness’.
13. Ms Bokova recalled that intangible heritage was ‘constantly recreated by communities in response to their environment, their interaction with nature and their history’, and was thus a tool for social cohesion and a way to safeguard practices that were vital for achieving the Millennium Development Goals and sustainable development, noting that more than 140 States had rallied around these objectives. She spoke of the Committee’s great responsibility in recognizing communities and safeguarding their intangible cultural heritage, adding that the Committee would examine for the first time reports from five States on their implementation of the Convention. UNESCO appreciated that inscription was the beginning of a long journey and the reason it was engaged in a global capacity-building strategy. Ms Bokova took the opportunity to thank the donors, States Parties and the Committee for their support. She also spoke of the Convention as running the risk of being a victim of its own success seen in the immense interest generated by the lists and the Representative List in particular, which posed challenges to the Secretariat, the Committee, and the advisory bodies. Moreover, 94 files would be evaluated at the present session, resulting in an unmanageable workload; an unsatisfactory situation for States Parties and the communities concerned whose expectations could not be met. Ms Bokova thanked those States Parties actively involved in this issue, particularly those that had attended the working group convened in UNESCO HQ. There were however encouraging trends such as the establishment of an independent Consultative Body for the examination of all the files, which would enable the Committee to benefit from independent expert advice. It was noted that 60 files could be processed annually under the current conditions, allowing submitting States to have at least one of their nominations reviewed. Ms Bokova appealed to States Parties for restraint, as the Convention had reached its limits, while acknowledging the need for greater geographic diversity and capacity-building, particularly in Africa.
14. Ms Bokova spoke of a sense of responsibility in times of austerity, which called for creativity and a rethink of practices, not in terms of reviewing the statutory mechanisms but by bringing fresh ideas to managing their practice such as through documentation, publication costs, web-casting and videoconferencing, and by revising the periodicity of committee meetings. It also called for greater support from States Parties in the form of extrabudgetary funding for international assistance and to strengthen secretariats. Ms Bokova took the opportunity to thank the government of Indonesia for its recently announced US$10 million contribution in extra-budgetary funding to UNESCO, which would in part benefit intangible cultural heritage and creative industries – the foundation of wisdom and knowledge upon which to build sustainable development. International organizations and governments had a role to play in supporting these efforts, and she thanked the delegates for their commitment to this very important work. [The speeches are available on the website of the Convention
]
[Wednesday 23 November, morning session]
ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA:
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA OF THE SIXTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
Documents
ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/2
ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/INF.2.1 Rev.3
ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/INF.2.2 Rev.2
Decision
6.COM 2
15. The Chairperson welcomed the delegates to the sixth session of the Committee, recalling that he was appointed as Chairperson during the fifth session of the Committee in Nairobi in 2010. He spoke of the heavy agenda, which meant that the meeting was extended to seven days, during which the Committee would decide on inscriptions to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Representative List and the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, as well as requests for international assistance, adding that these important issues were generating considerable attention worldwide. The Chairperson spoke of the presentation for the first time of the periodic reports from States Parties on their implementation of the 2003 Convention and on the status of the elements inscribed on the Representative List. The Chairperson took the opportunity to thank the many persons and institutions involved in the preparation of the meeting, inviting Mr Francesco Bandarin to present the items on the agenda.
16. The representative of the Director-General and Assistant Director-General for Culture, Mr Francesco Bandarin, began by thanking Prof. Wirakartakusumah and the Indonesian authorities for hosting the session and for their kind hospitality, noting that it was the third time a Committee session was being held in Asia, a continent particularly rich in intangible cultural heritage. He reiterated that important decisions would indeed be taken for the future of the Convention and for its credibility, adding that the Convention had proven immensely successful with its visibility and public image growing remarkably, and that there were currently 137 States Parties to the Convention of which 24 States from Asia with many others countries expressing their wish to ratify the Convention in the near future. He reminded delegates that the decisions taken by the Committee would write the history of the Convention in the way it interpreted and applied the inscription criteria and the working methods.
17. The representative of the Director-General remarked on the recurrent issue of managing the large number of nomination files, and was happy to note that an open-ended working group of the Committee had met in September in an effort to find solutions, particularly as the Organization was currently facing scarce resources. He presented the provisional agenda, containing 27 items, explaining that nearly all of the documents were published before the statutory deadline of 25 October 2011, four weeks prior to the present meeting, with all the nomination files, examination reports and relevant documentation made available online. He apologized that two documents on the ‘draft plan for the resources of the Fund’ and on the ‘use of the emblem of the Convention by category 2 centres’ were published at a later date, which was attributed to the heavy workload. He then explained the naming of the documents, which would facilitate identification, adding that for environmental concerns, all documents were made available in electronic form on a USB key, while revised documents could be downloaded from the Convention website.
18. The representative of the Director-General recalled that the provisional timetable was adopted by the Bureau at its meeting on 15 September. With regard to item 6 [Examination of the reports of States Parties on the implementation of the Convention and on the current status of all elements inscribed on the Representative List], he explained that States were obliged to present periodic reports, as stipulated in Article 29 of the Convention. According to the Operational Directives, these reports were due on 15 December of the sixth year following the year in which the concerned States ratified the Convention, or those States having ratified the Convention in 2004. The day’s work would continue with the report of the Consultative Body on the examination of 39 files submitted for possible inscription in 2011 among files submitted to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and International Assistance greater than US$25,000. It was noted that of the 23 files submitted to the Urgent Safeguarding List, 18 files were submitted to the Committee for evaluation. Additionally, there were 11 proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and four requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000. This would be followed by the annual report of Belarus on the results of the measures taken to ensure the safeguarding of the ‘Rite of Kalyady Tsars (Christmas Tsars)’ inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List in 2009, recalling the decision by the Committee in Abu Dhabi in which Belarus would submit an annual report for the first four years after inscription. This would be followed by the evaluation of 39 files to the Representative List out of the 49 files submitted (ten nomination files had been withdrawn). The representative of the Director-General further outlined the other items of the proposed agenda, with the meeting terminating with the adoption of the list of decisions, remarking on the particularly heavy and tight agenda.
19. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the provisional timetable for the work was monitored daily by the Bureau and could be adjusted depending on the meeting’s progress.
20. The delegation of Indonesia took the opportunity to express its gratitude to the Secretariat and particularly to Ms Cécile Duvelle for the tremendous work carried out in preparation for the meeting, and congratulated Prof. Wirakartakusumah for his appointment as chairperson, and was in no doubt that the meeting would achieve its objectives under his leadership.
21. There were no further comments on the proposed agenda and the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 2.
22. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that two agenda items required the selection of candidates: item 12 on the establishment of the new Consultative Body and item 24 on the election of members of the Bureau of the seventh session of the Committee. The Chairperson also reminded the Committee that the Subsidiary Body had to be composed on the principle of equitable geographic representation, with a possible system of alternating mandates in order to ensure continuity and a common understanding of the inscription criteria. He recalled the composition of the previous Subsidiary Body: Group I: Italy; Group II: Croatia; Group III: Venezuela; Group IV: Republic of Korea; Group Va: Kenya; and Group Vb: Jordan, adding that all the current members of the Committee were eligible for re-election. With regard to the Bureau, the Chairperson reminded the Committee that it was composed of a chairperson, vice-chairpersons and a rapporteur, also demonstrating equitable geographic representation. Concerning the Bureau of the seventh session of the Committee, it would also be composed of a chairperson, vice-Chairperson(s) and a rapporteur, adding that only those members remaining in office until 2014 could be considered.
23. The Secretary of the Convention, Ms Cécile Duvelle, informed the delegates that interpretation was available in four languages, with the debates being broadcast live, following the success of the initiative in Nairobi.
24. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that it could at any time decide to suspend the webcast, in line with the Rules of Procedure. In accordance with Rule 22.2 of the Rules of Procedure, he requested that interventions be limited to three minutes, with Members not taking the floor more than twice in a single debate, adding that a timekeeper system would be implemented. The floor would be opened to States Parties to the Convention, non members of the Committee, and other observers only after the debates and upon adoption of the decisions. Furthermore, delegations could not speak for the inclusion of an element on any list or endorse a request for assistance submitted by that State, and could only provide information in reply to specific questions.
ITEM 3 OF THE AGENDA:
ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS
Document
ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/3 Rev
Decision
6.COM 3
25. The representative of the Secretary, Ms Oda Lehmann, presented document 3 ’Admission of observers’ prepared following Rule 8.3 of the Committee’s Rules of Procedure outlining the public and private bodies and persons with recognized competence in the various fields of intangible cultural heritage authorized to attend Committee sessions as observers upon written request. It was noted that the document had been revised to reflect the additional requests for observer status at the Committee’s future sessions since the publication of the document on 25 October 2011. Non-governmental organizations accredited by the General Assembly were automatically admitted to Committee sessions, provided by Rule 6 in the Rules of Procedure. Thus, all 97 NGOs accredited by the General Assembly in June 2010 received an invitation, accepted by 27 organizations. All 32 NGOs recommended in June 2012 also received an invitation, accepted by 6 organizations. Furthermore, at the fifth Committee session, by means of Decision 5.COM 9, members of the Consultative Body were appointed, comprising 6 accredited NGOs and 6 individual experts, and they were invited to attend the present session. Eleven individual experts and NGO representatives accepted the invitation. In application of Rule 8.3 of the Rules of Procedure, four Intergovernmental Organizations submitted a written request to attend one or more future sessions of the Committee, and were therefore able to attend the present session without the possibility to speak. In addition, at the fourth session, the Committee authorized the participation of 13 observers, two of which (Association de Nasreddin Hodja et du tourisme and Maison des cultures du monde) were accredited by the General Assembly and were duly invited to attend the present session. At its fifth session, the Committee authorized 25 entities to attend the sixth, seventh and eight sessions as observers, with seven of these accredited by the General Assembly at its fourth session and were duly invited.
26. With no comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 1 to 5 of Decision 6.COM 3. With regard to intergovernmental organizations not part of the UN system, Ms Lehman informed the Committee that 19 IGOs maintaining relations with UNESCO were invited to attend of which three organizations requested admission as observers, as well as one private person.
27. The Chairperson declared adopted paragraph 6. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 3.
ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA:
ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY RECORDS OF THE FIFTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
Document 
ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/4 Rev
Decision 
6.COM 4
28. The Chairperson presented item 4 concerning the summary records of the fifth session of the Committee held in Nairobi in 2010 for approval. It was noted that the debates of the intergovernmental open-ended working group on possible measures to improve the treatment of nominations to the Representative List were also available, although they did not form part of the formal records of the Committee.
29. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 4.
30. The Chairperson then informed the Committee of the outcomes of the Bureau meetings convened on three occasions: on 15 September 2011 at UNESCO Headquarters, and two electronic consultations of the Bureau members in July and September 2011, as foreseen in Rule 12.3 of the Rules of Procedure. Bureau members were solicited for the first time in July 2011 through electronic consultation regarding a revision of the spending plan for the use of the funds allocated by the General Assembly for ‘other functions of the Committee’ for the period 1 January 2010 to 31 December 2011’. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that at its fourth session, it delegated the authority to the Bureau to decide on the utilization of funds under this category on the basis of specific proposals made by the Secretariat. The Secretariat had turned to the Bureau with a revised spending plan to better reflect the activities that had already been carried out, those to be implemented before 31 December 2011, and those that it already knew could not be implemented before 31 December 2011, all within the limits of the US$842,653 allocated by the General Assembly under this category. The Bureau had thus approved the revised spending plan in its Decision 6.COM 1.BUR 1, and in February 2011, at the request of the Secretariat, the Chairperson authorized a few minor budget adjustments in order to absorb the underestimated costs of some workshops, while some savings were realized in other areas in addition to the generous support of donors and partners such as Bulgaria, China and the Abu Dhabi Authority for Culture and Heritage (ADACH).
31. The Chairperson further explained that on 15 September 2011, the Bureau members had their first face-to face-meeting at UNESCO Headquarters, with two items on the agenda: the provisional timetable of the sixth session of the Committee; and the spending plan for the use of the funds allocated by the General Assembly for ‘other functions of the Committee’ for the period 1 January 2012 to 31 June 2012 totalling US$210,663’. For the second item, the proposal of the Secretariat was available to Bureau members only on the day of the meeting and they were thus invited to conclude their decision through a second electronic consultation. Since no comments were received by 21 October 2011, the Bureau members were asked to inform the Chairperson about their decision at the Bureau meeting on Tuesday 16 November. For the first six months of 2012, the Secretariat’s proposal essentially followed the same lines as the current spending plan for these funds, that is: i) to continue to focus primarily on the implementation of the global capacity-building strategy; ii) to publish updated brochures on the elements inscribed in 2010 together with those inscribed in the present session; iii) to develop and implement activities and measures to promote and disseminate Best Safeguarding Practices; and iv) to continue to support the Secretariat’s information management, the backbone of the intangible cultural heritage website that allows the Subsidiary Body and the Consultative Body to work online. The Chairperson concluded with regret that the Bureau had not been requested to decide on any international assistance request up to US$25,000 or on any preparatory assistance in the absence of any finalized request.
32. With regard to international assistance requests up to US$25,000, the Secretary explained that such requests could be submitted at any time, with the Bureau having the authority to approve them. The Secretariat would work with the submitting State to complete the request and, following assessment, would be presented to the Bureau with a recommendation. To date, 18 International Assistance requests up to US$25,000 had been received, of which only one was considered complete. The remaining 17 files had not been treated for one of several reasons: they had yet received the treatment required to complete the requests, the Secretariat were awaiting the revised request from the State Party, or the revised request had been received but the Secretariat had not yet been able to conclude the assessment. The Secretary further explained that six requests for preparatory assistance for elaborating nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List had been received, and letters requesting additional information had been sent to all submitting States, but again the Secretariat had been unable to re-examine and present them to the Bureau. The Secretary thus concluded that the Bureau had not received any international assistance request up to US$25,000 or preparatory assistance requests because the Secretariat had been unable to cope with the work so far.
ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: 
REPORT BY THE COMMITTEE TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON ITS ACTIVITIES 
(JUNE 2010 TO JUNE 2012)
Document
ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/5
Decision
6.COM 5
33. The Chairperson moved to the next item on the examination of the draft report on the Committee’s activities to be presented to the General Assembly in June 2012. The report covered the activities from the last General Assembly in 2010 to the next General Assembly in June 2012 (at the time of the meeting, it only covered the activities to October 2011 and would be completed in the coming months).
34. The Secretary explained that the report was organized according to the different functions of the Committee set out under Article 7 of the Convention. It included basic information on the composition of the Committee, its Bureau, as well as its different bodies, and the work of the open-ended intergovernmental working group that was established to address possible measures to improve the treatment of nominations to the Representative List. A substantive section of the draft report provided information on the global capacity-building strategy for the implementation of the Convention at national level, which had been granted the highest priority by the Committee. The Secretary further explained that many countries requested capacity-building in the ratification and implementation of the Convention, as well as training to carry out community-based inventories and to acquire the knowledge and skills to master all the technical aspects of elaborating nomination files. Moreover, thanks to the financial support of the ICH Fund and extra-budgetary resources, i.e. US$ 7 million, the capacity-building curriculum and materials developed by UNESCO were now available. However, more financial resources were still needed to expand the reach of the capacity-building programme.
35. The Secretary noted that promoting the visibility of the Convention and intangible cultural heritage in general was also a key responsibility of the Committee, and the report accordingly summarized some of the key publications produced. Other awareness-raising activities included arranging patronage and the use of the emblem. The draft report also provided useful information on the granting of international assistance, noting that demand was still surprisingly weak, indicating a lack of capacity among State Parties to prepare solid requests. Moreover, only 18 States Parties had submitted requests for international assistance in the 2011 cycle, including four requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000, which would be evaluated in the present session. However, a number of other requests for less than US$25,000, including preparatory assistance requests, had not been presented to the Bureau for the reasons previously stated. The last section of the draft report summarized the Committee’s work of inscribing intangible cultural heritage on the different mechanisms, which remained incomplete, as the Committee would take decisions on the inscriptions during the present session. Moreover, the upcoming meetings of the Subsidiary Body and the Consultative Body in 2012 would contribute further information to the report. The draft decision therefore proposed that the Committee delegate the authorization to approve the completed final report of the Committee to the Bureau before the next session of the General Assembly.
36. The Secretary went on to explain that as the result of the reorganization of the Culture Sector in June in 2011, the Section for Intangible Cultural Heritage was now structured with four units: one Capacity-Building and Heritage Policy Unit, exclusively dedicated towards coordinating the process of curriculum development, training of trainers, and the implementation of workshops and other activities; one Information and Communication Unit; one Governing Bodies and Processing Unit, whose primary responsibility is to facilitate the meetings of the Committee, the General Assembly and the subsidiary organs, and the coordination and preparation of all of the documents and the management of the Convention’s website, as well as the nominations, proposals and requests submitted by the States, all the periodic reports, all the NGO requests for accreditation, and the communication with States; finally, the Programme and Evaluation Unit, involved in the examination and evaluation of the nomination files, as well as overseeing that approved activities are implemented, mobilizing extra-budgetary funds and monitoring all programme implementation.
37. The Secretary remarked on the notable achievements of the Committee, but acknowledged that the Committee and the Secretariat had not always managed to meet all the expectations of the States Parties, noting that the Committee had received relatively few international assistance requests, but that even so many of those less than US$25,000 had not yet been presented to the Bureau for approval. The Secretary conceded that the Secretariat was many months behind in the treatment of nominations for the 2012 cycle, and that States Parties that had submitted nominations in March were still waiting for the additional information letters they should have received in June.
38. The Chairperson remarked on the impressive work of the Committee, which clearly illustrated the different functions of the Committee in guiding, monitoring and supporting the implementation of the Convention, and reflecting the strong commitment towards building capacity in all the States Parties. He also found fitting that the report and the draft decision expressed gratitude to the numerous States Parties that had made generous financial contributions to the Committee’s work, and to those individuals who contributed their time and effort as examiners. The Chairperson understood that the report to the General Assembly would be complemented with the summary records of the Bureau, the meetings of the statutory bodies, and the financial statements on the Fund. He found reasonable the Secretariat’s suggestion to delegate authority to the Bureau to approve the final text of the report prior to its submission to the General Assembly, adding that any problems in the present revised text of the report would be noted and resolved at a later date, which should not prevent the adoption of the draft decision.
39. With no objections or comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 5.
ITEM 6 OF THE AGENDA:
EXAMINATION OF THE REPORTS OF STATES PARTIES ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION AND ON THE CURRENT STATUS OF ALL ELEMENTS INSCRIBED ON THE REPRESENTATIVE LIST
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40. The Chairperson turned to the five periodic reports submitted by States Parties on the implementation of the Convention and on the current status of all elements inscribed on the Representative List, in conformity with Article 29 of the Convention, which the Committee was requested to examine and summarize so as to prepare and submit a report to the General Assembly, according to Art. 7 and Art. 30. The Chairperson described the States that ratified the Convention in 2004 as true pioneers in setting a good example for other States, and he thanked them for their strong commitment as the first to attempt such a complex task.
41. The representative of the Secretary, Mr Proschan, noted that this was the first year the Committee would be asked to examine periodic reports, adding that seven States Parties had been informed twelve months prior to the deadline, with Algeria, Central African Republic, China, Japan and Mauritius responding by submitting their reports, while Gabon and Panama did not. Document 6 thus presented a summary of the 2011 reports of the five States Parties in its annex. Part I of the annex included a full description of the working methods of the Secretariat and a general overview of the five 2011 periodic reports. Mr Proschan drew attention to the fact that the first cycle represented a very small sample on which to draw general observations, but nevertheless provided a general picture of the situation, adding that in two years time, almost half of States Parties would submit reports, allowing for a more comparative summary report with about 20 reports due in 2012 and more than 30 reports due in 2013.
42. Part II of the annex provides a complete overview of the measures taken by States Parties to implement the Convention, including institutional capacities for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, inventories, and international cooperation. Mr Proschan remarked on the wide range of measures adopted by the five State Parties, noting in particular the different approaches and methodologies adopted for inventorying their intangible cultural heritage. This section of the report ends with a paragraph on initiatives of cooperation at sub-regional, regional and international level.
43. Part III provides a synthesis of the status of the forty-four elements inscribed on the Representative List, with States Parties providing detailed information on the social and cultural functions of the elements today as well as their viability, safeguarding measures, community participation, and the impact of inscription on the elements and the communities. However, Mr Proschan explained that the summary did not attempt to provide great detail on the individual elements or the concrete specific impacts of inscription, adding that although 44 inscribed elements was sizable, the number of States concerned was not; a larger representative mass for comparative study and analysis by experts would be available in 2012 and 2013.
44. Part IV provides general comments and conclusions, and the Secretariat sought to emphasize topics that might receive greater attention in future reporting cycles. For instance, the problem of ensuring respect for customary practices governing access to certain aspects of intangible cultural heritage, which went unmentioned in the five reports, or to the protective measures States may wish to put in place to ensure that intellectual property rights of communities and individuals are protected in laws and policies. Similarly, States might wish to address the involvement and participation of communities more fully. With regard to safeguarding measures, States may find it useful to treat the characteristics and nature of each form of intangible heritage rather than applying the same approach to every situation. Additionally, the Secretariat noted a tendency to understand intangible cultural heritage in terms of ‘national’ identity, when the Convention itself emphasized the identity of communities. The Committee may also wish to give thought to how to ensure that States Parties in their implementation of the Convention can give more prominence to encouraging respect for and promotion of cultural diversity and international cooperation.
45. The Chairperson thanked Mr Proschan for the overview of the report, which presented several comments that could be useful to those States Parties currently preparing reports, adding that the reports could serve as an instrument to assess needs for international cooperation and assistance, and for monitoring the contribution of inscription to the visibility of intangible cultural heritage in different countries and to the impacts of inscription whether positive and negative. The Chairperson opened the floor, inviting the five reporting States Parties to share their observations and experiences.
46. The delegation of China remarked that as one of the first countries to ratify the Convention, it fully accepted its responsibility and obligation to present a periodic report on the implementation of the Convention and on the current status of its elements on the Representative List. It was explained that the Chinese Ministry of Culture had set up a working mechanism in order to ensure the widest possible participation of communities, experts, research institutes and local governments, and that the report included the safeguarding measures implemented for all 26 of the elements inscribed. The delegation spoke of its willingness to exchange ideas and share information with other States Parties, adding that the drafting of the report itself was a learning process with the communities having improved their understanding of the principles, concepts and mechanisms of the Convention, while the safeguarding plans had been assessed, monitored and further implemented. The delegation spoke of the challenges that arose, for example, in the different levels of capacity of communities to implement the Convention and the safeguarding measures despite the allocated funding. The delegation took the opportunity to thank the Secretariat for its great efforts in the technical verification and treatment of the reports, which included helpful and pertinent comments in the summary provided. The delegation suggested that periodic reporting be included in the training materials on capacity-building, proposing that the Secretariat invite experts to work on new training materials, adding that China through its Category II Centre was willing to cooperate with UNESCO in this regard. The delegation concluded with thanks to the Chairperson for hosting the present session and to the Indonesian authorities for their warm hospitality.
47. The Chairperson remarked that the lessons learned on periodic reports would indeed help other States Parties prepare their own reports in the future.
48. The delegation of Indonesia referred to the Chapter V of the Operational Directives, which referred to the obligation of States Parties to report on its inscribed elements, suggesting that the requirements for the Representative List and the Urgent Safeguarding List should be made similar for best safeguarding practices and international assistance requests greater than US$25,000, and that like the treatment of each element upon acceptance, a similar mechanism was needed to review the periodic report, i.e. criteria of acceptance should be formulated to establish a body to evaluate the reports and provide recommendations. Finally, a clear set of rules should be defined so as to enable elements to be transferred from one list to another.
49. The delegation of the Republic of Korea expressed thanks to the Indonesian government for their warm hospitality and congratulated the Chairperson on his appointment. He thanked the Secretariat for its hard work in preparing the meeting and for the assistance afforded to the five States Parties during the reporting process. The delegation remarked that the periodic reports served to check the status of elements on the Representative List, proposing that the possibility of transferring an element from the Representative List to the Urgent Safeguarding List, as suggested in paragraph 38 of the Operational Directives, be included in the nomination form ICH-10 since the status of elements changed with time. The delegation believed that the same mechanism could be applied to elements on the Urgent Safeguarding List and their transfer to the Representative List, and sought guidance from Secretariat on how this could be made possible.
50. The delegation of Jordan expressed thanks to Indonesia for their hospitality and for its organization of the meeting. He agreed that the reports provided useful guidance for future reporting and that they could also serve efforts in training and capacity-building by providing concrete examples on the ground.
51. The delegation of Kenya found the periodic reports interesting, not least as they were compiled by the Convention’s pioneering countries, stating his firm belief that intangible cultural heritage belonged to States. The delegation considered it useful to demonstrate how communities, groups and individuals, as well as other stakeholders, participated in the reporting process. Additionally, the reports were useful as they covered the entire period of time in which the communities and the States Parties had been involved with the Convention. Thus, the reports should be shared with States Parties that had yet to submit periodic reports, and that a lot of work could be carried out to enhance international cooperation, although bilateral work was proceeding in terms of legislation, the establishment of State institutions, and so on. The delegation was also of the opinion that the reports should play a part in capacity-building, and concluded by thanking Indonesia for its hospitality, and the Chairperson for steering the meeting.
52. The delegation of Morocco expressed thanks to the Indonesian authorities for its warm welcome and for the way the meeting was being conducted, as well as to the Secretariat and the different bodies of the Convention for the high quality of the documents. The delegation reiterated the importance of the periodic reports, echoing the remarks made by the previous speakers. Referring to the experience of China and Japan (in paragraph 14 of the report), the delegation considered important their focus on safeguarding efforts at the local level and their ways of ensuring local community involvement, which showed the way forward, citing the example in Morocco where local communities were not taken into account in drafting legislation. The delegation also agreed that capacity-building and training were equally important aspects, and concluded by suggesting that periodic reports be prepared through electronic means, which would facilitate their examination.
53. The delegation of Niger expressed thanks to Indonesia for its warm welcome, and congratulated the Secretariat for its extensive work, as well as the countries that had submitted their reports, which were a rallying call to other States Parties. The delegation believed that UNESCO ought to encourage all countries to carry out their duty in preparing their periodic reports on the implementation of the Convention.
54. The delegation of Mauritius thanked the Secretariat for its work and the Indonesian authorities for their incredible hospitality. The delegation spoke of its experience in preparing the report as challenging and was thus thankful to the Secretariat and UNESCO in general for its support, for facilitating its participation to the Committee session, and for its assistance on inventorying intangible cultural heritage. The delegation noted that countries seemed inclined to report on State activities rather than on the important work carried out by smaller organizations working with communities, as they were taking important measures at the grassroots level. Thus, States Parties should place a greater focus on the work carried out alongside national State activities. The delegation concurred that the reports should be distributed to all States Parties in an exchange of ideas.
55. The delegation of Algeria began by congratulating Indonesia for chairing the session and for its invitation and warm welcome. The delegation also wished to thank the Secretariat for its support and advice in preparing the report, adding that Algeria was the first country to ratify the Convention.
56. The delegation of Italy thanked Indonesia for its warm hospitality, highlighting the remark made by Kenya on including the participation of NGOs in the periodic report exercise, which had also been brought up by the NGOs present at the NGO Forum the previous day.
57. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran expressed sincere thanks to the Indonesian government for its hospitality, to the Secretariat for its hard work, and to the Chairperson for his appointment and leadership. Although it was believed that periodic reporting was essential, the delegation wished to see greater detail regarding the practical challenges faced by the States Parties when compiling their reports, which were likely to be common among other countries and would therefore prove useful.
58. The delegation of Japan began by thanking the government of Indonesia for generously hosting the session, and the Secretariat for its hard work and dedication. The delegation explained that compiling the report was not an easy task but hoped that the submitted reports would prove useful to others in their implementation of the Convention.
59. The delegation of Egypt expressed thanks to the Chairperson and the government of Indonesia, adding that for most of the delegates it was their first visit to the country. The delegation also thanked the Secretariat and the Committee for their support and work on the periodic reports, which indicated the efforts deployed in the different regions. The delegation spoke of the need for capacity-building and training in countries such as Egypt on the identification of elements which can be inscribed on the Representative List and on inventorying. The delegation spoke of having attended the meeting prior to the adoption of the Convention, adding that there were still many obstacles to overcome in order to achieve the Convention’s objectives, citing the importance of strengthening national culture.
60. The Chairperson of the NGO Forum, Ms Carmen Padilla, wished to present the statement elaborated by the participating NGOs during the NGO Forum held the previous day. The Chairperson first expressed thanks to the Secretariat and the Indonesian government for providing the webcast, the venue, and the logistics in support of the Forum. The representative also thanked the NGOs for their participation. She congratulated the two examining bodies, the working group and the UNESCO Secretariat for the quality of the working documents, and supported the recommendation by the working group that, for the efficiency and consistency of treatment, the examination of nominations to the Representative List should be carried out by the Consultative Body. She also raised the NGO community’s concern that best practices and international assistance be subject of an annual ceiling, as it may disadvantage developing countries. The involvement of NGOs, together with communities, in the preparation of periodic reports on the implementation of the Convention at the national level may be encouraged by the Committee in Decision 6.COM.6, as in a future revision of the Operational Directives.
61. The Chairperson thanked the NGO representative for the insightful report and suggestions, noting that everyone agreed on the importance of the periodic reports, not only to improve the credibility and values of the Convention but also to share the lessons learned. The Chairperson acknowledged that this was not an easy task, noting that States Parties had expressed their desire to learn about the challenges and how to overcome them. The Chairperson also noted the wish to see continued support from the Secretariat in capacity-building and training, inviting the Secretariat to respond to the many remarks and suggestions.
62. Mr Proschan began with the remark by Indonesia, which suggested that the Committee might wish to develop criteria for accepting or rejecting the periodic reports and elaborate a mechanism for their evaluation not currently permitted by the Convention since Art. 7 (f) states that the Committee had only to examine the reports and to summarize them for the General Assembly. Mr Proschan added that one of the criticisms of the Convention was that it provides no enforcement mechanism. However, the Committee was able to provide feedback, comments and suggestions even if it fell short of accepting or rejecting a particular report, adding that the draft decision did not contain a provision in this regard. With regard to the technical point made by the Republic of Korea on amending the ICH-10 form on the transfer of an element from one list to the other and integrating this within the periodic report, Mr Proschan clarified that forms ICH-10 and ICH-11 were the only forms adopted by the Committee itself, while the formulation of the other nomination and accreditation forms had been entrusted to the Secretariat, but the Committee had maintained the authority to approve its content, with any changes requiring its decision. Nevertheless, States Parties had the right to raise these issues, and in such a case where the viability of an element on the Representative List was threatened the State Party could report on its intention to transfer the element to the Urgent Safeguarding List, noting that the Operational Directives propose a specific mechanism for that which requires a nomination file to be submitted to the Urgent Safeguarding List. In this way, the periodic report would maintain its reporting function. This would also apply to possible transfer of elements from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List in cases where the safeguarding measures had proven success. Referring to the remark by Indonesia that States Parties should mention in the report previous international assistance requests or selected best practices, Mr Proschan clarified that this could indeed be indicated in the form, even if it is not specifically asked for, as this additional information would be of interest to readers. Conversely, omissions of this nature would be brought to the attention of the submitting State Party by the Secretariat.
63. With regard to capacity-building, Mr Proschan took note of the request to increase capacity among those States Parties preparing their periodic reports in 2012 and 2013 cycles, adding that an information letter has been sent to these States Parties based on the first five reports, which highlights the important points to retain when drafting reports. The other concern for capacity-building was related to the current efforts by the Secretariat that focused on national implementation of the Convention, adding that the reports provided a tremendous resource in this regard with the Convention providing for this convergence in its articles 11–15, which laid out the obligations of States Parties at the national level, and would thus enrich the ongoing capacity-building activities of the Secretariat, but also of the States Parties, experts and scholars at the national level. With regard to the electronic submission of periodic reports, Mr Proschan explained that the Secretariat had introduced electronic processing of the reports internally and would look for ways in which States Parties could submit their reports electronically, adding that all the current reports were now available on the website.
64. The Chairperson thanked the Secretariat for the explanations, the submitting States Parties for their reports, and the delegations for their encouraging and positive feedback, all of which would prove useful in future cycles.
65. Mr Proschan further explained that it was the duty of the Committee to examine the periodic reports and submit an overview to the General Assembly. The Secretariat had therefore drafted an overview (in the annex to document 6) for submission to the General Assembly in 2012.
66. The Chairperson therefore moved to the adoption of the decision. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 6.
ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA:
REPORT OF THE CONSULTATIVE BODY ON ITS WORK IN 2011
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67. The Chairperson turned to the document 7 and the reported results of the Consultative Body, which examined the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000, adding that this was the first time the Committee would receive a report from the Consultative Body – a new mechanism put in place at the third session of the General Assembly. The Chairperson recalled that previously two independent experts had been appointed to carry out individual examinations of files to the Urgent Safeguarding List and international assistance requests, while an ad hoc working group examined the proposals to the Register of Best Practices. The system proved to have both advantages and disadvantages; the expert had to have both expertise in the domain of intangible cultural heritage but also on the criteria for inscription and the fundamental principles of the Convention, which affected the consistency of examination from one file to another. Thus, a new method of examination was introduced with six accredited NGOs and six independent experts, working as a group to evaluate the files. The Chairperson invited the Chairperson of the Consultative Body, Ms Ritu Sethi from Craft Revival Trust (India), and the Rapporteur, Ms Monika Therrien from the Erigaie Foundation (Colombia) to join the podium.
68. The Chairperson explained that Ms Therrien would present an oral report on the working methods of the body and transversal issues, which would be followed by a general discussion. This would be followed by the evaluation of 18 nomination files to the Urgent Safeguarding List. For each nomination, Ms Sethi would summarize the key findings and recommendations. The Chairperson explained that during the general debates on items 7, 8, 9 and 10, priority would be granted to Committee members, followed by States Parties observers, then other observers, adding that debates on draft decisions would be limited to Committee Members. The twelve proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices in agenda item 9 would follow the same procedure, and conclude with the four requests for international assistance.
69. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body recalled Decision 5.COM 9 in which the Committee established the Consultative Body charged with the examination of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000 in the 2011 cycle. Ms Therrien began by naming the twelve members of the Consultative Body, explaining that the report should be read in conjunction with the separate documents (as highlighted above), as the oral report integrated and summarized the four formal reports, including the Consultative Body’s overall report.
70. The Rapporteur presented a general overview of the working methods and procedures common to the three mechanisms, noting that States Parties had submitted 54 files for the three mechanisms, to which were added two files that remained incomplete from previous cycles. For each file, the Secretariat processed the file, assessing their technical compliance and informing submitting States when the information provided was unclear. It was noted that because of the very compressed time schedule, some States were unable to submit revised nominations in time for translation and submission to the Consultative Body; some files could only be completed in March or April 2011. Those States encountering difficulties received extensions, while others decided to complete their files for a subsequent cycle. Thus, 42 files were completed in time for examination by the Consultative Body, of which 39 were presented to the Committee. It was noted that the Consultative Body was able to consult the nominations from a password-protected, dedicated website; nominations were presented in their original language and translated into French or English, accompanied with relevant documentation, videos and photographs, as well as the original files and the Secretariat’s requests for additional information. Each member of the Body was required to prepare a report on each of the files, including comments on each criterion. Of the 42 files, the initial examination reports showed divergent opinions in 41 files, or 98% of the total. The compressed schedule presented difficulties for several members of the Consultative Body, but most managed to complete their work. However, Mr Guillermo Sequera was unable to complete his examination, therefore his work had not been taken into account by the Body when it met in early July 2011 (he did not participate in the meeting). The 42 files were examined in July 2011. In the case of proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for international assistance, the Body achieved consensus on all criteria for all files. The Body was unable to achieve full consensus on all criteria in 4 nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, and therefore presented options to the Committee. The Rapporteur explained during its deliberations, the Body was unable to conclude its examinations on three files: two for the Urgent Safeguarding List submitted by a single State (large sections of the two files were identical, and therefore no recommendations were submitted to the Committee), and a proposal to the Register of Best Practices from another State Party (similarly, passages were found to be identical to another proposal that had previously been selected by the Committee, and the evaluation was suspended).
71. The Rapporteur then moved to general observations and recommendations common to all three mechanisms, in which the Body commended the submitting States Parties for the wide diversity of intangible cultural heritage presented, adding that its recommendations were based exclusively on the information presented in the submitted file. The Rapporteur reminded States Parties of their obligation to communities when submitting a nomination, on the understanding that communities would be disappointed in the case of an unfavourable recommendation. She also remarked on the large number of poorly drafted or translated files. States Parties were therefore encouraged to submit files of the highest possible quality, even if fewer files were submitted as a result. The Body also recommended that States Parties make every effort to take into account the Secretariat’s comments, adding that States should not expect the Secretariat to anticipate all of the concerns. The Body encouraged multinational nominations, reminding States Parties that international cooperation and mutual assistance were fundamental objectives of the Convention. In certain cases it appeared that submitting States were engaged in a race to inscribe elements and were not sufficiently communicating with other States where multinational nominations might be warranted, representing missed opportunities for cooperation. The Body sought to be convinced that communities had been involved in the initiation and elaboration of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, that they had a voice in the design of the safeguarding measures proposed, that they would be involved in their implementation, that they had provided free, prior and informed consent for the nomination, and that they had participated in the identification of the element and its inclusion in an inventory. The same concern was central to the Body’s examination of requests for international assistance. For proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, the Consultative Body took note that communities might be involved in different ways and at different times depending on the nature of the programme, project or activity, but it sought evidence of their appropriate participation in one way or another.
72. The Rapporteur noted that in some cases State institutions and experts appeared to have decided upon the strategies and activities, while the communities, groups and individuals concerned had at best been asked for their concurrence. In other cases the Body was pleased to see convincing evidence of community participation in the elaboration of the safeguarding measures or had even initiated them, emphasizing the important role of NGOs at the design and implementation stages. The full respect of any customary practices governing access to specific aspects of intangible cultural heritage was considered very important, particularly for the Urgent Safeguarding List. Moreover, in some cases consent documents seemed inadequate and did not clearly indicate informed community consent. The Body was also struck by the invisibility of women in the elaboration of files and the implementation of safeguarding measures, particularly when women were essential actors in the practice and transmission of the element in question. It therefore encouraged States Parties to endeavour to ensure that women’s voices were heard. Similarly, when children or youth were affected by the safeguarding of an element, they should also be considered, their participation mobilized, and their consent solicited. Moreover, children and youth should always figure in safeguarding plans since long-term viability of elements depended on their participation as apprentices, trainees, audience members, and later as practitioners and ultimately as masters. In a number of instances the safeguarding measures proposed did not pay sufficient attention to transmission and to formal and non-formal education. The Body therefore encouraged States to devise safeguarding strategies that balanced efforts aimed at strengthening the knowledge and skills of young members, and in efforts to create broader public awareness. The Rapporteur concluded by reminding States Parties of the important role of intangible cultural heritage as ‘a guarantee of sustainable development’, stated in the Convention’s preamble. For nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance, the Body encouraged safeguarding measures that would increase the likelihood that today’s children and youth can live in a world in which they continue to enjoy the heritage of their parents and grandparents. The Body was also pleased to see several of the programmes, projects and activities proposed for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices that placed sustainable development at their core.
73. The Chairperson congratulated the Rapporteur and the Consultative Body for their impressive work and the clarity of the report, which raised a number of important points. The Chairperson proposed a general debate on the several issues common to all three mechanisms, adding that States Parties and other observers would be given the opportunity to offer comments after Committee members had spoken.
74. The delegation of the Republic of Korea began by congratulating the Consultative Body for having completed its daunting task, work for which the delegation was familiar as member of the Subsidiary Body. The delegation wished to return to two key issues: the three nominations that the Consultative Body had chosen not to examine, and the absence of one of the members of the Consultative Body. Regarding the former, it was noted that the Consultative Body had an obligation to examine all the files regardless of whether the recommendation was favourable or not, unless the submitting State chose to withdraw its file(s). Additionally, a copy/paste approach could be regarded as a technical error attributed to misunderstandings or idleness. Moreover, the Subsidiary Body had found this to be a recurrent problem, resulting in files receiving an unfavourable recommendation, but they were nonetheless examined. The action of the Consultative Body – in its first cycle – was particularly pertinent as this would set a precedent, affecting future decisions; the Committee would have provided guidance in this regard. With regard to the latter point, it was noted that the Consultative Body was comprised of six elected experts and six elected NGOs based on the principle of equitable geographic representation, which endeavoured to achieve equitable perspectives in the examination process. Thus, the absence of one expert had deprived one of the regions of a representative voice. Furthermore, the absence of Consultative Body members in the future would cast doubts on the hard work accomplished.
75. The delegation of Azerbaijan congratulated the Chairperson on his election and expressed gratitude to the Indonesian government for its hospitality and for the organization of the meeting, expressing thanks to the Secretariat for its outstanding work and support, and the Consultative Body for its work. The delegation commended the Consultative Body for the professional way in which it conducted its work and proving its efficiency. The delegation supported the idea of nominations to the Representative List to be evaluated by the Consultative Body, adding that it formed a solid basis for improving the methodology in the treatment of nominations. The delegation therefore supported the evaluations and the recommendations of the Consultative Body, particularly with regard to the inclusion of the widest possible participation of communities in both the safeguarding activities and the nomination process, adding that in some cases this principal was not respected with some files demonstrating political motives with insufficient community involvement. The delegation also referred to the recurrent use of the copy/paste approach in the formulation of nominations, with one example seemingly copied from a previously inscribed element, and in another example a State Party had copied texts in multiple files, adding that this problem had been highlighted by both the Consultative Body and the Subsidiary Body, thus undermining the credibility of the process. The delegation also drew attention to one nomination file that had made reference to safeguarding measures in a neighbouring country in which it did not have jurisdiction, which violated Art. 11 of the Convention. The delegation recalled a similar situation that had occurred in Nairobi in 2010, resulting in removing the contentious text. The delegation recalled that the Committee had introduced a provision during the meeting in Nairobi that sought to defuse any misunderstandings that were not conducive to promoting dialogue. The delegation recalled the words of UNESCO Director-General, Ms Irina Bokova, when she referred to States Parties safeguarding the elements found in their own territories. The delegation therefore called on the Secretariat to work closely with countries to ensure that nominations complied with the provisions of the Convention.
76. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran spoke of its oral recommendation on the methodology of examination of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and other mechanisms, and proposed that the submitting State Party be made aware of decisions in a proper way, echoing the remarks by Azerbaijan. The delegation offered the example of the World Heritage Committee that sent observers to the submitting State, which includes several rounds of examination. The delegation therefore suggested an examination of nomination files that involved exchanges of information or visits by observers. The delegation appreciated that the Consultative Body based its recommendations solely on the documentation presented and may not be aware of the situation on the ground.
77. The delegation of Morocco congratulated the Consultative Body and the Secretariat for the excellent work in the preparation of the report, the recommendations and the decision on the nomination files. The delegation reiterated the importance of the points raised by the Republic of Korea and Azerbaijan, as well as Iran on the importance of the methodological approach. With regard to community participation, the delegation acknowledged that there was no methodology to ensure their involvement, but which could be included in the capacity-building programme for example. Referring to paragraph 29 of the report, which referred to the different strata of community structure, the delegation surmised that in some categories, i.e. women and children, they were excluded from the decision-making process. However, the way in which the community functions should also be taken into account.
78. The Chairperson opened the floor to States, non-members of the Committee.
79. The delegation of Zimbabwe began by thanking the government of Indonesia, UNESCO and the Chairperson. The delegation agreed with the importance of community participation but that some traditional practices, involving elderly practitioners for example, were viewed by the youth as unimportant. The delegation questioned the evidence required that sufficiently proved community participation.
80. The delegation of Algeria believed that other ways of involving communities should be sought, which should not be seen as a prior event or a downstream process but rather as an outcome of the safeguarding measures. For instance, there might be situations in which communities were hostile to actions taken by government officials and organizations in safeguarding their heritage, i.e. in communities undergoing transformation or those experiencing acculturation, with safeguarding measures applied against the community’s will. The delegation also wished to underscore the importance of the periodic reports, adding that since drafting its own report the situation had changed immensely.
81. The delegation of France thanked and congratulated the Rapporteur for the quality of the report, and agreed with the remarks made by Zimbabwe, Morocco and Algeria that a model could not be imposed on communities, as each community was specific with its own personality and therefore they could not be treated in the same way. The delegation recalled that the community was also identified as groups and individuals, which was rarely mentioned.
82. Returning to the copy/paste issue, the delegation of Mauritius believed that before deciding not to examine a particular file, it was important to first ascertain the problem instead of penalizing the element submitted by a State Party that might lack the expertise or experience in completing a nomination form, which further reflected the need for capacity-building, adding that the Secretariat should pay particular attention to such cases. Furthermore, greater assistance should be afforded to these States Parties from the outset, ahead of the preliminary examination by the Secretariat.
83. The delegation of Turkey congratulated the Chairperson for his appointment and the Indonesian authorities for the warm welcome, as well as the Rapporteur and the Secretariat for their work. The delegation recalled that the 36th General Conference of UNESCO accepted a resolution for an International Decade for the Rapprochement of Cultures (2013-2022), which drew inspiration from the 2003 Convention and the safeguard of intangible cultural heritage in the spirit of dialogue with communities while promoting multinational files wherever possible. However, it was the prerogative of the State Party not to submit a multinational nomination if it chose not to. The delegation concluded by supporting the conclusions of the Consultative Body.
84. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body, Ms Ritu Sethi spoke of the cohesive and organized manner in which the Body’s members had examined the files, said to have been a difficult task, although largely aided by the support of the Secretariat. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body recognized the importance of the communities in the three mechanisms, adding that the difficult decisions taken were also difficult on the Body’s members who had the concerned communities in mind. She appealed to States Parties to carefully consider their nominations and the letters sent by the Secretariat, reiterating that the Body had based its decisions solely on the information and documentation presented to it, which further emphasized the importance of submitting quality files.
85. Referring to the remark by the Republic of Korea, the Secretary explained that the decision not to examine the two files – in which many parts were found to be identical – rested with the Consultative Body, as it was unable to determine which of the two files contained the correct information and therefore met the criteria. With regard to the composition of the Consultative Body established in Nairobi in 2010, the Secretary explained that contracts had been drafted with the 12 appointed members with the work beginning in earnest with the first meeting in January 2011 in which all 12 members had participated. The Secretary explained that for personal reasons beyond his control Mr Guillermo Sequera was unable to complete all the work assigned to him, and by March, it was too late to consider a replacement, adding that the Committee had not provided an alternative candidate. The Secretary noted that although the Committee had also been elected on the principle of geographic representation, one of the Committee members had been unable to attend the present session, adding that unpredictable circumstances had led to these situations but the work had to continue nevertheless.
86. The Chairperson recognized that the Consultative Body was a new mechanism with the shared experience helping to improve the functioning of the Body in the future. The Chairperson adjourned the morning session.
[Wednesday 23 November, afternoon session]
87. The Chairperson announced the launch of an exhibition during the meeting of Indonesian intangible cultural heritage presented by the host country. He also announced that decision 6.COM 7 would be postponed until completion of the evaluation of the three categories of files examined by the Consultative Body.
88. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed to return to the two issues it raised concerning the working methodology of the Consultative Body, namely, the decision not to examine three files and the absence of one of its members. The delegation sought a discussion on the latter issue not least because further absences might occur in the Consultative Body in the future, while the Committee should discuss how to deal with such occurrences.
89. The delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Croatia, China, Jordan and Azerbaijan, supported the proposal by the Republic of Korea.
90. The delegation of Croatia also supported the proposal as well as a solution that would prevent this situation from reoccurring in the future, with the possible consideration of an alternate member, as had previously been the case.
91. The Secretary returned to the remark made by Croatia with regard to the first cycle of examiners in which two candidates were appointed to examine the files, with one examiner serving as an alternate. However, in the case of an absentee of one or other of the examiners, a similar situation would arise in that geographic representation would not be assured. With regard to the Consultative Body and its twelve appointed examiners, should one of the examiners be unable to carry out his or her work, the alternates would find it difficult to begin examination midway through the examination process both in terms of contractual arrangements and the limited time in which to carry out the work. Thus, such a solution would require the commitment of both the examiners and the alternates to the process and the meetings, which would further increase the costs.
92. The delegation of Grenada understood the difficulty of replacing an examiner midway through the process, however, the Convention recognized accredited NGOs, recalling that independent experts had been called on by the Committee in the early days of the Convention because of the lack of accredited NGOs, which was not now the case. Thus, a mid-term or long-term solution might involve the appointment of NGOs, where they sufficiently covered a region, as they would be better equipped to overcome absenteeism, while independent experts could be appointed from regions where NGOs were lacking.
93. The delegation of Kenya recalled that the Committee had insisted that the same group of members examine the files, which ensured a common understanding and examination standard, rather than having two separate groups. The delegation acknowledged that it was difficult to introduce an examiner at a later stage of the process, although she concurred that a solution should be sought for the future.
94. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested the establishment of two bodies: one that would be constituted for the examination of files in the forthcoming cycle, and another group for the subsequent cycle. In this way, examination of the files would overlap more than one cycle, which would increase the time available to examine the nominations. With regard to the methodology, the delegation believed that the submitting State Party should be made aware of the results of the Body’s deliberations, which would enable the State Party to improve its file(s).
95. The Chairperson thanked the Committee members for their interventions, concluding that some of the proposals, although interesting, may be out of the scope of the current debate.
96. The delegation of Spain thanked the Indonesian authorities for their warm welcome and the Secretariat for its work, agreeing that headway had to be made to find solutions to certain processes and methodologies. The delegation believed that there was an insufficient number of examiners in the Consultative Body, suggesting that an additional member or members be appointed who would be kept informed of the deliberations so that they could enter the process should circumstances of absenteeism arise, which would guarantee a smoother process.
97. The delegation of Burkina Faso thanked the Indonesian authorities for the well-organized meeting and the Chairperson for his appointment. The delegation spoke of the recurrent issues reported by the Consultative Body related to difficulties examining the nominations, not least because a high number of nominations had received unfavourable opinions. Thus, States Parties should be given the opportunity to submit well-prepared nomination files. The delegation did not believe that the absence of one member jeopardized the decision-making process, although it may be an issue of principle. The delegation did however believe that a solution should be sought for the future.
98. The delegation of Paraguay thanked the Indonesian authorities for their warm welcome. The delegation recalled that the Consultative Body had been granted a mandate by the Committee and that errors may invariably occur, but that it was important to prevent them from occurring in the future. In addition to the issue of the number of members, the delegation believed it was equally important to examine the Body’s working methodology, adding that the suggestion by Iran appeared interesting, as experts could look at an unlimited number of nomination files. In this vein, the delegation concurred with the proposal by Spain, and sought a discussion in the present session that would lead to a series of changes to the Consultative Body.
99. The Chairperson noted the number of Committee members wishing to discuss ways to improve the working methodology of the Consultative Body, reminding the Committee that the topic was covered in agenda item 15 [Report of the open ended intergovernmental working group on possible measures to improve the treatment of nominations to the Representative List by the Committee, its Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat] and, given the time limitations, suggested that Members come forward with concrete proposals on how to tackle the issue.
100. Referring to the absence of a member of the Consultative Body, the delegation of Niger sought advice from the Legal Adviser on whether this jeopardized the work of the Consultative Body.
101. The Legal Adviser acknowledged that the absence of one of the Body’s members clearly had a negative impact, but on a strictly legal basis the examination of the nomination files was exercised in a collegiate manner, and in this context the geographic representation did not have a bearing on the results, as impartial examination was required of the members, even if one of the contracts was not honoured. The Legal Adviser spoke of a fait accompli but conceded that a solution should be sought. However, it was noted that the Chairperson had postponed the adoption of decision 6.COM 7, and although the points raised were related to the work of the Consultative Body, the issue was part of the wider discussion on the examinations of all the mechanisms. This did not imply that the Committee had to forego consultations until agenda item 15, but there were nonetheless two legal concerns. Firstly, that the Consultative Body could have turned to the Committee’s Operational Directives that mandated the appointment of a Chairperson in the event that the elected Chairperson was unable to attend, and it could have similarly applied the same principle, although the current Operational Directives did not specifically foresee the absence of members. The Legal Adviser noted that the Secretariat had raised the concern of added costs incurred with deputies or alternate members, adding that these issues could be raised under agenda item 15. Secondly, the Legal Adviser recalled the number of occasions when the Committee was forewarned of the differences between the competencies of the Committee and the General Assembly in establishing these organs; the Committee constituted the organs under the auspices of the General Assembly, as permitted under the Operational Directives. However, a certain leeway could be introduced into the Operational Directives when reviewed that would allow the Committee to deal with unexpected events, with the approval of the General Assembly. The Legal Adviser concluded that these issues could be further discussed during agenda item 15.
102. The delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked the Chairperson and the Legal Adviser for accepting to continue the discussion at a later time under agenda item 15, as well as the Committee members for their constructive proposals. With regard to the absence of Consultative Body members, the delegation supported the remark by Grenada [to involve NGOs to a greater extent] as a possible way forward in the future. With regard to the copy/paste issue, the delegation supported Iran in its suggestion for greater communication and earlier contact between the submitting States Parties and the Secretariat in order to prevent errors and ensure better preparation of files.
103. The Chairperson thanked the Republic of Korea and the Legal Adviser for their helpful interventions, concurring that these important points would help improve the working methods of the Consultative Body. The Chairperson then moved to the next agenda item.
ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA:
EVALUATION OF NOMINATIONS FOR INSCRIPTION IN 2011 ON THE LIST OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN NEED OF URGENT SAFEGUARDING
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104. The Chairperson recalled that in 2009 the Committee had received 12 nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and only 4 in 2010, with a number of Committee members regretting that the interest in the Urgent Safeguarding List was less than compared to the enthusiasm for the Representative List. However, the 2011 cycle saw a dramatic increase in nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List with 29 files submitted in March 2010 and 23 files the subject of recommendations from the Consultative Body. Of those 23 files, 6 files had been withdrawn by the submitting States, leaving 17 nominations for consideration by the Committee, with the Consultative Body acting in its advisory capacity for the first time. The Committee’s task was to draw upon the recommendations of the Consultative Body and decide whether the nominations satisfied all five of the criteria for inscription. The Chairperson began by reminding the Committee of the five inscription criteria, which was followed by the Consultative Body’s report on its results.
105. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body reported that the Secretariat had received 29 nominations from 17 States Parties by the deadline for submission of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List. For each nomination, the Secretariat had informed the submitting State of any information required to complete its nomination. In three cases, the submitting State Party decided that it was unable to revise the nomination in the time available, although it may wish to complete its nomination for a subsequent cycle, and one file was withdrawn. As a result the Consultative Body received 25 nominations for examination from 15 States Parties. As outlined in the Consultative Body’s report, two nominations had large parts that were identical in both. Consequently, the Body presented 23 recommendations out of the 25 nominations received. The Body was cognizant of the fact that it was the first time it was charged with examining nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List. However, it was noted that several of its members had previously served as examiners either in the 2009 or 2010 cycle. Members each formed their own opinions on each nomination prior to the July meeting and there was a great divergence among the reports; only a single nomination (Xoan singing of Phú Thọ Province, Viet Nam, submitted by Viet Nam) received unanimous approbation. Yet in the course of their collegial discussions, the Body was nevertheless able to achieve complete consensus on 19 of the 23 nominations, and largely achieved consensus on most criteria for the remaining 4 files.
106. The Rapporteur turned to observations on applying the criteria for inscription, noting that of the 23 nominations, five nominations received a recommendation to inscribe, 15 received a recommendation not to inscribe, and three were subject to split decisions. The Rapporteur spoke of the various concerns relative to the five different criteria, which are outlined in detail in the Rapporteur’s report.
107. Concerning the additional recommendations of a transversal nature provided by the Consultative Body, the Rapporteur noted that the Body had often been frustrated that nominations were not better articulated, particularly nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, as it was likely that the element in question was in need of urgent safeguarding with a community concerned with that element. The Body therefore reminded submitting States of the responsibility they take on vis-à-vis the communities, encouraging dedication to the nomination process in order to elaborating complete and structured dossiers with a clear description of the viability of the element and its contemporary social functions, and how it found expression today. Moreover, the Convention was not concerned with the question of originality or authenticity but rather how an element existed in the lives of its practitioners today. The Rapporteur further explained that the Body found the mandatory ten-minute videos and ten photographs to be important complements to the written nomination, but emphasized that even the best video was not a substitute for clear and effective text. Interestingly, a State had submitted a second short video to demonstrate the community’s free, prior and informed consent, and the Body welcomed such an initiative in the future. The Body noted a tendency to submit videos that were aimed at promoting tourism, and encouraged States to use the videos for information and not promotion or advertising. The Body also called on States Parties and the Committee to give thought to intellectual property of materials used, produced or disseminated in the nomination process or during activities. The Rapporteur recalled the Committee’s Decision 5.COM 6 concerning references to war or conflict or specific historical events, adding that such files should be elaborated with the utmost care in order to avoid any misunderstandings. The Body therefore reminded States Parties of the fundamental principles underlying the Convention, including international cooperation and mutual respect. The Body also expressed concern that in some cases States Parties sought to have their elements inscribed before other States. In a similar vein, States occasionally submitted nominations of multiple individual elements that might better be inscribed as part of a larger element. In one case, two nominations were largely identical and the Body was unable to complete the examination. In another case, a State nominated a specific element that had previously been inscribed as a larger element. It was also noted that a number of nominations could not be recommended for inscription because of weaknesses in the safeguarding plans in U.3, which should not just list intentions but present a systematic and coherent safeguarding strategy with concrete activities and an appropriate budget and timetable as well as demonstrated capacity-building and knowledge transfer towards the communities, with strategies that include mobilization, awareness-raising and educational activities involving youth. Moreover, States Parties were encouraged to present budgets that are proportionate to the resources that can realistically be mobilized by the submitting State. In some cases the cost of the safeguarding measures seemed overly ambitious, particularly in the absence of clearly identified resources. The Rapporteur also reported that a number of States Parties believed that a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List also provided financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund at the time of inscription. Although Art. 20 of the Convention indicates that international assistance may be granted for the safeguarding of heritage inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List, such requests involved a completely independent procedure. The Body also wished to emphasize the essential role of communities in the elaboration of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, especially in the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures. Concluding, the Rapporteur emphasized that when the Committee inscribed an element on the Urgent Safeguarding List, this should not be seen as an end in itself but an ongoing engagement of the State Party to ensure the safeguarding of the element.
108. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for the helpful overview of the work on the nomination files for inscription to the Urgent Safeguarding List as well as the six nominations that were withdrawn.
109. The delegation of Paraguay found that the Rapporteur’s presentation had clearly explained the Body’s work on the nominations and the complexity of its work. The delegation believed that the points raised in the report could be brought into the discussion on how to improve the mechanism, particularly as States Parties had high expectations when they sought to inscribe their elements, not to mention the trust placed in UNESCO.
110. The delegation of Egypt [observer] presented its heartfelt thanks to the Body and the Rapporteur for its report on the working methods, which demonstrated a transparent and objective approach with clear results. The delegation added that the Body did not start its work from scratch, as elements had already been inscribed on the lists and it could therefore derive benefit from observing previous methods employed.
111. The delegation of Morocco also thanked the Body for its clear and detailed report. The delegation remarked on the differences between academic researchers and practitioners in terms of what constituted ‘authenticity’, as highlighted in one of the nomination files that stated how easy it was to reconstitute the lost elements of the ritual form, suggesting that capacity-building be targeted to bridge the gaps between the two different perspectives. With regard to safeguarding, the delegation believed it was important to have uniform terminology that distinguished between a safeguarding ‘strategy’, ‘plans’ and ‘measures’. Finally, the delegation drew attention to the report in which it stated that a comprehensive system of safeguarding was not a tool to obtain international assistance but would enable viability within the practising community.
112. Congratulating the Chairperson on his appointment, the delegation of the Czech Republic extended its gratitude to the Indonesian authorities for their warm hospitality, and the Secretariat and the Consultative Body for their work. The delegation shared the Body’s view that historical descriptions or events based on tradition were insufficient descriptions of an element, as the State Party should document the manner in which the nominated element constituted intangible cultural heritage, particularly in terms of its cultural function and transmission, adding that the two lists served a different purpose and should not be confused. For example, a nomination presenting an element with a large community, which was described as endangered, should be clearly explained with evidence of the threats.
113. The Chairperson proposed to suspend the examination of the overall decision until the decisions on all the files had been made, as had been the case with draft decision 6.COM 7. The Chairperson explained that the Chairperson of the Consultative Body, Ms Ritu Sethi, would present a brief description of the nominated element (with accompanying photographs shown onscreen) followed by the Body’s findings on the criteria. In cases where criteria were not satisfied, a brief explanation would be given and the floor opened for debate.
114. Given an opportunity to speak, a representative of International Council of Traditional Music (ICTM) drew attention to the accompanying videos, agreeing with the Body’s recommendation that they should not be used to promote tourism but rather as material in support of the nomination, adding that some video material on the Representative List were akin to music videos. The representative therefore endorsed the use of anthropological filmmakers who would document the right cultural context, particularly as the films were available to the general public.
115. Noting the large number of nominations, and in conformity with normal operating procedures, the Chairperson limited the debate on the draft decisions, recalling Rule 22.4 of the Rules of Procedure stipulating that a State Party cannot advocate or endorse its own nominations but only to provide information in reply to questions raised.
116. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the first nomination on Ashoogh love romance: performance, music and text of the Armenian bard tradition [draft decision 6.COM 8.1] submitted by Armenia. The Armenian Ashoogh is a popular tradition combining poetry, music and storytelling to recount love stories, legends, true events and supernatural tales, usually played at festivals, weddings, funerals and other special occasions with the skills and knowledge handed down from teacher to apprentice via oral transmission. The Consultative Body found that criteria U.1, U.4 and U.5 were satisfied, but not U.2 and U.3. With regard to U.2, the State emphasized the viability of the element, but not the aspects in need of urgent safeguarding. With regard to U.3, the State had not presented well-structured safeguarding measures aimed at strengthening the urgent aspects of the element. In addition, the nomination did not seem to have taken into account the Committee’s prior Decision 5.COM 6, as it included several claims of uniqueness that were not duly substantiated, since related elements with the same name can be found elsewhere.
117. The delegation of Italy spoke in favour of the nomination, as the Ashoogh performance set an example for the rest of the world and it deserved to be promoted.
118. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed that the submitted element constituted intangible cultural heritage but that the task of the Committee was to establish whether the criteria had been met.
119. The delegation of Morocco spoke of a comparable manifestation in Morocco, adding that the element was indeed interesting; however, the nomination file presented a problem in terms of substance and form reflected in the fact that two criteria had not been satisfied. The delegation recalled the purpose of the Convention, which was to promote dialogue and consensus, which called for a thorough examination of the criteria.
120. The delegation of Burkina Faso agreed that all the criteria should be verified to ensure compliance and would feel uneasy if the element were to be inscribed. However, it recognized that some States Parties had belatedly received the results of the Consultative Body and were therefore unable to make any necessary amendments to their files in time.
121. The Secretary wished to clarify the issue regarding when States Parties were informed of decisions by the Consultative Body, recalling that the General Assembly in June 2010 had amended the Operational Directives to eliminate the possibility of consultations following the Subsidiary Body’s results (the Consultative Body did not exist at the time). The current provision stipulates that the Secretariat must publish the Consultative Body’s results four weeks prior to the Committee meeting. However, prior to transferring files to the Consultative Body, the Secretariat may correspond with submitting States Parties to inform them of problems that may arise with their nominations. The Secretary further explained that the Body was not in a position to reconvene prior to the Committee meeting in order to re-examine revised files that would be re-submitted by States Parties within this lead time.
122. The delegation of Kenya spoke of its concern regarding the requirement to provide a well-structured safeguarding plan and wished to know how this was assessed since there was no standard format.
123. The delegation of Cyprus asked whether the files would be dealt with on a case-by-case basis, adding that the Committee should refer to the conclusions drawn by the Body and should only ask relevant questions when necessary, otherwise the files should not be reopened for discussion, particularly as the Body had already carried out this task.
124. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported the remarks by the Republic of Korea and Morocco that placed the onus on evaluating the criteria and not the merits of the element. The delegation supported the conclusion by the Body that criteria U.2 and U.3 were not satisfied, regretting that the file contained references of a political character with historical distortions, which contravened the Convention’s objectives of cooperation, mutual respect and the rapprochement of cultures. Furthermore, the delegation noted that the submitting State had referred to intangible cultural heritage situated beyond its borders, in violation of Art. 11 of the Convention. Additionally, parts of the form was said to be identical to text taken from the nomination ‘The art of Azerbaijani Ashiq’ inscribed in 2009, as well as from an Azerbaijani book. The delegation therefore objected to the nomination of the element, for the reasons stated.
125. The delegation of Paraguay concurred with Kenya on the issue of how a cultural expression can be best presented, which deserved analysis. With regard to the comments by Azerbaijan, the delegation replied that political boundaries did not take into account cultural aspects and that cultural expressions shared with neighbours could be represented regionally, as was the case in Latin America for example, further highlighting the need for tolerance. The delegation reiterated the need to evaluate the nomination based on the established criteria and when they were not satisfied the Committee should decide whether the element should or should not be inscribed on the list, as explained by Cyprus.
126. The delegation of Albania supported the comment by Cyprus in which a debate should only be opened when a Committee member raised a specific question or objection to the recommendation, otherwise the decision should go directly for adoption.
127. In an effort to move forward, the delegation of Spain proposed that the submitting State be given the opportunity to present its opinion when the Consultative Body expressed doubts on certain criteria. Additionally, clarifications by the submitting State should be taken into account with regard to U.3.
128. The Chair asked if a specific question was directed to the submitting State.
129. Spain wanted to know what are the specific aspects of the tradition that are mostly endangered and that therefore require urgent action.
130. The delegation of Armenia explained that the ancient tradition made it difficult to differentiate the element into parts requiring safeguarding based on vitality and endangered aspects. The delegation further explained that the ceremonial content and knowledge of traditional Ashoogh performance was most endangered, with the structure of the Ashoogh love romance undergoing transformation in the latter part of the twentieth century, resulting in partial representation of the art as well as new interpretations.
131. The Chairperson thanked Armenia for the clarification and returned to the question by Kenya on what constituted a well-structured safeguarding plan.
132. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body returned to criterion U.3, which sought to identify aspects of the element that required urgent safeguarding, but they were unclear in the case of the Ashoogh love romance. Moreover, there were many aspects of the Ashoogh that were still being performed and vibrant. With regard to the definition of well-structured plan, the Chairperson explained that measures put forward to improve the viability of the element had to satisfy the objectives of safeguarding, with no one-fits-all standard, providing objectives correspond with the safeguarding needs.
133. Following the explanation, the Chairperson proposed to continue on a paragraph-by paragraph basis with amendments to be submitted in writing to the Secretariat.
134. The delegation of Morocco sought clarification on a paragraph in the Body’s report, which stated that the Ashoogh love romance was performed on certain occasions such as weddings and funerals, and whether different forms of music were played at these events.
135. The Rapporteur replied that the synthesis was based on information provided by the submitting State, but it was understood that different songs were played depending on the event.
136. The Secretary clarified that the descriptive paragraph had been drafted by the Secretariat from information gleaned in the nomination form, namely the first criterion on the element’s definition, which had been approved by the submitting State.
137. The delegation of Azerbaijan was against the idea of proceeding on a paragraph-by paragraph basis, noting an incoherence in the first paragraph between the title of the nominated element (Ashoogh love romance) and the description, based largely on the art of Armenian Ashiks, adding that the element was said to be a manifestation of Armenian heritage and identity and yet it was endangered. The delegation explained that the art of Ashiks also provided Azerbaijan with a strong sense of society, which had not been lost during the Soviet era. Additionally, the nomination made reference to the art of Ashiks in general, not just in its own country.
138. The Chairperson reiterated that amendments should be submitted to the Secretariat in writing.
139. Noting that there were no amendment proposals, the delegation of Albania suggested moving to the adoption of the decision as a whole.
140. The delegation of Grenada congratulated the Consultative Body for its work, adding that the discussion raised some useful points and important issues. The delegation had no proposed changes to the decision and therefore supported Albania to adopt the decision.
141. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.1 not to inscribe Ashoogh love romance: performance, music and text of the Armenian bard tradition on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
142. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body introduced the next nomination on Vardavar, Armenian summertime water festival [draft decision 6.COM 8.2] submitted by Armenia. Vardavar is a summer festival celebrated in Armenia and derived from pre-Christian rituals to bring rain, with processions of young girls carrying filled water jugs, roses and stones while the elder generation prepare homemade milk products and cookies, and everyone splashes water at one another as a demonstration of goodwill. Vardavar traditions also include singing, dancing, fortune-telling, puppetry and wrestling matches. The Consultative Body found that criterion U.5 was satisfied, but not criteria U.1, U.2, U.3 and U.4. Furthermore, the linguistic quality of the nomination should be improved to strenghthen the understanding of the element. With regard to U.1, a clear description on how the element constituted intangible cultural heritage had not been provided, while in U.2, the State described the element as being widely popular but did not clearly distinguish between parts of the practice in need of safeguarding and those that were thriving. In U.3, safeguarding measures did not address the problems of knowledge transmission, while in U.4 neither community involvement in the elaboration of safeguarding measures nor its consent were reflected in the nomination.
143. Noting that there were no proposed amendments to the decision, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.2 not to inscribe Vardavar, Armenian summertime water festival on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
144. Drawing attention to the explanation given under U.3, in which it was stated that the measures did not sufficiently reflect the aspirations of the community, the delegation of Morocco sought clarification on how such aspirations were measured, adding that a similar remark had been employed in another case.
145. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body explained that it had come to its decisions based on the information provided in the file, including the photographic and video documentation, and were thus the result of both individual and collective examinations.
146. The Chairperson gave the floor to Armenia for its comments. 
147. The delegation of Armenia described Indonesia as a wonderful country whose people were kind and welcoming, demonstrating that cultural diversity was the country’s motto. The delegation thanked the Secretariat, particularly Ms Duvelle and Mr Bandarin, for their exemplary work and for the many exchanges and communication. The delegation drew attention to the fact that its nomination called for tolerance and not hatred. The delegation therefore appealed to the Committee to re-examine the file so that it could decide whether indeed plagiarism had occurred, not least because the phrases in question commonly appeared in other files, while quotations were referenced in the bibliography. With regard to politicization, it was said that culture could not be politicized, and that traditions went beyond borders with no bearing on the submitted elements inscribed.
148. The Chairperson moved to draft decision 6.COM 8.3, noting that the Consultative Body was unable to achieve consensus on all five criteria.
149. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body turned to the nomination on Yaokwa, the Enawene Nawe people’s ritual for the maintenance of social and cosmic order [draft decision 6.COM 8.3] submitted by Brazil. The Enawene Nawe people live in the southern Amazon rainforest and perform the annual Yaokwa ritual during the seven-month dry season to honour the Yakairiti spirits and ensure cosmic and social order, embarking on fishing expeditions and offerings of rock salt, fish and ritual food for the spirits, and performances of music and dance. The Yaokwa therefore depended directly on the conservation of local biodiversity in an already delicate and fragile ecosystem. The Consultative Body found criteria U.1, U.2, U.4 and U.5 satisfied, but was of mixed opinion with regard to U.3, as the safeguarding measures appeared to concentrate almost exclusively on issues of land and environment, and were aimed at strengthening community institutions that would enable the Enawene Nawe to protect the ecosystem in which the ritual took place. Although it was agreed that this was useful and important, the nomination also needed to include safeguarding measures that addressed the transmission of the element. Additionally, the safeguarding measures appeared to reflect the priorities of outside experts and agencies more than on the Enawene Nawe such that the community had a passive rather than a leading role as initiators of the safeguarding measures. In this context, the same members had doubts about U.1 and U.2; the description in U.1 paid little attention to transmission, while U.2 focused largely on external environmental threats and not the ritual and its transmission.
150. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body further explained that some members had found U.3 to be satisfied, and that emphasis on protecting the ecosystem was fully justified and a fundamental prerequisite for the continued practice of the ritual. These members were convinced that if the ecosystem itself was not first protected, no other safeguarding measures could possibly ensure the viability of the Yaokwa ritual. Additionally, they thought it appropriate that safeguarding measures were aimed at strengthening the community’s organizational and institutional capacities so that the community could protect and defend their interests in the face of external pressures and competing claims to their land and resources. Although members would have welcomed a better structured and more detailed safeguarding plan with the community playing a more active role, they concluded that the nomination proposed a number of urgent and important measures under U.3 that would address the immediate threats identified in U.2.
151. The Chairperson noted that despite the efforts of the Consultative Body, a complete consensus could not be reached in a number of nominations. Turning to U.3, the Chairperson asked the Committee to decide whether it considered that the measures proposed were likely to effectively address the threats described, allowing the Enawene Nawe to continue celebrating the ritual and strengthening its transmission to future generations.
152. The delegation of Croatia thanked the Indonesian authorities for their hospitality and great organization, as well as the Chairperson, the Secretariat and the Consultative Body. The delegation believed that it was important to get the Yaokwa nomination on the Urgent Safeguarding List and voted in support of the Yes option in U.3, requesting that the submitting State re-submit its report, as had been previously done in other cases.
153. The delegation of Spain supported the position by Croatia and the Yes option, as the Urgent Safeguarding was first and foremost concerned with the protection of intangible cultural heritage. Moreover, the delegation believed that the file ensured protection of the cultural space represented by the forest, as covered in the Convention. Although the need for greater detail in the safeguarding measures was understood, the ritual was integrated within the natural space and its local biodiversity in the promotion of social and cosmic order.
154. Referring to the remark by the Republic of Korea and the noted absence of the Paraguayan expert, Mr Guillermo Sequera, the delegation of Paraguay remarked on the exclusion of the Latin American perspective from the discussion and the confusion among the experts on criterion U.3. The delegation acknowledged that the nomination was unclear on community participation, but that the populations continued to function thanks to external aid brought to the communities, adding that specificities of indigenous peoples in Latin American appeared – on paper – as though the communities were only superficially involved. The delegation spoke of the founding of Latin America cities as invasive and non-inclusive, bringing to the fore such issues as land and the environment – pillars of indigenous society. The delegation therefore supported the Yes option.
155. The delegation of Italy supported the position expressed by Croatia, Paraguay and Spain, as it saw the benefits of environmental protection in the nomination, as well as the safeguarding of the element itself, adding that the safeguarding measures were a real framework for the protection of the rituals.
156. The Chairperson noted no support for the No option and proposed moving directly to the decision.
157. The delegation of the Republic of Korea also supported the Yes option and agreed with the Chairperson of the Consultative Body to include the paragraph that encouraged the submitting State to elaborate on the participation of the communities involved.
158. The Chairperson noted the consensus, adding that a number of Committee members had emphasized that the safeguarding measures proposed were essential preconditions, which enabled the Enawene Nawe to continue practising the ritual. At the same time, reservations were voiced from Members who wished to see a fuller complement of measures that would also give due attention to strengthening transmission, as well as a clearer focus on the leading role of the community in implementing the safeguarding measures. The Chairperson explained that paragraphs 5 and 6 [based on the No options] were therefore not applicable, but could possibly be revised so as to complement the decision to inscribe the element.
159. The delegation of Morocco spoke in favour of the element’s inscription with the addition of the paragraphs that took into account a broadening of the safeguarding measures that included environmental protection, the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage on the one hand, and a review of the safeguarding plans on the other so as to include greater detail and the full involvement of the community. 
160. The Chairperson therefore proposed that Croatia and Morocco prepare a draft text for consideration in tomorrow’s session. The adoption of decision 6.COM 8.3 was therefore suspended until that time.
161. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next nomination on the Long-necked lute and epic singing in Cambodia [draft decision 6.COM 8.4] submitted by Cambodia. Chapey Dang Veng is the Cambodian long-necked lute that lends its name to an epic singing tradition performed by males or females, young or old, but all must be proficient in memorizing, improvizing, versifying, singing and playing the lute. A good epic singer can call on a corpus of knowledge encompassing Buddhist literature, folk tales, legends, poetry, and current events. Chapey Dang Veng was still recovering from the loss of almost all the epic singers under the Khmer Rouge. The Consultative Body agreed that criteria U.1, U.2 and U.5 were satisfied by the nomination. However, in U.3, the safeguarding measures were found to be almost lacking from the nomination. Convinced that the element was facing serious threats, the Body wished to see some concrete plans on how the State intended to safeguard the element. Similarly, the Body was not convinced that the community had been involved in elaborating the nomination, as required in U.4. The Body also raised other concerns such as the need for a more informative description of the element. Paragraph 6 of the draft decision encouraged the State to make greater efforts to involve the community in preparing the nomination, and paragraph 7 asked for concrete and specific safeguarding measure to be elaborated. The Body also noted a tendency throughout the nomination towards removing the element from its social and cultural context and making it a subject of academic instruction. The Body therefore cautioned the State against the folklorization of the lute and epic singing, as suggested in paragraph 8 of the draft decision.
162. With no comments or amendments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.4 not to inscribe Long-necked lute and epic singing in Cambodia on the Urgent Safeguarding List. Noting the absence of Cambodia, the Chairperson proceeded with draft decision 6.COM 8.5, which had a comparable problem in the safeguarding measures and community participation.
163. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on the Traditional Ango-Broto fanfare in Ouaka Prefecture [draft decision 6.COM 8.5] submitted by the Central African Republic. The music and dance of the traditional Ango-Broto fanfare expresses the spirit of the ancestors of the Broto community, a subgroup of the Banda people. The musicians perform in groups including young and old, male and female, using side-blown horns made from the roots of wild fruit trees. This music was formerly performed at three-month-long initiation rituals held for 5-year-old boys, deep in the bush. Today the fanfare finds an important place at official ceremonies, parades, weddings, funerals and other events. The Consultative Body found that criteria U.1, U.2 and U.5 were satisfied, but that criteria U.3 and U.4 were not. With regard to U.3, the Body found several concrete safeguarding measures, but were troubled that the submitting State declared that it had taken no specific measures to safeguard the fanfare prior to the submission of the nomination. In addition, the several concrete activities to be undertaken in the future were mentioned in very general terms, and it was unclear how these would be implemented and by whom. It was also noted that the safeguarding plan assumed that UNESCO would make available almost US$200,000, yet no request for international assistance had been submitted, even though the Secretariat had very clearly explained to the submitting State that a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List did not engender financial assistance. Furthermore, the information provided in U.4 was said to be sketchy and unconvincing. The Body therefore proposed three additional paragraphs in the draft decision. In paragraph 5, the State was asked to more clearly explain the relation of the element, as practised within a single community, to the wider practice of the same element in a number of other communities; it was unclear why this particular locality had been chosen among several others. Paragraphs 6 and 7 invited the submitting State to more clearly demonstrate that U.3 and U.4 were satisfied.
164. The Chairperson noted similarities with the preceding nomination with the exception that it was the first nomination submitted by the State Party. However, it was clear that the file contained some weaknesses, notably in criteria U.3 and U.4.
165. The delegation of Morocco drew attention to the use of animal horns in the manufacture of musical instruments, which brought into question the safeguard of elements of intangible cultural heritage that threatened natural resources with respect to endangered species. The delegation wondered whether the safeguarding measures could include the substitution of natural materials with those produced industrially. The Chairperson thanked Morocco for drawing attention to this important point.
166. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.5 not to inscribe Traditional Ango-Broto fanfare in Ouaka Prefecture on the Urgent Safeguarding List. Noting the absence of the Central African Republic, the Chairperson proceeded with draft decision 6.COM 8.6.
167. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on Hezhen Yimakan storytelling [draft decision 8.COM 8.6] submitted by China. The Consultative Body found that all five criteria had been satisfied. Narrated in the language of the Hezhen people of north-east China and taking both verse and prose forms, Yimakan storytelling consists of many independent episodes that depict tribal alliances and battles, including the defeat of monsters and invaders by Hezhen heroes. Yimakan performers improvize stories without instrumental accompaniment, alternating between singing and speaking, and making use of different melodies to represent different characters and plots, while Yimakan played a key role in preserving the Hezhen mother tongue, religion, beliefs, folklore and customs. In paragraph 4 of the draft decision the Consultative Body proposed that the Committee recognize the State’s effort in elaborating a systematic and well-described safeguarding plan. However, minor concerns were raised and in paragraph 5, the Body suggested that the Committee invite the submitting State to seek a more inclusive approach to the problem of transmission. In paragraph 6, it suggested that the State keep in mind the challenge of ensuring the long-term sustainability of storytelling, and in paragraph 7, it proposed that the Committee remind the submitting State of the necessity to respect customary practices governing access to particular aspects of the heritage concerned. The Body also drew attention to section 4.c of the nomination, describing a number of traditional constraints on who may perform and under what circumstances, considering that it might be useful to recall these in the Committee’s decision.
168. The Chairperson concurred that the Committee only had to read the nomination to understand and appreciate the care with which it was prepared, with the nomination setting a standard of comparison that could be kept in mind in the forthcoming nominations.
169. The delegation of Grenada sought more information on paragraph 5 and its reference to simplifying procedures, and whether these entailed essential changes to the element.
170. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body clarified that it did not seek any change in the method but rather a reduction in some of the current procedures in the safeguarding plan. 
171. Referring to paragraph 6, the delegation of Niger noted that the submitting State was encouraged to seek strategies, which suggested that currently there were no strategies, proposing to replace the text with ‘reinforce the implementation strategies’.
172. The Chairperson thus proposed to replace the text, which was accepted. With no further comments or amendments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.6 to inscribe Hezhen Yimakan storytelling on the Urgent Safeguarding List. 
173. On behalf of the communities concerned, the delegation of China welcomed and thanked the Committee for its decision and it appreciated the inputs by the Consultative Body and the Secretariat. With regard to paragraph 5, the delegation explained that there were new practices of accepting apprentices within the communities, whereas in the past it was common that storytellers were trained only within a clan or family; today more outsiders were being accepted within the local communities, developing their own safeguarding initiatives, programmes and activities, which included the training of young practitioners. The delegation assured that great attention would be paid to the suggestions made by the Consultative Body and the Committee, and that it was committed to safeguarding the element and working towards a more inclusive safeguarding plan.
174. The Chairperson congratulated China and adjourned the day’s session.
[Thursday 24 November, morning session]
[The Vice-Chairperson from Albania replaced the Chairperson]
175. The Vice-Chairperson announced to the Committee that two new States had ratified the Convention: the United Republic of Tanzania and Palau, as confirmed by the Legal Adviser. The Vice-Chairperson also announced that the Bureau had decided in its morning session to change the order of the agenda, moving items 12 [Establishment of a Consultative Body] and 14 [Establishment of a Subsidiary Body] after items 15 [Report of the open ended intergovernmental working group on possible measures to improve the treatment of nominations to the Representative List] and 16 [Reflection on the criteria for inscription on the Lists] so that the results of the debate could be reflected in the decisions in item 12.
176. The Vice-Chairperson returned to the unfinished evaluation on Yaokwa, the Enawene Nawe people’s ritual for the maintenance of social and cosmic order [draft decision 6.COM 8.3] submitted by Brazil, recalling that the majority was in favour of its inscription, and Morocco and Croatia had been invited to draw up an amendment to the draft decision.
177. The Secretary noted that the decision in favour of the Yes option concerned paragraphs 4, 5 and 6. Paragraph 4 would read, ‘Invites the State Party to ensure that the safeguarding measures regarding the protection of the territory of the Enawene Nawe people are more fully associated with measures concerning the intangible cultural heritage aspects of Yaokwa’; paragraph 5 would read, ‘Further invites the State Party to detail the safeguarding plan in order to define clearly the expenses and responsibilities, and ensure the full participation of the community’, and paragraph 6 would read, ‘Finally invites the State Party to submit a report on the implementation of the safeguarding measures for examination by the Committee at its eighth session in conformity with paragraph 1.6.1 of the Operational Directives’.
178. With no further comments or objections, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.3 to inscribe Yaokwa, the Enawene Nawe people’s ritual for the maintenance of social and cosmic order on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
179. The delegation of Brazil thanked the Committee with its assurances that the report would be drawn up and the safeguarding plan revised.
180. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body then moved to the next nomination on the Paach ceremony (6.COM 8.7) submitted by Guatemala. The Paach ceremony is an ancestral Mayan tradition, with Catholic influences, that gives thanks to nature for a good corn harvest and strengthens the cultural identity of the community of San Pedro Sacatepéquez. The ceremony begins with the spiritual and physical preparation of the officiants along with their instruments, and a procession to the ceremonial sites followed by the recitation of a prayer in the Maya Mam language, then marimba music and dancing. Transmitted from generation to generation through families, the Paach ceremony encourages social cohesion and intercultural dialogue. The Consultative Body found that criteria U.1, U.2, U.4 and U.5 were satisfied, but there were concerns in U.3 on the safeguarding plan even though it was well-structured and detailed. The Chairperson recalled the nomination from the Central African Republic where the safeguarding plan presupposed the availability of funding from UNESCO that was not assured. It was noted that the estimated budget to put the safeguarding plan into effect was almost US$1.2 million over the course of four years, with more than US$900,000 coming from an unidentified donor. Thus, the Body reluctantly had to conclude that it was impossible to assess whether the safeguarding measures were feasible and likely to produce the intended result. It was also noted that the safeguarding plan did not appear to reflect the aspirations and priorities of the community concerned, but instead those of researchers and national authorities. The Chairperson concluded that the plan was overambitious, and no matter how logically it was constructed, was unlikely to achieve its safeguarding goal or be sustainable by the community. Thus, paragraph 5 invites the submitting State to plan safeguarding measures that reflect the involvement and participation of the community, and that are proportionate to the funds actually available.
181. The Vice-Chairperson noted that the problem was also identified in the Consultative Body’s general report, adding that submitting States should not assume that inscription of an element on the Urgent Safeguarding List was accompanied by financial assistance, as they were separate procedures. Thus, a smaller and less ambitious plan that was likely to be realized was preferable to a huge and costly plan whose funds were unidentified.
182. The delegation of Spain agreed that the safeguarding plan was ambitious and required international cooperation in keeping with safeguarding an element at risk. However, the plan could be scalded down based on the availability of budgeted funds. The delegation requested that the submitting State be allowed to provide an explanation. 
183. The delegation of Guatemala took the opportunity to thank the government of Indonesia for its hospitality. The delegation explained that the Paach ceremony involved the Mayan Mam indigenous community, one of the smallest communities still maintaining its cultural heritage in its entirety, conceding that its plan was ambitious and costly. Nevertheless, the foundation had been laid to achieve the targeted objectives and the plan could be revised to better reflect the involvement of the communities and the transmission of the element in its endangered language, as well as a budgetary proposal to match. The delegation therefore urged the Committee to reconsider its nomination based on its proposal.
184. The delegation of Morocco returned to the statement by Spain that sought to keep in mind the objective of safeguarding, adding that the explanation by Guatemala emphasized the need to apply urgent safeguarding measures to save the element. The delegation added that there was no clear methodology to gauge the aspirations of the communities nor the development of safeguarding plans, suggesting that submitting States Parties be entrusted to safeguard their elements in need of urgent safeguarding, and that the safeguarding plan proposed be allowed to be put in place as soon as possible. 
185. Questioned by the Vice-Chairperson, the delegation of Morocco confirmed that it would later submit an amendment.
186. The Vice-Chairperson suspended adoption of the decision until submission of the amendment. There were no objections, and the Vice-Chairperson moved to draft decision 6.COM 8.8.
187. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on Saman dance [draft decision 6.COM 8.8] submitted by Indonesia. Boys and young men among the Gayo people of Aceh province in Sumatra perform the Saman sitting on their heels or kneeling in tight rows with dancers clapping their hands, slapping their chests, thighs and ground, clicking their fingers, and swaying and twisting their bodies and heads in time with the shifting rhythm. The verses they sing offer guidance and can be religious, romantic or humorous in tone performed to celebrate national and religious holidays, cementing relationships between villages. The Consultative Body concluded that all five criteria were fully satisfied. Like the Hezhen Yimakan storytelling, the nomination had been carefully prepared and filled with information and was also a standard-setter in the preparation of nominations. Moreover, paragraph 4 commended Indonesia for its efforts in assisting the communities of Aceh to stabilize and strengthen their heritage in the wake of the 2004 tsunami. In paragraph 5, the State was encouraged to pay particular attention to reinforcing transmission within the traditional context of the young men’s communal house, the mersah. Concluding, the Chairperson noted in paragraph 6 that the safeguarding plan was complicated, involving a number of different organizations and groups, thus it was essential to carefully coordinate efforts.
188. The Vice-Chairperson remarked that it was clear that the nomination proposed was excellent and satisfied all five of the criteria. With no further comments, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.8 to inscribe Saman dance on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
189. On behalf of the government and the communities, the delegation of Indonesia expressed gratitude to all those involved in the nomination and inscription of Saman dance, adding that it appreciated inscription as the beginning of safeguarding efforts. [A general round of applause was given to the representative present from Aceh province]. The delegation announced that a performance of Saman dance was to be held the following day to which the delegations were invited.
190. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on Naqqāli, Iranian dramatic story-telling [draft decision 6.COM 8.9] submitted by the Islamic Republic of Iran. The Naqqāli dramatic performance has long played an important role in Iranian society, from the courts to the villages. The performer (the Naqqāl) recounts stories in verse or prose accompanied by gestures and movements, and occasionally instrumental music and painted scrolls. Both entertainers and bearers of Persian literature and culture, Naqqāls need to be acquainted with local cultural expressions, languages and dialects, and traditional music, requiring considerable talent, a retentive memory, and the ability to improvize with skill to captivate an audience. The Consultative Body found all five criteria were satisfied, and proposed two additional paragraphs. Paragraph 4 encourages the submitting State to ensure that it provides sufficient funds to implement the ambitious safeguarding plan, remarking that the four-year safeguarding plan was estimated at between 85 and 90 billion Iranian Rials or more than US$8 million. Paragraph 5 encourages the State Party not only to focus on strengthening transmission, but also on creating broader public awareness so that an audience can be re-built for these narrative arts. In this case, the Body thought it important that safeguarding plans address both the importance of strengthening transmission and the problem of audience development so as to ensure the long-term viability of the element.
191. With no comments, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.9 to inscribe Naqqāli, Iranian dramatic story-telling on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
192. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on Traditional skills of building and sailing Iranian Lenj boats in the Persian Gulf [draft decision 6.COM 8.10] also submitted by the Islamic Republic of Iran. Iranian Lenj vessels are traditionally hand-built from wood and used by inhabitants of the northern coast of the Persian Gulf for sea journeys, trading, fishing and pearl diving. The traditional knowledge includes oral literature, performing arts and festivals, in addition to the sailing and navigation techniques, terminology and weather forecasting, and the skills of wooden boat-building. Today, wooden Lenjes are being replaced by cheaper fibreglass substitutes, with the philosophy, culture and traditional knowledge of sailing in the Persian Gulf gradually fading. The Consultative Body found that all five criteria were satisfied. Nonetheless, the Consultative Body wished to see a clearer timetable for the safeguarding measures, with measures that specifically addressed financial support to the bearers of the heritage. It was also noted that emphasis was placed on strengthening capacities, as seen in paragraph 4. In paragraph 5, the Body proposed to invite the State to develop a careful timetable for the safeguarding effort, and offered a minor caution against a tendency towards the museumification and academicization of the element.
193. The Vice-Chairperson recalled a similar element, The watertight-bulkhead technology of Chinese junks, inscribed in 2010 from China, which also has a tradition of wooden boat-building.
194. With no comments or amendments, the Vice-Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.10 to inscribe Traditional skills of building and sailing Iranian Lenj boats in the Persian Gulf on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
195. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran remarked that these were the first elements inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List from Iran and were regarded by Iran as having even greater value than elements on the Representative List, particularly as safeguarding is considered a chief duty that required urgent and greater attention so as to ensure their transfer onto the Representative List. The delegation added that the Iranian elements on the Representative List guaranteed its share of overall elements of heritage of humanity, while those on the Urgent Safeguarding List kept them alive once properly safeguarded. The delegation expressed sincere thanks to the Secretariat and the Consultative Body for their accomplished endeavours, as well as the Committee for its support, adding that it will adhere to its duties of safeguarding and reporting with the utmost attention.
196. The delegation of Qatar [observer] objected to the designation of the boats as Iranian Lenj, as they were also present in the Persian Gulf and were a common element in neighbouring Gulf countries such as the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and southern Iraq.
197. The Vice-Chairperson duly noted the remark, which would be reflected in the Committee’s summary report. The Vice-Chairperson also announced that Kenya had withdrawn its nomination Enkipaata, Eunoto and Olngesherr: three male rites of passage of the Maasai community (and the subject of Decision 6.COM 8.11).
198. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next nomination on the Secret society of the Kôrêdugaw, the rite of wisdom in Mali [draft decision 6.COM 8.12] submitted by Mali. For the Bambara, Malinké, Senufo and Samogo peoples of Mali, the secret society of the Kôrêdugaw is a rite of wisdom performed at festivals and many other occasions. Initiates provoke laughter with behaviour characterized by gluttony, caustic humour and wit, but they also possess great intelligence and wisdom. The society educates, trains and prepares children to cope with life and to deal with social problems, symbolizing generosity, tolerance, inoffensiveness and mastery of knowledge, embodying the rules of conduct that they advocate for others. The Consultative Body found that four of the five criteria were satisfied in U.1, U.1, U.4 and U.5. However, the proposed safeguarding measures were unconvincing. Although they emphasized the esoteric nature of Kôrêdugaw knowledge and its ritual function, they seemed to be aimed at more external or entertainment-oriented aspects. Additionally, the safeguarding plan presupposed the availability of external funds, with no description of how or when these would be secured, or how the safeguarding measures would be implemented if the funds were not mobilized. Paragraph 5 therefore invites the State to give fuller attention in the safeguarding plan to strengthening its ritual functions and meanings, while avoiding too much emphasis on the spectacular, entertainment aspects.
199. The Vice-Chairperson recalled the Rapporteur’s report in which U.3 was said to present the greatest difficulty to submitting States, as seen in this case.
200. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked on the difficulties faced by submitting States in U.3, adding that work should be carried out on a clear format and guidelines on the implementation of safeguarding measures. Returning to the nomination, the delegation sought clarification on whether the funds would be made available.
201. The delegation of Spain remarked that the Consultative Body appeared to focus more on the spectacular aspects of the nomination rather than on the rituals. The delegation believed that promotion of the element had positive repercussions on safeguarding, and although rituals should not be used to promote the heritage per se, promoting the safeguarding of endangered heritage should not be seen in a negative light. The delegation agreed with Burkina Faso on the issue of funds and also sought clarification on how Mali intended to fund its safeguarding plan.
202. The delegation of Kenya supported the nomination and was convinced that it was valid, remarking that safeguarding efforts had been raised from the local and community level to the national and international level, adding that responsibility did not solely rest with the community and the State but was shared throughout the international community. Thus, in the spirit of the Convention the cost of safeguarding should equally be shared, not least because the intrinsic values of the element were widely enjoyed across many domains. With regard to the spectacular aspects, the delegation believed they were intrinsic in nature, suggesting that States Parties should not be reproached on the intrinsic value of their elements.
203. The delegation of Niger believed that the nomination was a model of cultural practice that truly reflected the cultural identity of the people of Mali with four out of five criteria satisfied. The delegation remarked that promotional aspects were not necessarily negative and suggested that Mali present an amendment that would satisfy criterion U.3.
204. The delegation of the Czech Republic expressed concern that the element should be documented without delay, as evidently it required urgent safeguarding.
205. The delegation of Mali thanked the Indonesian authorities, the Secretariat and the Consultative Body for their efforts to ensure a successful meeting. The delegation assured that great attention had already been paid to ensuring the element’s safeguard, including its inclusion on the national heritage list, which qualified it for national funding, but it was open to international assistance and cooperation.
206. The delegation of Croatia understood the concerns in U.3, as it ensured the safeguarding of the element, though it also expressed support for the element’s inscription that would allow Mali the time to prepare an improved report for the next session.
207. The Vice-Chairperson noted that opinions were in favour of inscription, however, the decision had to be revised in order to respond to the raised concerns, suggesting that its adoption be suspended until the submission of an amendment. The delegations of Niger and Kenya volunteered to draft the amendment.
[Chairperson, Prof. Aman Wirakartakusumah, resumed his function]
208. The Chairperson congratulated the Vice-Chairperson on the excellent way she conducted the proceedings, and turned to the next draft decision 6.COM 8.13.
209. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on the Moorish epic T’heydinn [draft decision 6.COM 8.13] submitted by Mauritania. The T’heydinn epic encompasses dozens of poems lauding the glorious feats of Moorish emirs and sultans, preserving the collective memory of society through the poems passed down from father to son, with young griots first learning the instrumental skills before being initiated into the poetic tradition. Griots perform the epic accompanied by traditional stringed instruments such as the lute and harp, and the kettledrum. Performances are occasions for regional tribal and family reunions, strengthening social ties and promoting social peace and mutual assistance. The Chairperson explained that the file was one of three where the Consultative Body was unable to reach consensus on all five criteria, however, it did agree that criteria U.1, U.2. U.3 and U.4 were satisfied. In U.1, the role of epic songs and singers as a source of cultural identity was well presented. In U.2, the nomination showed how changing social and economic conditions had placed the element at risk, though the Griot society was shown to be well represented, and had provided their free, prior and informed consent and was included on the national heritage list. However, in U.3 some members found the strength of the safeguarding plan rested with actions to formalize transmission, research and documentation, while others found the same measures to be its weakness, as a formalized system of transmission, producing a standard or codification of the epic, would supplant the traditional system of apprenticeship. It was noted that the same issue had arisen in the Jangar nomination submitted by Mongolia, which subsequently had been withdrawn by the submitting State. Additionally, transmission did not comprise wider public awareness and education, with the risk that the demand for the epic would not match the pool of artists, as any decline in the audience would not permit the epic to thrive. Thus, the safeguarding measures were considered incomplete. It was noted that paragraphs 5 and 6 of the draft decision offered some helpful suggestions to the State Party.
210. The Chairperson appreciated that in this case some members saw strengths where others saw weaknesses. The task of the Committee was therefore to decide whether the proposed safeguarding measures were adequate or incomplete. 
211. The delegation of Republic of Korea acknowledged that the safeguarding measures focused on research and documentation, but also noted that the safeguarding measures put forward, including documentation and research, sought to formalize the transmission of T’heydinn within the communities, proposing a very specific timetable with funding in its attempt to safeguard this element. Thus, the Republic of Korea supported the nomination and the Yes option.
212. The delegation of Croatia thanked the Consultative Body for providing the Committee with the two options, announcing its support for the nomination with the suggestion that Mauritania elaborate its safeguarding measures to better reflect the oral nature of the element’s epic tradition.
213. The delegation of Kenya appreciated that safeguarding was enshrined in the practice of transmission and was impressed that the nomination had been submitted to the Urgent Safeguarding List in which the priority was to ensure its safeguard ahead of concerns to promote the element. The delegation therefore found the safeguarding measures adequate and expressed its support of the nomination.
214. The delegation of Morocco thanked the Consultative Body for its excellent work and the presentation of two options, which showed that U.3 was a sticking point in many of the nominations, and in this case, resulted in a split opinion, which would serve as an example for future examiners. The task was therefore to assess the safeguarding measures that the submitting State could implement, and which took into account its material conditions and changing social context, which threatened traditional forms of transmission. The situation was described as a fine balancing act and the reason why safeguarding measures are adopted. The delegation was therefore in favour of inscription and the Yes option.
215. The delegation of Spain thanked the Consultative Body and the submitting State for the major effort undertaken in compiling the nomination, adding that documentation was the first step in preserving endangered intangible cultural heritage and therefore it supported the nomination.
216. The delegation of the Czech Republic thanked the Consultative Body for providing the broad spectrum of arguments and joined the other speakers in support of the nomination, adding that documenting the element enabled safeguarding to be assured, while the closed community were entitled to decide the most appropriate way to safeguarding its heritage.
217. The delegation of Jordan acknowledged that the epic of T’heydinn was one of the literary traditions experiencing erosion and thus required safeguarding. Additionally, the epic was a unique form of poetry and an important element of social cohesion between local communities but also communities across northern Africa, and as such was an international trans-cultural element. Moreover, safeguarding the element also ensured the protection of the Hassaniya language, adding that Mauritania could provide more information in U.3.
218. The delegation of Azerbaijan believed that the No option was based on the following observations: the safeguarding measures proposed did not respect the traditional apprenticeship system or the oral nature of the element and that they did not pay sufficient attention to increasing awareness among the general public. Furthermore, it appeared that the focus of the measures rested on documentation and the codification of the element, however, it was probably considered by the community to be of vital importance in order to keep the element alive toady. It was also noted that the measures focused on safeguarding the element for the community itself – as bearer and guardian of the tradition. Moreover, inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List was an important form of awareness-raising both nationally and internationally. The delegation therefore supported the Yes option, as the safeguarding measures satisfied the community’s immediate and concrete needs.
219. The delegation of China joined the previous speakers in support of the Yes option, even though the measures did not seem inclusive enough, suggesting that the submitting State work towards more extensive safeguarding measures. The delegation of Italy agreed with China in expressing support for the griot association.
220. The delegation of Paraguay agreed with the remark by Morocco, adding that concerns in U.3 continued to raise general issues that should be addressed.
221. The delegation of Oman expressed gratitude to the people of Indonesia for their hospitality. The delegation commended the submitting State for its nomination, adding that although the issue of documentation was controversial its inscription would contribute towards safeguarding, and therefore it offered its support.
222. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran congratulated the Consultative Body for its democratic approach, and joined the previous speakers in support of the inscription. The delegation of Niger also supported the nomination and its inscription, although it wished to see the submitting State strengthen its safeguarding measures.
223. The delegation of Madagascar thanked the Indonesia authorities for their warm welcome, and the Secretariat for the good documentation, adding that ancestors of the Malagasy people originated from Indonesia. The delegation thanked Mauritania for its nomination and efforts to safeguard the element, which involved transmission to future generations through research and documentation, and therefore supported the inscription.
224. The Chairperson noted the strong consensus in favour of the Yes option, and was happy to note the good inputs on the subject of U.3, which would improve the measures and safeguarding efforts.
225. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.13 to inscribe Moorish epic T’heydinn on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
226. The delegation of Mauritania expressed thanks to the Indonesian authorities for their warm welcome, the Secretariat for its excellent work, and the Committee for its decision. The delegation assured the Committee that it was committed to safeguarding its cultural heritage.
227. With regard to U.3, the delegation of Zimbabwe believed that it was important not to take a cultural element out of its context or its past practice, but to work towards reinforcing the element. In the Mauritanian case for example, the need to promote the element among the general public was cited, while safeguarding of the element would intrinsically lead to onward transmission. In this way, the cultural context should not be changed in the search for international funding or assistance, and should be maintained and preserved. Nevertheless, the delegation wholly supported the decision to inscribe the element.
228. The Chairperson informed the Committee that Mongolia had withdrawn its nomination, Coaxing ritual for camel calves. The next nomination was the subject of draft decision 6.COM 8.15.
229. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination on the Folk long song performance technique of Limbe performances – circular breathing (6.COM 8.15) submitted by Mongolia. The Limbe is a side-blown flute of hardwood or bamboo, traditionally used to perform Mongolian folk long songs. Through the use of circular breathing, Limbe performers are able to produce the continuous, wide-ranging melodies characteristic of the long song. Limbe playing is characterized by euphonious melodies, melisma, hidden tunes and skilful and delicate movements of the fingers and tongue. The small number of skilled performers has become cause for concern with only 14 individual practitioners. The Chairperson remarked that this was the third and last nomination in which the Consultative Body had failed to achieve consensus in U.1, however, consensus was met in U.2 through to U.5. Some members found that the submitting State did not demonstrate that the element constituted intangible cultural heritage, as defined in the Convention, while others found the information adequate. The Body did not seek to draw conclusions about the element itself but had relied solely on the information provided. Those that had pronounced a No found that the description was focused on technical aspects and was lacking in its social and cultural function as well as transmission, particularly on how the element provided the community with a sense of identity. The Chairperson added that this case was likely to be easier to determine since it did not involve a qualitative assessment but rather whether the description in U.1 satisfied the definition as laid out in the Convention.
230. The Chairperson concurred that the task was easier than for previous nominations, with the Committee having to decide whether the State had convincingly met its burden of proof and demonstrated that the element constituted intangible cultural heritage, as defined in Art. 2 of the Convention.
231. The delegation of the Republic of Korea congratulated Mongolia for its nomination and supported the Yes option, suggesting that the submitting State provide further clarification. 
232. The delegation of China concurred with the suggestion by the Republic of Korea to allow the submitting State to provide complimentary information in U.1. The delegation of Japan supported the nomination but wished to hear from the State Party and other delegations.
233. The delegation of Kenya believed that the identification of elements of intangible cultural heritage was a very important exercise to be formulated with the community, groups and individuals concerned. The delegation accepted that the communities recognized the element as a symbol of its identity and therefore supported the Yes option, adding that the technical aspects of the instrument were equally important but that the space provided in the nomination form for the description in U.1 was limited.
234. The delegation of Indonesia wished to go along with the previous speakers and ask Mongolia for more information on the social and cultural functions of the element.
235. The delegation of Mongolia described the Limbe as an ancient musical instrument whose characteristics were reflected in the culture and identity of the Mongolian nation and its nomadic traditions. The positive aspects of the Mongolian mentality, cultural values and language were embodied in the peaceful and cheerful practice of Limbe, while the dissemination and promotion of Limbe furthered the performance of the ritual during celebrations. In addition, as a result of the low number of Limbe performers, the safeguarding plan sought to promote Limbe in order to transmit the knowledge to the next generation, particularly among children.
236. The delegation of Croatia spoke in favour of the Yes option.
237. Noting the trend towards the Yes option, the delegation of Morocco supported this position, adding that in contrast to the elements seen, the description in U.1 posed a problem with respect to the interpretation of the criterion and not the element itself, although this was not disqualifying in this case.
238. With no further comments or amendments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.15 to inscribe Folk long song performance technique of Limbe performances – circular breathing on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
239. The delegation of Mongolia expressed sincere thanks to Indonesia, the Committee and the Consultative Body for their immense work, adding that the element was part of the Mongolian identity for centuries. The delegation acknowledged its responsibility to ensure the safeguard and promotion of the element as a priority.
240. Noting that Mongolia had withdrawn five files, the Chairperson hoped that the observations and comments by the Consultative Body and the Committee would prove beneficial to the submitting State as they prepare more complete and convincing nominations in the future, particularly as every failed nomination resulted in a disappointed community.
241. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the next nomination on the Eshuva, Harákmbut sung prayers of Peru’s Huachipaire people [draft decision 6.COM 8.20] submitted by Peru. The Huachipaire are an indigenous ethnic group speaking the Harákmbut language and living in Peru’s southern Amazon tropical forest. The Eshuva or sung prayer is an expression of Huachipaire religious myths, performed for healing or as part of traditional ceremonies such as the drinking of masato, a traditional beverage made of fermented manioc, and the initiation of new Eshuva singers. According to oral tradition, the Eshuva songs were learned directly from the forest’s animals, and are sung to summon nature’s spirits and help alleviate illness or discomfort or promote well-being. They are performed without musical instruments and are sung only in the Harákmbut language. The Consultative Body found criteria U.1, U.2 and U.5 satisfied, but criteria U.3 and U.4 were not satisfied, noting that the practice of sung prayers was endangered because of changing social and economic circumstances. In U.3, the safeguarding measures identified were focused on documentation and did not adequately address aspects of the element requiring urgent safeguarding, particularly transmission to the younger generation. In addition, the involvement of bearers in the elaboration of the safeguarding plan was not apparent. In U.4, the nomination provided convincing proof of the free, prior and informed consent of the communities but not their involvement in the nomination process. Other concerns were also cited, with more information sought on the description of the element, the elaboration of a comprehensive safeguarding plan, and greater community involvement. In paragraph 7 of the draft decision, the Body suggested that the State revise a budget to reflect the proposed activities.
242. The delegation of Paraguay returned to U.3 and the comment by Morocco that there were different ways of appreciating cultural expression, and with so few bearers it could be supposed that inscription itself was a safeguarding measure. Furthermore, the bearers were elders, which in itself was cause for concern. Regarding community participation, the delegation believed that these kinds of communities were largely unaware of UNESCO or cultural management of any kind, thus appealing to the Committee to reconsider the Consultative Body’s decision.
243. The delegation of Spain concurred with Paraguay, adding that the Consultative Body had not presented a convincing enough case to reject the inscription, while the commitment of the communities concerned should not be doubted. Moreover, documentation was a fundamental and primary step towards safeguarding, and the community had already expressed its informed consent and clear determination to continue the tradition.
244. The delegation of Jordan joined Paraguay and Spain in its support of the nomination, particularly as the number of bearers was limited, endangering its continued survival.
245. The delegation of Venezuela expressed gratitude to Indonesia for its hospitality, adding that it was convinced by the nomination, not least because the people and government of Peru had previously submitted nominations with the wide support of communities and were thus in a position to meet the safeguarding conditions in U.3 and community participation in U.4.
246. The delegation of Cuba also thanked the Indonesian government for its hospitality and the Secretariat for the meeting’s smooth organization. The delegation endorsed the positions held by the previous speakers, believing that it was important to safeguard the element. The delegation of Indonesia also believed that the transmission of the element to the next generation was important.
247. In response to the queries, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body explained that the Body had worked within a structured framework whose priority rested with the communities, however, in the evaluation of U.3, it was noted that safeguarding measures to ensure the transmission and safeguard of the element was limited in scope, not least as there were few transmitters and the language was endangered.
248. The delegation of China invited support for the element, adding that although the safeguarding measures were not so inclusive or extensive, it allowed the submitting State to commence its action to safeguard the element. Moreover, in U.4, the State had demonstrated that the community participated in the elaboration of the nomination. The delegation of Cuba concurred with the position by China.
249. The Chairperson noted the majority in favour of supporting the nomination despite the Consultative Body’s recommendation not to inscribe the element.
250. Although not wishing to go against the consensus, the delegation of Albania cautioned against doubting the Body’s conclusions, as the nomination revealed several issues that justified the Body’s decision, including the element’s description, transmission, safeguarding measures, and community participation. In response to the remark that there were few bearers, the delegation added that the submitting State was not prevented from protecting the element, while inscription did not automatically guarantee the element’s safeguard.
251. The delegation of Paraguay sought reflection on the word ‘consultative’; it recalled that when a State Party submit a nomination, it committed itself. The delegation agreed with the remark by Albania but was certain that Peru would take all the necessary measures to ensure the safeguard of its cultural expression, adding that the Consultative Body had considerably facilitated the Committee’s work but that the decision rested with the Committee.
252. The delegation of the Czech Republic sought clarification on the proposed safeguarding measures.
253. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that the Consultative Body had found two unfulfilled criteria; the submitting State should therefore provide an explanation before the Committee decided.
254. The delegation of Peru explained that the first step would be to inscribe the element on the Urgent Safeguarding List with all documentation to be provided on the safeguarding measures, which was itself a long on-going process, adding that the arrow sent by the community was proof of the community’s involvement. In addition, commitment was demonstrated by the inventory citing the element as an important element for safeguarding. The delegation therefore felt that the nomination had respected all the criteria.
255. Following the explanation, the delegation of Croatia felt assured that the community had been involved in the nomination process, while the endangered nature of the element called for immediate action.
256. Noting that the draft decision had recommended not to inscribe the element, the Chairperson sought an amendment to the decision. The delegations of Paraguay and Grenada accepted to draft an amendment. The Chairperson thus suspended the decision and moved the next draft decision 6.COM 8.21.
257. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body presented the nomination Al Sadu, traditional weaving skills in the United Arab Emirates [draft decision 6.COM 8.21] submitted by the United Arab Emirates. Al Sadu is a traditional form of weaving practised by Bedouin women in rural communities to produce soft furnishings and decorative accessories for camels and horses. Bedouin men shear the sheep, camels and goats, while the wool is cleaned and prepared by the women. Weavers often gather in small groups to spin and weave, exchanging family news and occasionally chanting and reciting poetry. Girls learn by watching, and are gradually given tasks to do, such as sorting the wool, before learning the more intricate skills. The Consultative Body found that U.1, U.2, U.3 and U.5 were satisfied but not criterion U.4, explaining that there were doubts on the involvement of the community stemming from the fact that the consent letters referred to the Representative List. Three other considerations were brought up in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of the draft decision.
258. The Chairperson reiterated the criteria, adding that the Consultative Body had based its decision on the submitted English translation of the documents. The Committee learned that the submitting State had sent a letter to the Secretariat in response, explaining that it was a translation error, with the original Arabic document correctly referring to the Urgent Safeguarding List. A certified translation and a declaration had therefore been sent in this regard.
259. The Secretary explained that the corrected translation had been submitted, confirming that the original translation was indeed erroneous and that the many letters of consent had correctly referred to the Urgent Safeguarding List [displayed on the screen]. The decision by the Consultative Body was therefore based on incorrect translation.
260. In light of the explanation on the technical error, the delegation of Croatia voiced support for the element’s inscription. 
261. The delegation of the Republic of Korea accepted the explanation, adding that a minor translation error was not disqualifying. However, the delegation took the opportunity to highlight the importance of ensuring the quality and translation of documents, as this was a source of many problems.
262. Accepting the explanation, the delegation of Albania supported the inscription, concurring with the remark by the Republic of Korea on the quality of translations.
263. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the inscription of the element on the Urgent Safeguarding List. The delegation of Kenya concurred with the comments made by the Republic of Korea and also supported inscription of the element. The delegation of Jordan agreed that the mistake was not disqualifying though States Parties should be careful when selecting one or other of the lists. The delegation of Oman also supported inscription of the element.
264. The delegation of China agreed that translation posed a challenge and was not sufficient to disqualify a nomination, and supported its inscription. The delegation of Niger also supported its inscription. The delegation of Azerbaijan echoed the comments by the Committee members, and the comment by the Republic of Korea on the importance of community participation and correctly translated documents in this regard. The delegation of Cyprus, endorsed the adoption of the nomination. The delegation of Grenada supported inscription of the nomination, reiterating the importance of carefully examining files before submission. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported inscription, as did the delegation of Spain, adding that the limited space on the form made it difficult to spot errors. 
265. The Chairperson noted the general acceptance of the amended translation by the Committee, and its decision to inscribe the element. Adoption of the decision was suspended until the afternoon session upon submission of an amendment.
266. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body turned to the next nomination on Children’s traditional games in the United Arab Emirates [draft decision 6.COM 8.22] submitted by the United Arab Emirates. Emirati children’s games, once practised throughout the United Arab Emirates, are today rarely played except in rural communities in the northern Emirates and on family desert camping trips or during religious trips and celebrations. Many games are accompanied by songs or lyrical dialogues and employ tools and toys made from local materials. The games vary according to gender, age, environment and season, and are acquired through observation and practice. Local community-based informal modes of transmission have been weakened and knowledge of these traditional games has all but died out. The Consultative Body found that criteria U.1, U.2, and U.5 were satisfied, but not U.3 and U.4. The Chairperson explained that children’s games constituted an important form of cultural heritage, as children constructed their identity within their communities, though other forms of entertainment were today supplanting the games. In U.3, there was no clear justification of why the safeguarding measures focused on a selection of games or how they were selected. Also, the safeguarding measures appeared to come from experts and did not necessarily involve the practitioners. In U.4, greater implication of the community in the elaboration of the nomination was sought in addition to their consent. Other specific concerns were raised, including the expansion of the safeguarding plan to cover urban areas, and the broadening of the community of reference in the preparation of the nomination.
267. The delegation of the Czech Republic accepted the point made by the Consultative Body on the selection of games chosen for inscription. However, it believed that the bearers and the submitting State were entitled to select those games they considered representative. The consent of the community was more complex when involving children, although modern technologies, i.e. video recordings could be used to confirm their consent and testimonies, together with the consent of parents and guardians.
268. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.22 not to inscribe Children’s traditional games in the United Arab Emirates on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
269. The Chairperson invited the United Arab Emirates to respond to the decisions following submission of the amendment to draft decision 6.COM 8.21 in the afternoon session.
270. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body turned to the final nomination on Xoan singing of Phú Thọ Province, Viet Nam [draft decision 6.COM 8.23] submitted by Vietnam. Xoan singing is practised in Phú Thọ Province, Viet Nam, in the first two months of the lunar year. Traditionally performed songs in sacred spaces such as temples, shrines and communal houses for the spring festivals, Xoan singing is accompanied by dancing and musical instruments such as clappers and drums. Knowledge, customs, and techniques for singing and dancing were traditionally transmitted orally by the guild leader. In recent years, this has been taken up by clubs and performing groups. The Consultative Body found that all the criteria were satisfied, adding that it was the sole nomination in which all the Body’s members unanimously agreed on the criteria, even prior to the collegial examination and discussion. Nevertheless, the Consultative Body proposed to invite the State Party to ensure that the community was involved in the implementation of the safeguarding plan, and to prevent negative exposure of tourism following inscription.
271. The Chairperson congratulated the Consultative Body for the excellent way it conducted its work.
272. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to congratulate Viet Nam for the excellent way it had prepared its file, and the only file receiving unanimous approval, inviting the State Party to explain how this was achieved so that other States could learn from its experience.
273. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the comment by the Republic of Korea and also congratulated Viet Nam for fully justifying each of the criteria. The delegation also thanked the Consultative Body and the Secretariat for their good work.
274. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.23 to inscribe Xoan singing of Phú Thọ Province, Viet Nam on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
275. The delegation of Viet Nam expressed its appreciation and sincere thanks to UNESCO, the Chairperson and the host country for enabling Viet Nam to attend the meeting. The delegation thanked the Committee for its understanding and appreciation of Vietnamese culture, adding that the inscription would ensure the safeguarding of the element by the international community, which together with the authorities of Phú Thọ Province were committed to the implementation of the safeguarding plan. The delegation invited the participants to join in Xoan singing in Phú Thọ Province during the anniversary festival in early 2012.
276. The Chairperson again congratulated Viet Nam for its inscription, recalling that four decisions were still pending, as they required amendments and so would be dealt with in the afternoon session. The morning session was adjourned.
[Thursday 24 November, afternoon session]
277. The Chairperson returned to the four outstanding draft decisions that were previously suspended, thanking the Committee members who had drafted the amendments. The Chairperson began with draft decision 6.COM 8.7 on the Paach ceremony submitted by Guatemala, and the proposed amendment by Morocco, which was shown on the screen.
278. The Secretary presented the draft amendment on criterion U.3, which read, ‘Safeguarding measures are elaborated that may enable the Maya Mam community to continue the practice and transmission of the Paach ceremony’, with the deletion of paragraph 4, which would read instead, ‘Decides to inscribe the Paach ceremony on the Urgent Safeguarding List…’, while paragraph 5 would stay the same with the addition of text, ‘and further invites the State Party to submit a report for examination by the Committee at its seventh session…’.
279. The delegation of Albania noted that the amended text was vague as it had been taken directly from criterion U.3, suggesting that more detail be provided on the specific measures to be implemented by the submitting State.
280. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with Albania that the safeguarding measures should be elaborated to satisfy the criterion, as stipulated in the Operational Directives, with the amendment to be provided by the Committee members in favour of inscription. The delegation of Paraguay suggested that Morocco complete the amendment.
281. The delegation of Morocco confirmed that the wording corresponded to criterion U.3 as set out in the Operational Directives, but could be improved although a proposal was not ready.
282. The delegation of Albania suggested that the submitting State be given the opportunity to respond.
283. The delegation of Guatemala recalled that the concerns were based on the fact that the safeguarding plan was considered too ambitious, suggesting that the current plan be used as the basis for presenting a new plan to reflect the needs of the community.
284. The delegation of Albania wondered whether the Committee could in fact change the nomination file, adding that the decision was based on the safeguarding plan submitted within the nomination and should thus be coherent, as both the decision and the nomination file would be published online.

285. The Secretary clarified that the draft decision contained three parts: the descriptive summary of the element; an explanation of how the criteria were satisfied; and any advice the Committee wished to make to the submitting State provided for in additional paragraphs of the decision. Thus, the text given for the five criteria must demonstrate that the nomination is in line with the Operational Directives.
286. The delegation of Burkina Faso noted that the nomination did include a safeguarding plan, which was reflected in the text, and therefore it was acceptable for adoption, emphasizing that the plan ‘enabled’ rather than ‘may enable’.
287. Referring to the explanation by the Secretary, the delegation of Albania was of the understanding that the decision should demonstrate how the safeguarding plan would be implemented, i.e. it was not enough to report that safeguarding measures will be taken.
288. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with Albania that the text should be more specific and based on scientific proof supplied by the submitting State to justify the requirements in U.3. Adoption would then follow the submission of the proposal by the submitting State.
289. The delegation of Zimbabwe believed that the situation could be resolved by allowing the submitting State some time to alter the wording in line with the requirements, proposing to move to the next file.
290. The Legal Adviser was unfamiliar with the file but wished to confirm the explanation by the Secretary. It was noted that the submitting State had responded to the question by Albania and the paragraph in U.3 reflected in the criterion requirements set out in the Operational Directives. However, the submitting State should clarify how the safeguarding measures met the concerns expressed in criterion U.2 that was related to the transmission of the ceremony to the younger generation, as well as the economic situation of the bearers and their age; factors that endangered the practice. These three points under U.2 therefore warranted a clear response from the submitting State in order to arrive at a decision.
291. The delegation of Guatemala noted that the problem was one of wording rather than substantive in nature, adding that the criterion had already been discussed. Furthermore, the Paach ceremony was in threat of disappearing, which was kept alive by the current bearers who were elderly members of the community. Safeguarding was therefore carried out within the community. The delegation suggested that better wording would solve the problem, as the substantive evidence was already contained in the file.
292. Reiterating the concerns of Albania and the Republic of Korea, the Chairperson explained that the wording of the amendment should reflect the safeguarding measures, requiring correct formulation that took these concerns on board.
293. The delegation of Albania did not believe that the problem rested with the wording but with the methodology of the Committee. The delegation recalled that the Consultative Body had concluded negatively in U.3, but two Committee members proposed to change the recommendation to conclude that U.3 was in fact satisfied. However, the Committee had first to adjudge whether the element should be inscribed and then take a decision, and not re-formulate a decision. The delegation therefore suggested that the two States Parties supporting the inscription work with the submitting State to provide more convincing wording.
294. The delegation of Paraguay returned to the remark by the Consultative Body that the safeguarding plan was overly ambitious, although now it appeared that there were no satisfying conditions in U.3, suggesting that the Secretariat add another paragraph to invite the submitting State to adopt the measures contained in the safeguarding plan and to allocate the resources. The delegation supported Albania in that this was an issue of wording.
295. With regard to the remarks by Albania, the delegation of Burkina Faso agreed that the working methodology was called into question, as the Committee had not first expressed its opinion on the options provided by the Consultative Body prior to formulating an amendment. It therefore appeared that the Committee had inversed the procedure.
296. The delegation of Spain proposed that the submitting State take the floor again, adding that it wished to retain the first line of the first version in the amendment under U.3, i.e. maintaining paragraph 3, and deleting the subjective part of paragraph 4, while inviting the submitting State to be more involved with the safeguarding measures of the ceremony. It also noted that a number of similar nominations had been approved in the morning session.
297. The delegation of Guatemala explained that the government sought to transmit this practice to the younger generation, adding that together with support from international donors adequate funds were available to ensure the safeguarding plan and thus ensure generational transmission.
298. The Chairperson returned to the simple question as to whether the Committee was satisfied with the explanations given, adding that it had proven difficult to obtain adequate and satisfying language.
299. The delegation of Morocco proposed to reformulate its amendment to take into account the expressed concerns, explaining that other elements had been inscribed based on wording in U.3 that covered shortcomings in the safeguarding measures. The revised amendment read, ‘although these measures still have to be clearly defined and budgeted for on a realistic basis and one which can be assessed’.
300. The delegation of Burkina Faso returned to the issue of procedure since no decision had been taken on the nomination and yet an amendment was being proposed that opposed the recommendation by the Consultative Body.
301. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body recalled the previous day’s nomination submitted by the Central African Republic, which presupposed funding from UNESCO that had not been assured. In this case, it was noted that the safeguarding plan required US$1.2 million over four years with more than US$900,000 coming from an unidentified source; sources had to be identified to satisfy the criterion. The safeguarding plan was therefore deemed overambitious. The Consultative Body reluctantly concluded that it was impossible to assess whether the safeguarding measures were feasible. Moreover, the plan did not appear to reflect the priorities of the community concerned but rather the national authorities, nor did it address the aspirations of the community concerned.
302. The delegation of Grenada regretted that the considered opinion of the Consultative Body was challenged with the result that amendments were being proposed to satisfy the requirements, which might undermine the integrity of the Convention, adding that if the Committee could not agree with an amendment then the recommendation by the Consultative Body should be relied upon. The delegation cautioned against trying to find a solution through an amendment, which substantively affected the nomination.
303. The delegation of Albania concurred with the remarks by Grenada and Burkina Faso, and sought to adopt the Consultative Body’s recommendation.
304. The delegation of Spain was concerned that the discussion was returning to its earlier position despite the long debate, and notwithstanding the Consultative Body’s excellent work and independence, the Committee had a clear mandate. The delegation was equally concerned that the method of drafting was given precedence over the intangible heritage. In this case, Guatemala had clearly stated that the element required urgent safeguarding. The delegation therefore defended the nomination as it was wide-ranging in scope, suggesting that the submitting State adopt the safeguarding measures in the plan and match the resources available to face the immediate threats to the element with the involvement of the community, which would satisfy the criteria.
305. With regard to the Consultative Body’s recommendation, the delegation of the Republic of Korea wondered about the real implications should the Committee decide to challenge its decision. In the morning session, when criteria in some nominations were challenged, the submitting State was invited to explain the situation and provide clarity with the result that the Committee would decide whether or not to inscribe the proposed element. The delegation wondered whether the Committee accepted the information provided by Guatemala, in which case the same working method might be applied to other mechanisms, therefore making it important to establish the methodology, not least because further recommendations from the Consultative Body and the Subsidiary Body were forthcoming. Additionally, the delegation was of the understanding that the Committee had to base its decision on the same documents submitted to the advisory bodies.
306. The Legal Adviser found the question pertinent, adding that it was important to respect the examination procedure as had been drawn up for the Consultative Body and set out in the Operational Directives. As a result, the Consultative Body had produced a report based on the requirements of the criteria. The Legal Adviser spoke of case precedents when information was provided that did not necessarily work against inscription, for example, in the case of translations, as seen in the United Arab Emirates case. Guatemala had now been given the opportunity to provide information, particularly with regard to the resources, and the Committee now had to decide whether U.3 was satisfied based on the information and explanation provided, adding that the decision would either set a precedent or become an issue with regard to the working method.
307. The delegation of Venezuela remarked that the discussion provided valuable lessons for the Committee’s future work, recalling that the Convention worked on the principle of good faith, while Guatemala had made huge efforts to explain the resources available, adding that both elements to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the concerned communities needed the Committee’s help, requesting that Guatemala be given another opportunity to speak.
308. The delegation of Guatemala replied that it had provided an adequate explanation, recalling that the discussion had begun based on a proposed amendment by Morocco and a question by Spain, while other Committee members voiced no objection. The delegation reiterated that work had already begun on the safeguarding plan, but whose measures could be adapted to satisfy the demands of certain Members of the Committee. The delegation insisted that the criterion had been met and that it reflected the desire of the community to preserve the ceremony, urging the Committee to re-consider its position in this regard.
309. The delegation of Cyprus recommended following the procedural advice of the Legal Adviser, adding that the submitting State should provide concrete and precise information in writing.
310. The delegation of Paraguay felt that the concrete wording proposed by Spain had not been taken into account, recalling the roles of the different bodies in which the Committee had authority over the Consultative Body to take a decision on its recommendations.
311. Following the lengthy debate and having listened to the explanations, the Chairperson suggested that at this critical juncture the Committee had to decide whether U.3 was satisfied. Moreover, the issue of the Committee’s working methods was under scrutiny, which might set a precedent.
312. The delegation of Morocco remarked that opinion was divided, making it difficult to adopt a clear stance on the criterion, although this was not specific to the Guatemalan file. The delegation returned to the amendment in U.3 in the Iranian file, which took into consideration relevant capacity-building programmes, even though financial support and certain details would have been welcomed. However, the delegation was willing to go with the majority.
313. The Chairperson concurred with the remark that the Committee was divided, noting that five Committee members were satisfied that criterion U.3 had been met.
314. In an attempt to move forward, the Assistant Director-General remarked that all Committee members agreed that Paach ceremony was worthwhile and deserving and should be inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List, and would undoubtedly be inscribed at some point. The issue was therefore unrelated to its substance and was restricted to more logical aspects of the nomination. He recalled that the Consultative Body had found that a fundamental element, the safeguarding plan, had not been presented in its proper form. In light of the additional information provided by Guatemala, the procedure would involve re-examining the criterion, with doubts persisting on whether the element should be inscribed based on the technical standards already established by the Committee. He reassured the submitting State that the issue was not specifically addressed to Guatemala but rather on the precedent that would be set in the event of an inscription, which would serve as a reference in similar cases, influencing future decisions. Conversely, the procedure if followed would allow the element to be inscribed in the next cycle with all criteria conditions fully respected.
315. The Chairperson recalled the spirit of the Convention and the need to remain consistent in respect of the Operational Directives, with the credibility of the Committee at stake.
316. Thanking the Assistant Director-General, the delegation of Albania fully agreed that the issue was one of methodology. The delegation concurred that the Committee was sovereign, but it did not have the prerogative to overlook the criteria, proposing that unless there were concrete scientific facts to contradict its analysis the Committee adopt the Consultative Body’s original recommendation.
317. The delegation of Paraguay returned to its proposal to examine the wording by Spain.
318. The Chairperson asked the Committee whether it wished to put the decision to a vote.
319. The delegation of Kenya preferred to avoid a vote where consensus could be established, particularly as the issue would have an impact on the Committee’s future work, suggesting that the Committee reflect more on the recommendations by the Consultative Body since it could not re-examine a new file. Furthermore, the Consultative Body had made concrete proposals, suggesting that the Committee adopt its recommendations so as to move forward.
320. The delegation of Cuba recalled that Morocco had proposed an amendment while Spain clarified the information, adding that it agreed with this course of action.
321. The Chairperson agreed with the spirit of consensus advocated by Kenya and wished to avoid repetitive remarks without a firm basis. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that it had delegated the task of examination to the Consultative Body and, noting that the amendment had divided the Committee, wished to return to the original decision.
322. The delegation of Kenya added that the amendment must be consistent with the file, or else it would create a new scenario, as the views should not be removed from the information contained in the file, which had been rigourously studied by the Consultative Body. The delegation therefore urged the Committee to proceed with the adoption of the recommendation, unless it had good reason to oppose its adoption.
323. In an effort to move forward, the delegation of Jordan agreed to return to the Consultative Body’s original recommendation so as to avoid setting a precedent, which might be regretted in the future.
324. The delegation of Azerbaijan agreed with the remarks made by the Assistant Director-General and favoured retaining the original recommendation in the draft decision. The delegations of Grenada and the Czech Republic concurred with the previous speakers to adopt the original recommendation.
325. Raising a point of order, the delegation of Paraguay noted that the two motions required a vote: the wording proposed by Spain, and the Consultative Body’s recommendation.
326. The delegation of Kenya reiterated that a vote required authentic text that was consistent with the file, suggesting that the Committee read the file in light of the amendment provided so as to make an informed decision.
327. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran fully understood the proposal by Spain, but did not feel the wording was an improvement as it was based on presupposition and the fact that the Consultative Body had identified an issue with the safeguarding plan such that the amendment was effectively a correction.
328. The delegation of Italy agreed with Iran and the other Members to adopt the original recommendation, believing that the Committee was not in a position to decide which measures in the safeguarding plan should be selected.
329. The delegation of Burkina Faso was of the understanding that an amendment when proposed had to be decided upon before moving to the adoption of the decision as a whole.
330. The Legal Adviser confirmed the procedure explained by Burkina Faso, which involved voting on the amendment prior to the original draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. The substantive issue was therefore the amendment by Morocco in paragraph 3 on whether U.3 was met, which would have a bearing on the amendment by Spain. If the Moroccan amendment were rejected then the original recommendation would take precedence.

331. The delegation of Cyprus proposed suspending the decision on the file, as it did not subscribe to a vote, adding that Guatemala should explain in writing how U.3 was satisfied, which would then be submitted to the Consultative Body before being presented to the Committee.
332. Returning to the remarks by Iran, the delegation of Spain drew attention to the fact that the Consultative Body had confirmed in U.3 that an ambitious and extensive safeguarding plan did exist with the issue based on establishing whether adequate resources were available to implement the extensive plan, adding that Guatemala had also responded to the concerns on community involvement.
333. The delegation of Albania responded that the requirement in U.3 was not based on whether a safeguarding plan existed but whether the safeguarding plan was realistic and effective, and showed how the measures were funded, suggesting that the procedure as stated by the Legal Adviser be followed. Additionally, the amendment by Morocco did not show how the information contained in the nomination file satisfied U.3.
334. The Chairperson asked the Members who were in favour of the amendment by Morocco.
335. The delegation of Cyprus repeated its proposal to adjourn the discussion to a later time.
336. The Chairperson noted that the proposal was not seconded, while some Members wished to return to the original recommendation by the Consultative Body. The Chairperson believed that adjourning the debate would not necessarily resolve the situation, preferring that a good solution be found, recommending a return to the original draft decision.
337. The delegation of Cyprus wondered whether the procedure outlined by the Legal Adviser would be followed, in which case all the suspended decisions would have to be treated in the same way.
338. The delegation of Madagascar recalled that the Consultative Body had been established in Nairobi because of problems arising in the Urgent Safeguarding List, but in terms of its working methods the Consultative Body had not defined how to deal with this situation. The delegation suggested returning to the draft decision in order to avoid similar problems with files to the Representative List.
339. The Chairperson appealed to the Committee to move to the original draft decision. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.7 not to inscribe Paach ceremony on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
340. The Chairperson returned to the next suspended draft decision 6.COM 8.12 on the Secret society of the Kôrêdugaw, the rite of wisdom in Mali for which Niger and Kenya submitted an amendment in U.3, adding that the original paragraph 3 had been deleted and replaced with the new paragraph that inscribed the element. Consequently, paragraph 4 [not to inscribe] was deleted. The revised decision was presented on the screen.
341. The delegation of Albania noted a similar problem with the other files in that it was unclear how the concrete safeguarding measures outlined met the criteria, describing the amendment more as a statement of intention on the kind of measures that should be adopted.
342. The delegation of Burkina Faso noted that although the similarity between the two files was tempting, consensus had been reached in the earlier discussion to inscribe the element. It was noted that Mali had explained to the Committee that the element had not previously been inscribed on an inventory during the preparation of the file, making it difficult to obtain funding. However, now that the element was inscribed on the inventory, there was no problem in obtaining funds for the safeguarding plan.
343. The delegation of Kenya supported the amendment, as the evaluation and budgetary concerns were accounted for in the safeguarding plan, adding that the Convention acknowledged the need for international assistance to support the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, particularly under urgent safeguarding, thus justifying the amendment.
344. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.12 to inscribe the Secret society of the Kôrêdugaw, the rite of wisdom in Mali on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
345. The delegation of Mali reiterated thanks to all those involved in the preparation of the meeting, adding that it was fully aware of its responsibility with regard to the inscription.
346. The Chairperson congratulated Mali and moved to the next suspended draft decision on 6.COM 8.20 on Eshuva, Harákmbut sung prayers of Peru’s Huachipaire people for which Grenada and Paraguay had submitted an amendment.
347. The delegation of Paraguay noted that there were two points raised by the Consultative Body in two criteria, namely, the active participation of the community in U.4, which had been adequately addressed by Peru, with the Committee accepting the traditional arrow as evidence of consent (the community’s way of expressing itself). The other point concerned the safeguarding measures in U.3 in which the file was said not to have met the requirements (with the paragraph revised in a positive sense acknowledging that the file alone did not represent all the actions undertaken to safeguard the element), adding that the safeguarding plan although not overly ambitious did nonetheless take action to safeguard the element. The amendment therefore reflected the debate on criterion U.3, related to the participation of the community towards safeguarding, while the final paragraph suggested that the submitting State take the adequate measures to fully elaborate its safeguarding plan.
348. The delegation of Albania thanked Grenada and Paraguay for their great work, recalling that the file – unlike the other suspended files – had more than one unfulfilled criterion based on the fact that the community had neither participated in the elaboration of the nomination file nor the safeguarding measures, in addition to the lack of transmission. Moreover, the safeguarding measures did not clearly respond to the risks. The delegation did not believe that the safeguarding measures were enough to save the element, as they did not involve the key element of community participation, therefore preferring that the submitting State resubmit the nomination file.
349. The delegation of Grenada reiterated its thanks to the Consultative Body, adding that it took its recommendations seriously, but that recommendations could be reviewed if there was a consensus by the community to do so. The amendment therefore proposed a second interpretation of the file with extracts taken directly from the file.
350. The Rapporteur recalled some of the points in the Consultative Body’s report that highlighted the need for the widest possible participation of communities in the safeguarding measures, adding that it was impressed by the support shown by the community in its presentation of an arrow, but that it did not demonstrate the community’s wider participation in the elaboration and implementation of the safeguarding measures, as well as their defined roles. Another recommendation concerned the necessity to clearly describe how the element was transmitted in its contemporary context together with a description of its viability. Additionally, safeguarding strategies should recognize that capacity-building and knowledge transfer were vital in order that the community claim ownership of its own practice. Moreover, inscription was not an end in itself but an ongoing commitment to safeguarding. The Rapporteur appreciated the critically urgent nature of the element, with only 12 bearers in two very small communities, but the concern centred on the impact of the safeguarding measures on the younger generation who may not wish to continue the practice as bearers. Also, the safeguarding plan, mostly involving recordings, was presented as a way to preserve the songs, but this should be considered as complementary measures to the oral transmission. It was also noted by some Consultative Body members that there had been no feedback since 2006 when a communal reserve had been established for the Huachipaire in an ethnological project to prevent the extinction of its intangible cultural heritage. Furthermore, there was concern that the safeguarding plan only covered two years, and that there were no apprentices learning the Eshuva songs, seriously compromising its viability.
351. The Chairperson asked the Committee whether it considered the criteria to have been met.
352. The delegation of Spain acknowledged that the Committee should not have to re-write files, but in this case a different interpretation of the file could be justified. The delegation recalled that in its report the Consultative Body stated that it could not arrive at a unanimous decision on its interpretation of files. Thus, it was also the role and responsibility of the Committee to interpret the files. The delegation drew attention to the report that recognized the efforts made by the community to become involved in the preparation of the file from the beginning, adding that the isolation of the communities made groundwork difficult. The delegation continued to support the amendment.
353. The Chairperson noted that there was no other support for the amendment. The delegation of Paraguay responded that it had undertaken a task mandated by the Committee to draft an amendment, reflecting its earlier decision to inscribe the element.
354. The Chairperson clarified that he had asked whether there was any support for the amendment.
355. The delegation of Venezuela agreed with the remarks by Grenada, Paraguay and Spain that sought a second interpretation of the file so as to highlight the points satisfying the criteria. The delegation of Cuba and Oman also supported the amendment. 
356. The Chairperson noted that there were no objections to the amendment.
357. Referring to the procedure, the delegation of the Republic of Korea asked how many supporting Members were required to adopt the decision.
358. The Chairperson explained that the issue was not subject to a vote but rather was an attempt to reach a consensus. The delegation of Albania sought further clarification on the position with regard to the findings of the Consultative Body, as the amendment supposed that the Consultative Body had not correctly interpreted the file. In addition, the delegation felt uneasy that the Committee was being asked to hastily decide on rejecting the recommendations of the Consultative Body.
359. The Chairperson recalled the previous debate [on the Paach ceremony] whereby the Committee was asked to amend the decision yet had returned to the Consultative Body’s original recommendation, noting that six Members supported the amendment.
360. The delegation of Morocco returned to the issue of working methods, noting the particularly difficult Guatemalan file, which ended in backtracking to the original recommendation, while the Peruvian file looked like ending in the same way, wondering whether the amendments that had been requested would all have to be revisited and suggesting that it might be better to return to the original decision.
361. The Legal Adviser was uncomfortable in having to say that the Committee should decide on the appraisals put forward by the Committee members drafting the amendment, adding that analogies should not be drawn between nomination files, particularly as there was divergence between the Committee and the Consultative Body. The Legal Adviser spoke of the decisive factor, which was to look to the source of the information in the amendment, which was the result of a difference in interpretation. Albania had noted the divergence of opinion between the two bodies, but the most important point was the rationale behind the decision, emerging from the clear explanations provided by the Rapporteur and Grenada. The procedure was clear in that the amendment had been agreed upon in the morning session in an attempt to reach consensus. With no voiced objections, the amendment would be carried, while an objection would return the Committee to the original decision.
362. The Chairperson repeated whether there were any objections to the amendment. The delegation of Albania objected to the amendment and wished to return to the Consultative Body’s decision.
363. The delegation of Paraguay reiterated that six Members supported the amendment, which stemmed from the morning’s debate, while only one Member objected to it, adding that normally should none of the Members voice an objection, implicit approval of the amendment was upheld.
364. The delegation of Azerbaijan returned to the issue of working method in which the submitting State should either provide additional information in order that the Committee take and justify its position, or the Consultative Body should take stock of the information and provide its re-evaluation to the Committee, adding that it should be ascertained whether this was indeed an acceptable method.
365. The Chairperson added that the Committee had revisited the working method when it returned to the Consultative Body’s original recommendation in the Guatemalan file, while in the file by Mali it appeared that the Committee supported the amendment. It was noted that opinion was divided in the Peruvian file. 
366. The delegation of Spain reiterated that the amendment came about as a result of the debate and the different interpretation of the file by the Committee compared to the Consultative Body, requesting that Peru take the floor to hear its opinion on the amendment.
367. The delegation of Albania clarified that an observer could not take the floor during a debate on a draft decision. Noting no support for the position by Albania, the Chairperson asked whether Albania wished to join the consensus.
368. The delegation of Albania remarked that Morocco had identified differences in the analysis of the two files, and that the criteria had not been met, adding that consensus had not been reached in either sense. The delegation appealed to Committee members to express their opinion on the working method and whether it was acceptable to glean information from the file to draft an amendment to the decision in order to change the recommendation, adding that this would set a precedent.
369. The delegation of Paraguay agreed with Albania in that when it looked at the file it also found it to be unsatisfactory, but that it an effort to move forward it submitted to the will of the majority, which now seemed to have gone back on its decision. The delegation suggested to the Chairperson to close the debate and to consider that consensus had been reached since no comments from the floor implicitly approved the amendment. Furthermore, the Latin American examiner had been absent from the debates with the result that the examination had been deprived of a regional input, adding that the region had its own distinctive features.
370. The Secretary reminded the Committee that the Consultative Body was comprised of 12 examiners with Latin America represented by another member, the Rapporteur (Colombia).
371. The delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that despite the six members supporting the amendment in U.3, many Members were hesitant to pronounce. The delegation was happy to go along with the consensus. However, without the consensus, the delegation proposed returning to the original recommendation.
372. The Chairperson invited Albania to join the consensus. The delegation of Albania repeated that consensus had not been reached. The Chairperson stated that a ‘no consensus’ position would result in a return to the original recommendation, appealing to those Members that had not yet pronounced to make known their position.
373. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran echoed the remarks by the Republic of Korea, adding that it was still hesitating because of the methodology and the consequences of the action.
374. The delegation of Spain suggested that the same criteria be applied as had been used earlier, adding that more 14 Members appeared to favour listing, while all agreed that the element required urgent safeguarding, including the Consultative Body.
375. The delegation of Cyprus found that although the Committee should provide its opinion on the examination procedure, some Members were speaking too often and should only speak if it had complementary information to add. The delegation remarked that the Consultative Body had recommended not to inscribe, adding that the addition of a few words would not change the substance of the criteria, proposing to trust the Consultative Body’s recommendation and return to the original text.
376. The delegation of Burkina Faso was unable to follow the morning’s debate and asked whether a consensus had been reached on the element’s inscription. If so, then the Committee had to comment on the proposed amendment, however, the situation would be made more difficult in the absence of consensus, adding that – like the Republic of Korea – it was willing to go with the consensus without moving to a vote.
377. The delegation of Kenya did not agree with the amendment, suggesting that for the good of the Convention submitting States Parties should reflect on the issue, as there was no harm in submitting the file at a later date. The delegation spoke of Kenya’s commitment to the process of referral and the withdrawal and submission of files, adding that it sought greater concrete community involvement in the widest possible manner, as well as the informed consent of communities, which was not explicit in this file. The delegation recalled that intangible cultural heritage did not belong to the States Parties but to the communities themselves. It therefore wished to retain the Consultative Body’s original recommendation.
378. The delegation of Croatia echoed the opinion expressed by the Republic of Korea, reiterating that the work of the Consultative Body was considered excellent and that it had even provided options to the Committee with the opportunity to decide on three files, conceding that there appeared to be a consensus in the morning session, which had reversed in the afternoon session.
379. The Chairperson reminded the Committee of the time and proposed continuing the debate the following day. Following an announcement by the Secretary on the meeting of the NGO Forum and the Africa group, the Chairperson adjourned the session.
[Friday 25 November, morning session]
380. The Chairperson believed that the previous session had been very instructive despite the difficult decisions and misunderstandings, appealing to the Committee’s indulgence and respect of the Rules of Procedure in a spirit of consensus and good faith. The Chairperson returned to the two pending files: Eshuva, Harákmbut sung prayers of Peru’s Huachipaire people [6.COM 8.20] and Al Sadu, traditional weaving skills in the United Arab Emirates [6.COM 8.21]. The Chairperson noted that Grenada and Paraguay had prepared an amendment to decision 6.COM 8.20, as requested by the Committee, which would replace the two sub-paragraphs of the original decision. The Chairperson moved on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis.
381. The delegation of Albania recalled a point of order that it had made in the previous session in which an observer may not be given the floor during the debate of a draft decision, noting that certain States Parties had perceived this as unfair. The delegation therefore sought clarification from the Legal Adviser.
382. The Legal Adviser drew attention to Rule 22.4 of the Rules of Procedure, which was clear in that representatives of a State Party shall not speak to advocate the inclusion in the lists mentioned in Articles 16 and 17 of the Convention, but only provide information in reply to questions raised. The rule had always been applied to observers (or a submitting State, member of the Committee), implying that they were not able to submit amendments or make comments on amendments. However, if comments relate to information in the amendment or if a Committee member sought factual responses to its questions from the submitting State (observer) then there was no breach of procedure. The kind of information sought should therefore be determined, enabling the observer to provide the sought-after information, without being able to change the draft decision.
383. The delegation of Cyprus suggested that the Chairperson allow the submitting State to clarify its position, which would help the Committee to arrive at a quicker decision.
384. The Chairperson recalled the Rules of Procedure and thus could not accept the proposal, and returned to paragraph 1 of draft decision 6.COM 8.20 on Eshuva, Harákmbut sung prayers of Peru’s Huachipaire people.
385. The Legal Adviser noted that the proposal by Cyprus sought a position from the submitting State, even though no amendment had been proposed and no information was required in paragraph 1, adding that other paragraphs may indeed require factual information for which the submitting State could provide information in response to a question by a Committee member prior to the Committee taking a decision.
386. The Chairperson returned to paragraph 1, and with no comments or objections, was duly pronounced adopted. Paragraph 2 was also pronounced adopted. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 3, and the two sub-paragraphs under U.3 and U.4, noting the proposed amendment.
387. The delegation of Albania did not believe that the justification provided in the amendment satisfied criteria U.3 and U.4, and therefore did not support the amendment. The Chairperson wished to first concentrate on U.3.
388. The delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that six Committee members supported the amendment, but had the general impression that the Committee was not entirely convinced by the proposed amendment, surmising that this was due to a lack of information from the submitting State. However, as previously expressed, the delegation was willing to go along with the consensus.
389. The delegation of the Czech Republic was also unconvinced, asking the submitting State whether the transmission was assured, particularly to the younger generation.
390. The delegation of Peru spoke of the participation of the community in drawing up the safeguarding measures as well as the participation of the younger generation, as seen in their involvement with community heritage and validated in the traditional assemblies, adding that the arrow was a symbol of their commitment. Moreover, the community structure was such that the ‘houses of memory’ or malocas were a direct way to ensure the transmission of memory to younger generations.
391. The delegation of the Czech Republic remained reticent to adopt the amendment.
392. The delegation of Italy found convincing the explanation by Peru on the importance of community involvement, and supported the amendment.
393. The delegation of Jordan noted the divisive opinion, which countered the spirit of consensus, recalling the already lengthy discussions on the subject, adding that the Consultative Body’s opinion had been reached after much discussion and research, and should therefore be respected. However, the Committee was not trying to re-evaluate the conclusions of the Consultative Body but it did express sympathy for the communities whose heritage was under threat, with many having disappeared because measures had not been taken. The delegation believed that Peru would take the necessary measures to guarantee the sustainability of its heritage for future generations. The delegation therefore went with the consensus.
394. The Chairperson asked the Committee whether they supported the amendment in U.3.
395. The delegation of Morocco reminded the Committee that it was the first time it had received evaluations from the Consultative Body whose opinions resulted from a long process and should therefore be taken into account, conceding that the Committee did not have sufficient experience with the new procedure to have a clear focus. However, the Committee was sovereign and had the final decision, which should complement and not oppose the Consultative Body’s recommendations (whose function was consultative). The delegation therefore believed that the amendment could be accepted – with possibly better wording – so that it was in keeping with the Consultative Body’s recommendation.
396. The delegation of Venezuela remarked that the Consultative Body held the opinion that the heritage was under serious threat due to societal changes and the migration of young people, among other things, and was thus endangered. Moreover, there was clearly a community that approved the nomination and had shown its commitment to safeguarding the element (in the handing over of an arrow akin to signing a document). Additionally, the submitting State had highlighted the house of memory as a place of transmission, as well as its own commitment to international cooperation, the recognition of communities as bearers, and awareness-raising at different levels. Thus, the spirit of good faith should be acknowledged and the community should be afforded the help they need.
397. The Chairperson called on the Committee to focus information on the amendment in paragraph 3 rather than repeating the arguments.
398. Having listened to the explanation by the submitting State, the delegation of China was ready to go along with the amendment, calling on a spirit of cooperation and good faith.
399. The Chairperson sought objections to the amendment. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted U.3 in paragraph 3. The Chairperson moved to U.4 in paragraph 3.
400. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked the Chairperson for some time to compare the decisions. The delegation of China asked for print copies of the amendments, as well as a copy of other impending amendments. The Chairperson noted that according to Rule 23 of the Operational Directives the proposal required the support of two Members, which was duly given by the Republic of Korea and Morocco.
401. The Chairperson suspended draft decision 6.COM 8.20 and turned to draft decision 6.COM 8.21 on Al Sadu, traditional weaving skills in the United Arab Emirates, explaining that the Committee had to determine whether criterion U.4 was satisfied, having consulted the corrected translation provided by the submitting Party.
402. The Chairperson turned to the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 1. With regard to paragraph 2 (read on a criteria-by-criteria basis with the amendment in U.4), the Secretary explained that U.4 had been re-drafted to reflect the translation accepted by the Committee, which consequently satisfied U.4. The Secretary read out the amendment, ‘a number of documents are provided expressing the consent of important actors and organizations that were involved in the elaboration of the nomination.’ With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 2. The original paragraph 3 [not to inscribe] was duly deleted.
403. The Secretary read out the new paragraph 3, which read, ‘Inscribes Al Sadu, traditional weaving skills in the United Arab Emirates on the List of intangible cultural heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding’. With no objections, paragraph 3 was pronounced adopted. With no changes in paragraph 4, it was duly adopted.
404. With regard to paragraph 5, the Secretary explained that had the element not been recommended for inscription, the submitting State would have been requested to more clearly distinguish the element found within the United Arab Emirates, but since it would be inscribed, the amendment would read as follows, ‘Takes note that weaving is widely practised in the region and encourages the State Party to consider a multinational nomination.’ With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 5. The decision was taken as a whole, and with no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.21 to inscribe Al Sadu, traditional weaving skills in the United Arab Emirates on the Urgent Safeguarding List.
405. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates expressed its gratitude to Indonesia for its warm welcome and excellent working conditions, congratulating the Chairperson on his appointment and leadership, as well as the States Parties that had achieved success in their nominations. The delegation also thanked the Secretariat for its efforts, and the Committee for the trust bestowed on the country. The delegation acknowledged its responsibility, vowing to ensure the safeguard of the element as well as other elements of intangible heritage, with the hope of strengthening the spirit of cooperation with UNESCO and all countries.
406. The Chairperson congratulated the United Arab Emirates, and turned to the chapeau of the draft decision 6.COM 8.
407. The Secretary recalled that the draft decision comprised general observations from the discussions on the nominations and that would set a trend for the next cycle vis-à-vis submitting States Parties, but had no bearing on decisions taken on individual inscriptions.
408. The Chairperson proposed moving on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no objections or comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 1-3.
409. The delegation of Albania proposed the deletion of paragraph 4 and 5, as they were deemed unnecessary, recalling that the same decision to remove congratulatory paragraphs had been taken in Nairobi.
410. The delegation of the Republic of Korea had wished to replace ‘thanks’ with ‘takes note’, but agreed to go along with the proposal by Albania. The Chairperson pronounced adopted the decision to delete paragraph 4. 
411. With regard to paragraph 5, the delegation of Croatia wished to retain the paragraph, as it acknowledged the communities and the submitting States Parties in the nomination process.
412. The delegation of Albania agreed to go along with the proposal to retain paragraph 5. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested separating the preamble from the operational paragraphs, starting with the congratulatory paragraphs.
413. The delegation of Morocco proposed a minor amendment in the French version of paragraph 5, replacing ‘seront inscrits’ with ‘être inscrits’.
414. The delegation of Spain was happy to retain the original paragraph that congratulated the communities, as heritage was safeguarded through their actions. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran echoed the remarks by Croatia and Spain. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to replace ‘congratulate’ with ‘congratulating’ and ‘commends’ with ‘commending’. The delegation of China wished to retain the original wording in paragraph 5. With no further comments or amendments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 5.
415. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 6. The delegation of Morocco wished to revise the paragraph, proposing instead, ‘further commends the communities and States Parties for their involvement in the nominations of elements that were proposed for inscription, but that could not be inhscibed at this time’, since communities could not be congratulated for elements not inscribed. The Chairperson concurred with the rationale. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 6.
416. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 7. The delegation of Japan sought an explanation on the expression, ‘suitably specific on the one hand and suitably inclusive on the other’.
417. The Secretary explained that the decisions were drafted based on general observations and recommendations highlighted in Consultative Body’s report. The Secretary further explained that the Consultative Body had sought to find a balance between highly specific elements, which were part of a whole, and broader elements that comprised too many disparate parts, at times making it difficult to identify the element.
418. The delegation of Japan thanked the Secretary for the explanation, but believed that the meaning of the statement might still confuse States Parties. The delegation of the Republic of Korea shared the same sentiment, suggesting that it be deleted if it served no purpose. 
419. The delegation of Italy agreed with the statement in the paragraph, as it helped the community clearly define the element it wished to nominate.
420. The delegation of Morocco appreciated the rationale behind the paragraph and was happy to retain it, but conceded that it opened up for a wider discussion on the measurable scale of elements – from specific to inclusive to more general elements. 
421. The delegation of Kenya also appreciated the idea behind the paragraph, but it believed that it might lead to greater confusion because of the inherent difficulty in determining the scale of an element, and therefore supported its deletion. 
422. The delegation of Grenada agreed with Italy, since the paragraph was an encouragement and not a decision, as well as a reminder to States Parties on how to better present their nominations.
423. The delegation of Azerbaijan was also in favour of retaining the paragraph, as it provided guidance to the States Parties on their nomination process. The delegation of Jordan described the paragraph as essential and wished to retain it.
424. The delegation of the Republic of Korea accepted that Committee members favoured the paragraph, suggesting a change of formulation, which it would later propose.
425. The delegation of Japan agreed that it should be retained, but would perhaps benefit from a clear description of the scale.
426. The delegation of China understood the rationale behind the paragraph, but as a non-English speaking country found the expression vague and sought a more specific formulation to avoid multiple interpretations.
427. The delegation of Kenya proposed a simplification of the paragraph, which read, ‘further encourages States Parties to nominate elements that are specific, inclusive, well described and whose communities can be readily identified.’
428. The delegation of Albania agreed with China and sought a more detailed explanation from the Consultative Body on what the paragraph implied.
429. The Secretary explained that during the Consultative Body’s examination of the files it found that the nominations receiving a negative recommendation had defined the element in such general and broad terms that it had difficulty identifying the community. Conversely, some elements appeared to be sub-components of a wider element. For example, three neighbouring villages performing the same celebration but identified as three elements would be considered too narrowly defined. The Secretary added that the balance would be determined by the submitting State based on the specificity of the communities and not its size.
430. The delegation of Madagascar believed that the paragraph was helpful to States Parties, encouraging them to have a dialogue with the Consultative Body to ensure that their nomination was suitably specific.
431. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the following wording, ‘Further encourages States Parties to nominate elements that are both specific and inclusive in a suitable way, whose contours can be well described...’
432. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with Italy and the proposal by the Republic of Korea. The delegation of Burkina Faso preferred the original paragraph, as the amendments were further removed from the original idea.
433. The delegation of Paraguay supported a clear message that would help States Parties submit nominations, wondering whether the paragraph actually fulfilled this need since it was open to different interpretations. The paragraph should therefore be flexible, which was difficult to achieve in one paragraph when covering such a broad, complex and subjective issue. However, the delegation was ready to go along with the Republic of Korea’s proposal.
434. The delegation of Japan remained unconvinced with the proposals so far, as ‘specific’ and ‘inclusive’ appeared contradictory and without a suitable accompanying explanation could prove confusing. The delegation suggested using more scientific language with appropriate examples, requesting the Consultative Body to draft a paragraph in this regard, including an annex to the decision with a suitable explanation.
435. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with Japan and suggested separating the paragraph into two that would define the meaning of ‘inclusive’ and ‘specific’. 
436. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body explained that some States Parties had proliferated multiple nominations of individual elements that would have been better inscribed as part of a larger element. In one case, two nominations were largely identical, making it difficult for the Consultative Body to evaluate the nomination. In another case, a specific element was nominated, even though the submitting State Party had previously inscribed a larger element that included this more specific element. The paragraph therefore encouraged the submitting States Parties to define the elements so that they were suitably specific on the one hand, and suitably inclusive on the other, whose contours could be well described and the communities well identified.
437. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran appreciated the substance of the two terms; the question was now how to re-draft the paragraph in order to convey a clear understanding of the terms, which was the basis of Japan’s suggestion for a more scientific explanation.
438. The delegation of Japan appreciated the concrete proposal by Iran, as the problem resided in the fact that the contradictory terms were placed on the same line, suggesting that the two paragraphs employ the same language but be placed separately.
439. The Chairperson proposed to suspend adoption of paragraph 7 so that Japan, Iran and the Consultative Body could work together to present new paragraphs. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 8. With no objections in paragraphs 8, 9, and 10 the Chairperson pronounced adopted the three paragraphs.
440. The Chairperson announced an amendment by Albania to paragraph 11, which was read out by the Secretary, ‘Encourages States Parties to jointly submit multinational nominations in accordance with Chapter I.5 of the Operational Directives despite the challenge they may present to the States Parties and the communities concerned.’
441. The delegation of Paraguay felt that the amendment sounded redundant, and wished to retain the original paragraph. The delegation of Spain also preferred the original paragraph.
442. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought an explanation on the rational behind the proposal from Albania.
443. The delegation of Albania felt that the wording was clearer and that it was important to highlight the relevant chapter on multinational files in the Operational Directives.
444. The delegation of the Republic of Korea could support the improved wording, depending on the Committee’s general opinion.
445. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported retaining the original paragraph. The delegation of Spain added that references to the Operational Directives should be applied throughout the document in this case otherwise it could lead to confusion.
446. The delegation of Japan sought clarification on the language. The delegation of the Republic of Korea did not believe that paragraph 11 was well formulated, as it was not clear who was being invited, therefore suggesting, ‘Invites the States Parties...’.
447. The delegation of Albania remarked that the on-screen amendment did not correspond to the amendment submitted, which was then repeated by the Secretary.
448. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was concerned about the interpretation of ‘challenge’, but would accept ‘complexity’ in its place.
449. The delegation of China echoed Iran’s suggestion to maintain the original latter part of the paragraph. The delegation of Spain felt that the use of ‘jointly submit’ was repetitive, wishing to delete Albania’s latter contribution.
450. With regard to Spain’s suggestion to delete the reference to the Operational Directives, the Secretary added that the first paragraph of the draft decision already recalled Chapter I of the Operational Directives and therefore did not have to be repeated in paragraph 11 [paragraph 10 in the revised decision following the deletion of paragraph 4].
451. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed to simplify the original paragraph, which read, ‘Invites the States Parties to submit multinational nominations, recognizing the complexity they present to the collaborating States Parties and communities concerned.’
452. The delegation of Paraguay concurred that the Operational Directives did not have to be referred to again in the paragraph, nor make reference to the complexity of submission, preferring to retain the original text.
453. The Chairperson asked Albania to go along with the consensus, which was accepted. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested the addition of ‘while’, to read, ‘Invites the States Parties to submit multinational nominations, while recognizing the complexity they present to the collaborating States Parties and communities concerned.’
454. Referring to the use of ‘multinational’, the delegation of Japan remarked that intangible cultural heritage was often spread across neighbouring countries and wondered whether ‘multinational’ was broadly encompassing, i.e. could it apply to non-neighbouring countries.
455. The Chairperson agreed with the interpretation, adding that ‘multinational’ encompassed all countries, as stated in the Convention. The Chairperson gave the example of certain Indonesian cultural elements that emanated from the Middle East. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 11. The Chairperson recalled the suspension of paragraph 7, and therefore the decision as a whole was suspended until after lunch. The Chairperson adjourned the session.
 [Friday 25 November, afternoon session]
456. The Chairperson resumed the session by recalling decision 6.COM 8.20 on Eshuva, Harákmbut sung prayers of Peru’s Huachipaire people and the amendment supported by Paraguay, Spain, Grenada, Venezuela, Cuba and Oman.
457. The delegation of Albania referred to the confusion between the consent of the communities, which everyone agreed was present, and the participation of the community in both the nomination process and the safeguarding measures, adding that the amendment simply repeated that the community had consented. The delegation sought a factual explanation from the submitting State on how the community had concretely participated in these processes.
458. The delegation of Peru explained that the community representatives consented to safeguard the element through an agreement that resulted in a submitted nomination recognizing the element as national heritage in 2010. With regard to community participation in the safeguarding measures, the delegation explained that the traditional council, including both elders and youth, had been involved. Thus, the nomination involved both national institutes and local traditional authorities. Moreover, documentation derived from the practitioners and bearers had demonstrated their determination towards safeguarding the element, and the State had no intention of bypassing the traditional communities.
459. The delegation of Kenya remained dissatisfied with the information, which did not seem to satisfy criterion U.3, urging the submitting State to support the Convention by reviewing its process to more broadly and deeply involve the communities, which was not apparent from the file. The delegation reminded the Committee that the files would be available online and would form the basis of future nominations.
460. The delegation of Morocco reiterated the importance of community participation in all stages of the nomination process, including the safeguarding measures, adding that the Convention was still in its infancy and that this was the first operational cycle of the Consultative Body. The delegation added that the interpretation of the nomination form varied greatly and that it was not an easy process. Given the explanation by Peru, the delegation believed that the goodwill and willingness of the State to safeguard the heritage  should take precedence, and was thus in favour of the amendment of the decision concerning U.4.
461. The delegation of the Republic of Korea referred to point 4 of the nomination form on criterion U.4, which was split into two sections: the community’s participation in the nomination process, and the community’s consent to the nomination, noting that everyone was satisfied with the second part. The cause for concern was thus based on the first part of the criterion since the submitting State had not convincingly demonstrated how the community had participated in the preparation of the nomination file.
462. The delegation of Venezuela insisted that Peru had clearly explained the two mechanisms used to involve the community, which was firstly expressed through an agreement between the State and the community, a necessary prerequisite to initiate the process, and secondly through a traditional method of interchange and consultation through their memory in a traditional form of participation at the local level.
463. The delegation of Kenya returned to the working methodology, adding that it was perhaps unnecessary to repeat the differing opinions, as it was clear that the community had not been involved in the process of elaborating safeguarding measures, defining the element and identifying the threats, making it difficult to safeguard the element under the present circumstances. The delegation reiterated that the only way to safeguard the element was to involve the community in the process. Thus, U.4 was not satisfied.
464. Referring to inter-regional dialogue, the delegation of Paraguay explained that from a Latin American perspective Peru had complied with U.4. In an effort to support dialogue and understanding, the delegation asked Kenya, Albania and the Republic of Korea what they considered constituted genuine community participation, adding that the community had the prerogative of demonstrating its participation and consent in its own traditional way.
465. The Chairperson noted that the debate had reached a point where one side was trying to convince the other, conceding that the information contained in the file appeared unsatisfactory.
466. The delegation of China sought reflection on the capabilities of the bearers, adding that some communities were more capable of participating through their own means, while some communities did not have the same capability. Therefore, it was enough that some communities expressed their consent in traditional ways. The delegation did however seek some specific examples on how the community was involved in the process, i.e. through interviews or consultations. Moreover, the communities may well have asked for assistance from centres of expertise.
467. The Chairperson proposed to go to a vote. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed to the proposal since the Committee was working to reach a consensus.
468. The delegation of Kenya was concerned about the voting procedure, adding that the Consultative Body had carried out excellent work, and a precedent should not be set that watered down the recommendations, adding that it was clear that the criterion had two parts, with only the consent having satisfied the criterion and not the process. The delegation therefore advocated a return to the original decision.
469. Referring to the remark by China, the delegation of Paraguay spoke of the experience of working with possibly illiterate indigenous peoples who needed institutional support within a framework of national cultural policy. Moreover, because such policies tended to be broad in scope, requiring a long lead time, it could hamper the re-submission process, adding that these communities had little concept of writing and preparing projects, but they did accept assistance and cooperation. The delegation also sought an explanation from Kenya on how traditional communities could express their willingness to participate.
470. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran disagreed with the remarks by China and Paraguay, adding that similar situations and experiences had provided solutions. The delegation spoke of the standard bureaucratic system as a way of referring back to documentation that included consent letters, as and when they were required. Moreover, the delegation was aware of one file submitted to the Representative List that received a negative recommendation based on one missing signature.
471. Having considered the arguments, the delegation of Japan supported the amendment.
472. Speaking from experience as a member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation of Croatia explained that it was often not easy to reach consensus when there are six members and even more difficult with twelve, as with the Consultative Body. The delegation believed that the Committee should respect the opinions of the experts and colleagues who had worked hard to elaborate the recommendations, even though the Committee had the authority to make its own decisions. The delegation spoke of each file as unique with its own specific context, and elements that required urgent safeguarding with only a small community transmitting knowledge should be given an opportunity to prove their involvement in and commitment to the file. The delegation was ready to accept the community’s traditional form of consent and participation.
473. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with Kenya’s proposal to return to the original draft recommendation, adding that there was clearly no consensus on the amendment and a clear division within the Committee.
474. The delegation of Burkina Faso agreed that it appeared unlikely that consensus would be achieved, however, knowing that the community had given its consent it seemed logical that they had been involved, with the community clearly expressing its desire to have their heritage inscribed, even if some Members might have preferred to see greater involvement. The question was now to determine the depth of their involvement, and it was obvious that communities could not be expected to draft their own nomination files, which would only result in the rejection of many nominations since they lacked the capabilities to successfully achieve this. The delegation therefore supported the amendment.
475. The delegation of Cyprus agreed with the remarks by Croatia to give the community an opportunity to have its element inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List, adding that since U.3 had been adopted, and U.4 was concomitant to U.3, criterion U.4 should equally be adopted.
476. The delegation of Indonesia supported the original recommendation.
477. The delegation of Jordan believed that the community had expressed its desire and involvement in a number of ways in keeping with their cultural tradition, which therefore satisfied U.4. In addition, the community was small and probably comprised elders who may well be illiterate. The delegation therefore supported the amendment. The delegation of Niger also supported the amendment, as this ensured that the community be given a chance to express itself and ensure the safeguarding of its element.
478. The Chairperson noted that thirteen Members voiced support for the amendment, reflecting a simple majority. The delegation of Albania remarked that the debate could now end, as clearly the majority supported the amendment.
479. The Chairperson pronounced adopted the amendment in U.4 [new paragraph 2].
480. The delegation of Albania congratulated Peru on the inscription, and sought an explanation from the Consultative Body on how communities could be more involved in the elaboration of the file and the safeguarding measures, which would provide States Parties with much-needed clarification.
481. The Rapporteur also congratulated Peru, adding that it was interesting to note that the debate reflected many of the issues raised by the Consultative Body in its own deliberations. Speaking on behalf of the Consultative Body comprised of experts and NGOs working directly with communities – the main focus of the Convention and the safeguarding measures – the Rapporteur explained that the diverse knowledge and experiences were garnered in order to arrive at an informed opinion. The Rapporteur returned to the two issues in U.4: community consent and community participation. With regard to the prior, free and informed consent, the Body looked to see whether it had been demonstrated in a direct way, citing the example of the United Arab Emirates in which the communities had consented to the Representative List but not the Urgent Safeguarding List to which it had submitted its form. With regard to community participation, this did not refer to the drafting procedure but to the elaboration and implementation of the safeguarding measures. The Consultative Body was conscious of the fact that many groups are illiterate, but the preparation of Western-style documents was an obligation. The main concern was related to the State’s approach to the community (and vice versa) in the preparation of the nomination, and how the two parties intended to work together. The Body therefore expected to see the formulation of the safeguarding measures coming from the communities themselves so that the measures pursued and satisfied their own aspirations, i.e. with such questions as: What are they aspiring to? How do they think with their own knowledge within their own traditions? How can they solve the problems they have? It was considered obvious that the State and the experts should accompany this process and recommend and introduce measures, which the community had no knowledge of, so as to enhance and strengthen their traditions. The Rapporteur explained that when the activities proposed in the safeguarding measures were studied, the Body wondered whether the community truly understood what was entailed, enabling it to develop the measures on its own in the future. The Rapporteur recalled that this issue was a central problem in ten of the cases examined, and that many of the measures, proposed by experts, involved activities that the communities did not understand, failing to see that the strengthening of practices is an ongoing process.
482. The delegation of Spain reiterated how vitally important it was that communities took part in the elaboration of the nomination, and that they must themselves be at the origin of the request for inscription, which was the only way to ensure efficient and effective cooperation. It was also important that experts working in the field understood the ways in which the different communities envisaged the cooperation. The delegation believed that the limited number of words in the nomination file as well as other constraints revealed the many shortcomings in the nomination process, adding that even experts could not state without a shadow of a doubt whether community participation was total and efficient.
483. The Chairperson moved to the new paragraph 4. The Secretary explained that following the adoption of the five criteria, paragraph 4 would be changed to ‘Decide to inscribe’, while paragraph 5 would become, ‘Encourages the State Party to further evolve a safeguarding plan that would be better designed with greater participation of the concerned community to address the specific threats they are facing and the transmission of the element and its practice by the children’. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 4 and 5. The Chairperson thus declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.20 to inscribe Eshuva, Harákmbut sung prayers of Peru’s Huachipaire people on the Urgent Safeguarding List.

484. The delegation of Peru regretted that the decision took so long, thanking all the Committee members for helping to clarify the situation, possibly facilitating other nominations in the future. The delegation added that the decision would lead to the safeguarding of both the modes of expression and the Harákmbut language, and it also recognized the efforts of the community and the submitting State to safeguard its intangible cultural heritage.
485. The Chairperson congratulated Peru and returned to the suspended adoption of 6.COM 8.
486. The Secretary recalled that the Committee had requested Japan, the Islamic Republic of Iran and the Rapporteur of the Consultative Body to revise paragraph 7, which was displayed on the screen. The Secretary explained that the former paragraph 7 was now separated into 2 paragraphs. Paragraph 6 now read, ‘Further encourages States Parties to nominate elements that are suitably inclusive, i.e. those with which communities, groups and, where appropriate, individuals, identify themselves’; Paragraph 7 now read, ‘Invites States Parties to nominate elements that are suitably inclusive, whose contours can be well described in terms of their transmission process, to ensure the viability of the intangible cultural heritage.’
487. The delegation of Japan spoke of the constructive meeting with the Consultative Body and the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran where it became clear that specificity was linked to the community and bearers of the intangible cultural heritage, while inclusiveness was linked to the transmission process; the essence of which had been lost in the original draft. Thus, the new wording introduced the context and clarified the meaning, while retaining as much of the original language as possible.
488. The Chairperson moved to the adoption of paragraph 6. The delegation of Indonesia proposed removing ‘appropriate’. With no further comments of objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 6 and 7, and moved to the decision as a whole. With no further objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 8.
ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA:
EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS TO THE 2011 REGISTER OF 
BEST SAFEGUARDING PRACTICES
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Decision
6.COM 9
489. The Chairperson moved to item 9 on the selection of best safeguarding practices, noting that it was the second selection of best practices, as there were no eligible files submitted in Nairobi. The Chairperson recalled that the task was to select the proposals that best satisfied the criteria laid out in section I.3 of the Operational Directives, while drawing upon the Consultative Body’s recommendations, adding that 12 best safeguarding practices were to be examined and not 15 as originally foreseen, following withdrawals by Spain [6.COM 9.12] and Brazil [6.COM 9.4, 6.COM 9.6 and 6.COM 9.7].
490. The Secretary introduced the nine criteria as laid out in paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives, which were projected on the screen.
491. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body reported that at the deadline for submission of proposals, the Secretariat had received 15 proposals from eight States Parties, adding that the General Assembly had amended paragraph 5 of the Operational Directives in 2010 so as to select only programmes, projects or activities that were completed or in progress. Two proposals from two submitting States were planned projects and were therefore not presented to the Consultative Body for examination. It was also noted that the Consultative Body decided not to examine one of the proposals submitted, as it contained passages that were identical with another proposal selected in 2009. Thus, only 12 proposals from the 15 were examined. The Body wished to explain to submitting States and to the communities concerned that recommendations not to select a proposed programme, project or activity did not imply that it was not a good practice, but that it had not been selected as a best practice. From the draft decisions in document 9 it was seen that all the proposals submitted had their strong points; each of them having certain aspects in which it fully satisfied one or several of the relevant criteria for selection.

492. The Rapporteur recalled that as with the criteria for international assistance, not all criteria for the register were obligatory. A best practice should ‘best satisfy all of the following criteria’ (paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives), which the Body understood that those most fully responded to the largest number of criteria. For example, criterion P.2 requires that proposals promote safeguarding on regional, subregional and/or international levels, yet the large majority of proposals were national programmes with little or no international cooperation. Similarly criterion P.9 gives preference to proposals that are primarily applicable to the particular needs of developing countries, yet not all proposals recommended for selection were particularly adaptable to developing countries. Other criteria were more obviously obligatory: the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage (P.1); a proposal that reflected the principles and objectives of the Convention (P.3); or a proposal that demonstrated its effectiveness in contributing to the viability of intangible cultural heritage (P.4). It is therefore the proposal as a whole and the degree to which the proposals best reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention that guided the examination of the Consultative Body.
493. The Rapporteur reported that the Consultative Body identified certain points that it considered important for States Parties to take into consideration for developing future proposals. Firstly, the overall quality of proposals needed to be substantially improved in terms of language (in English or French), as well as the accuracy of information and documentation that are specific to the programmes, projects and activities concerned. Secondly, the Rapporteur reminded the Committee that the programme, project or activity had to have a certain maturity before being proposed to the Register of the Best Safeguarding Practices. Although it did not have to be completed, short period of implementation makes it difficult to satisfy P.4, or to demonstrate that it could serve as a model (P.6). Conversely, the Body noted that some proposals, even those that had several years or even decades of experience, lacked sufficient information to assess the ways the used approach contributed concretely to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. Some proposals also lacked clear criteria to assess their achievement. Proposals should explain the safeguarding methodologies and approaches with appropriate data, rather than simply providing a description of the element of the Intangible Cultural Heritage per se. Moreover, the methodology need not be unique, but it should be exemplary in terms of effective safeguarding in the spirit of the Convention in order that it may inspire other communities and States when developing their own safeguarding measures and activities. Additionally, proposals should include sufficient information on the involvement of the communities in the safeguarding activities; some proposals lacked information on the safeguarding methodology and how transmission of knowledge and skills were ensured within a given community. In some cases, it appeared as though the methodology was driven by experts, NGOs or government officials and not by the communities themselves. Similarly, in some cases institutional validation appeared to be the motivation rather than the potential it offered as a model to other countries. It is important to clearly indicate in what ways the stakeholders, other than the communities, such as NGOs have cooperated in the safeguarding activities. The Body also noted that some proposals included economic measures as part of the safeguarding approaches, but that care should be taken to ensure that such measures do not have adverse effects on the element, in particular its social function and meaning it carries for the community, recalling that the communities concerned should be the primary beneficiaries when there are commercial activities (Operational Directives 116). The Body also wished to remind States Parties that intangible cultural heritage is ‘a guarantee of sustainable development’ (Preamble of the Convention), and therefore particularly to encourage States to submit proposals that placed sustainable development at their core.
494. The Chairperson found helpful the overview of the 12 proposals and opened the floor for general debate.
495. The delegation of Morocco thanked the Consultative Body for its instructive presentation and conclusions, which provided a clear vision of how programmes, projects and activities were analysed and evaluated. The delegation reiterated that proposals should be completed or in progress, but not unimplemented plan, if it is to be thoroughly evaluated. Also, that the criterion concerning developing countries (P.9) could not be applied to all submitted programmes or activities, which made its application problematic. The delegation had been reluctant to revise the criteria of the two Lists, but considered that the nine criteria for the best practices should be a topic for discussion, to launch a debate on a possible revision, to reduce the number of criteria which might have been too many for evaluation. The revision may be also for the substance of the criteria, particularly P.9, which was not applicable in all cases.
496. The Chairperson thanked Morocco for its thoughtful inputs. He then moved to the individual draft decisions, reminding the Committee that the same working method would be applied.
497. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body introduced the first proposal on Voice of the Voiceless [draft decision 6.COM 9.1] submitted by Argentina. The programme aims to safeguard expressions of music, rituals and dance of cultural communities that have been historically marginalized and deprived of a voice, such as indigenous groups and people of African descent. It documents performances through sound recordings released through the Voice of the Voiceless Collection, a series of CDs with accompanying audiovisual documentaries and books. The programme also includes an educational project to disseminate field research in high schools, emphasizing the importance of cultural diversity and safeguarding intangible heritage. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responded well to criteria P.3, P.7 and P.9. With regard to P.3, the programme validated the objectives of the Convention in terms of community participation, pedagogic projects, and its contribution to cultural dialogue. The proposal demonstrated the submitting State’s will to cooperate in the dissemination of the practice (P.7), and may serve as a model for developing countries (P.9). These positive notes notwithstanding, the Body found that the proposal did not respond so well to the remaining criteria. The Body recognized the potential contribution that documentation may play in safeguarding, but the project did not seem to be oriented towards ensuring the viability of intangible cultural heritage (P.1). For example, the proposal did not explain how the project’s recordings actually serve to promote knowledge transmission within the communities – essential for viability. In the same sense, the proposal fell short in criterion P.4, as the information provided was insufficient to assess its objectives and effectiveness with regard to viability. Similarly, the proposal lacked information on concrete results that might allow an assessment of the programme proposed (P.8). Concerning criterion P.5, the project clearly targeted communities and their consent was orally expressed, but the Body hoped to see a clearer focus on how communities themselves were empowered to safeguard heritage in the sense of Article 2.3 and have a sense of ownership over the project. Finally, in P.6, the Body found that it was difficult for the programme to serve as a model without more information on its plan or strategies that other countries may follow. The Body therefore concluded that the proposal did not seem to best satisfy the criteria and recommends not to select Voice of the Voiceless for the Register.
498. Noting that no amendments were forthcoming, the delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested moving to the adoption of the decision as a whole. The delegation of Azerbaijan and Grenada supported the proposal.
499. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.1 not to select Voice of the Voiceless for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
500. As the delegation of Argentina was not present the Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next proposal on the Programme of cultivating ludodiversity: safeguarding traditional games in Flanders [draft decision 6.COM 9.2] submitted by Belgium. Ludodiversity refers to the wide diversity of games, sports, physical exercises, dances and acrobatics. The NGO Sportimonium has taken measures to safeguard the heritage of games and sports in Flanders (Belgium), including shooting games, bowl games, throwing games and ball games. Safeguarding measures undertaken by Sportimonium include its support to specialized and umbrella organizations, publications, festivals, demonstrations, exchanges of expertise, promotion activities, loan services (that provide people with traditional games equipment), and a Traditional Games Park. The basis for the programme is systematic documentation and research, whose results can be consulted in a documentation centre. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responded well to all the criteria. In P.1, the safeguarding measures were well presented, and P.5 demonstrated that the communities and the NGO were truly involved in the programme. Criterion P.2, demonstrated that the organizations in charge had disseminated their method of revitalizing the traditional games internationally. In P.3, the programme had contributed to the viability of intangible cultural heritage, particularly in urban settings. Additionally, the programme had been evaluated (P.4), and presented measurable indicators of effectiveness such as evidence of transmission and an increase in the number of those engaged in traditional games (P.8). As such, the programme may serve as a model at different regional levels (P.6), as seen in its expansion across borders. The programme may also be applicable elsewhere, not only in developing countries (P.9), in the revitalization of traditional games in the modern context. Finally, the stakeholders as well as the State demonstrated their will to cooperate in the dissemination of the programme (P.7). The Body concluded that the proposal best satisfied the criteria and recommended its selection to the Register.
501. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.2 to select Programme of cultivating ludodiversity: safeguarding traditional games in Flanders for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. 
502. The delegation of Belgium congratulated the Chairperson and thanked the Indonesian government for its warm welcome. On behalf of the Ministry of Culture of the Flemish community of Belgium, the delegation thanked the Committee and the Consultative Body for their work and for the positive evaluation of the Sportimonium Ludodiversity project. The delegation explained that since 1980, subsequent Flemish ministers of culture recognized and subsidized both Sportimonium and its predecessor, confirming its vision with regard to its policy on intangible cultural heritage based on the principles of the Convention. The delegation believed that the selection of the programme will encourage Sportimonium to share knowledge and experience to an even greater extent, as it translates its 30 years of experience into modules that can be applied to other parts of the world. It was noted that the French and German communities of Belgium fully supported the nomination.  
503. Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the proposal on the Call for projects of the National Programme of Intangible Heritage [draft decision 6.COM 9.3] submitted by Brazil. A national call for projects from the Programa Nacional de Patrimônio Imaterial (PNPI) encourages and supports safeguarding initiatives and practices proposed by Brazilian local government bodies or non-profit private organizations. The projects involve the participation of the community and groups concerned to promote social inclusion and an improvement in the living conditions of the creators and bearers of intangible cultural heritage, while respecting individual and collective rights. The Intangible Heritage Department of IPHAN (National Historical and Artistic Heritage Institute) in Brasilia selects the projects, after evaluation by a national committee of specialists. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responded well to most of the criteria. In criterion P.1, the programme demonstrated State efforts to contribute to the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage by providing funds to the projects. The programme thus contributed towards raising awareness and the promotion of intangible cultural heritage (P.3). Additionally, the long-standing experience of the funding programme demonstrated the effectiveness of State efforts in supporting initiatives by communities and stakeholders in safeguarding their intangible cultural heritage (P.4), and demonstrated that results may be measured quantitatively (P.8). With regard to P.5, the programme contributed towards community participation in the safeguarding projects. The programme was national, but may be used as a policy model for other countries (P.6), and may be applied to developing countries (P.9). The proposal also demonstrated the will of the State to cooperate in the dissemination of the programme (P.7). The Body nonetheless drew attention to the fact that the grant programme was not directly aimed at safeguarding per se but the distribution of funds (P.1). Thus, in the proposal, the involvement of communities was not directly relevant as the programme was implemented by a federal agency (IPHAN), not by communities or groups (P.5). The Body concluded that the proposal best satisfied the criteria and recommended its selection to the Register.
504. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.3 to select Call for projects of the National Programme of Intangible Heritage for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
505. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the proposal on Fandango’s Living Museum [draft decision 6.COM 9.5] submitted by Brazil. The NGO Caburé Cultural Association conceived Fandango’s Living Museum to promote safeguarding actions for fandango, a popular music and dance expression in coastal communities in southern and south-eastern Brazil. Approximately 300 local practitioners participated in an open-air community museum with a circuit for visiting and exchanging experiences, cultural and research centres, and places for selling local handicrafts. The museum promotes awareness-raising by organizing local performances, runs workshops with schoolteachers, publishes books and CDs, operates a website, and makes bibliographic and audiovisual collections available. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responds well to criteria P.1, and P.3 through to P.9. With regard to P.1, the programme contributed towards raising awareness and the revitalization of fandango by creating a space among the community to transmit the heritage, and thus in P.3, reflected well the principles of the Convention. The proposal presented abundant information on its effectiveness in revitalizing and transmitting the heritage (P.4), in particular among the community actively participating in the programme (P.5). In this regard, effectiveness may be measured by the participation of the community in particular (P.8). The project may serve as a safeguarding model (P.6) at different regional levels, and may be easily emulated in developing countries (P.9). It also demonstrated the willingness of the State to cooperate in the dissemination of the programme (P.7). The Body concluded that the proposal best satisfied the criteria and recommended its selection to the Register.
506. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.5 to select Fandango’s Living Museum for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
507. The delegation of Brazil spoke of the importance of the National Programme of Intangible Heritage, explaining that this reflected the Brazilian reality with both the government and the communities working towards the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation was happy to announce improvements in the programme’s monitoring and evaluation system, adding that Fandango had received the Brazilian intangible cultural heritage of national importance designation from its national committee.
508. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the proposal on Táncház method: a Hungarian model for the transmission of intangible cultural heritage [draft decision 6.COM 9.8] submitted by Hungary. The Táncház (‘dance-house’) model of teaching folk dance and music combines traditional forms of acquisition with modern pedagogical and folkloristic methods. Anyone regardless of age, competence or prior exposure can become an active participant. The aim is to establish a value-based, community-building, entertaining yet educational form of recreational activity through the practice and transmission of intangible cultural heritage. An annual National Táncház Festival and Fair constitutes the largest meeting of bearers, mediators and enthusiasts, and workshops, camps, playhouses and handicraft clubs have also been developed. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responded well to all of the criteria. The proposal demonstrated that the Táncház method was an effective means to transmit and renew the Hungarian folk music and dance among the communities with newly created forms of expression (P.1). The proposal demonstrated well how the method had contributed towards keeping the folk dance tradition alive by means (P.2), while facilitating the participation of the communities, not only in various localities within Hungary but also abroad (P.5). Consequently, the method contributed towards raising awareness and ensuring the viability of intangible cultural heritage (P.3). The proposal presented quantitative indicators (P.8), which attested the method’s effectiveness (P.4). Concerning P.6, the transmission method may be applied to diverse situations and in particular to urban settings, and in any country (P.9). The proposal demonstrated the will of the state and stakeholders to cooperate in the dissemination of the programme (P.7). The Body concluded that the proposal best satisfied the criteria and recommended its selection to the Register.
509. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.8 to select Táncház method: a Hungarian model for the transmission of intangible cultural heritage for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
510. The delegation of Hungary thanked the Consultative Body for its work and the Committee for its decision, which conveyed a simple message to all Hungarian communities throughout the world that intangible cultural heritage did not distinguish between developed and developing, big or small nations.
511. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the proposal on Safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage through formal and non-formal education: involving community youth [draft decision 6.COM 9.9] submitted by Latvia. The nomination was developed by the Latvian National Commission for UNESCO in cooperation with the Suiti community, the Ministry of Culture and other partners, and consists of a set of activities and initiatives designed to strengthen the role of intangible cultural heritage in the everyday life of the local community, while assisting transmission through formal and non-formal education measures. These include the integration of Suiti cultural studies into the school curriculum in the Suiti community, and the involvement of Suiti youth in documenting oral testimonies on intangible cultural heritage. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responded well to criteria P.1, P.3, P.5 and P.7. The proposal demonstrated the use of pedagogical programmes to transmit the intangible cultural heritage of the Suiti community (P.1). Similarly, the programme supported transmission and contributed towards ensuring awareness and the viability of the heritage (P.3). The proposals explained that the safeguarding needs were identified with the participation of the communities and researchers (P.5), who demonstrated their will to cooperate in the dissemination of the programme (P.7). However, the Body was concerned in particular with the question of the proposal’s maturity and whether, at this stage, it was demonstrably effective to serve as a best practice. With regard to P.4, as the programme only began in 2009, it seemed premature to assess its effectiveness since the information provided had been prepared in 2010. It was also difficult to assess whether the programme might serve as a safeguarding model (P.6). Concerning P.3, the proposal fell short of demonstrating how the Convention’s principles or objectives had been applied. Similarly, it is unclear how the programme would promote the transmission of the Suiti heritage (P.4), and how its results and outcomes might be evaluated without indicators (P.5). The Body therefore concluded that the proposal did not seem to best satisfy the criteria and recommended not to select the proposal for the Register.
512. The Chairperson noted that the project appeared to be one of the proposals that had not sufficiently matured to warrant selection as a best practice despite its interesting objectives, noting that the decision invited the submitting State to resubmit the project once matured.
513. The delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked the Consultative Body for its hard work, adding that it was indeed an interesting project involving formal and non-formal education. With regard to P.9, the delegation sought clarification on the decision, which stated ‘the programme is not exclusively aimed at satisfying the needs of developing countries’.
514. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body replied that the wording might not be clear but stated that the project could actually be applied to developing countries; only that the project was insufficiently mature.
515. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to point out that the Consultative Body had recognized this proposal as a potential model in the future once it reached maturity.
516. The delegation of Paraguay found the Consultative Body’s evaluation was clear with regard to the point raised by the Republic of Korea. The delegation felt that the term ‘complexity’ could be used to describe a society as developed.
517. Expressing concern with P.4, the delegation of Kenya found the conclusion discouraging, and wondered whether only the lack of maturity was a sufficiently eliminating factor, adding that the project had received the support of the National Commission, the government, and the communities.
518. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that the rapporteur’s report had recalled the General Assembly’s revision of the Operational Directives in 2010 to limit proposals to those implemented in the past.
519. The Chairperson confirmed that this was indeed the correct understanding, and the project in this case did not satisfy P.4.
520. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.9 not to select Safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage through formal and non-formal education: involving community youth for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
521. The Chairperson noted the absence of the delegation of Latvia.
522. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the proposal on the Atlas of the intangible heritage of Andalusia [draft decision 6.COM 9.10] submitted by Spain. The Atlas of the intangible heritage of Andalusia of the Instituto Andaluz del Patrimonio Histórico (IAPH) aims to register, document, disseminate and safeguard intangible cultural heritage in Andalusia. Initial registration in forty Andalusian districts has been completed, reaching a total of 1,500 records. The project also works to raise awareness of intangible cultural heritage through audiovisual documents and publications, information campaigns, festivals and workshops. It creates specialized programmes in schools and universities; organizes seminars, conferences, radio programmes, documentaries and television broadcasts; and promotes formal and non-formal education. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responded well to most of the criteria. The programme contributed towards safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of Andalusia with its focus on documentation and inventory (P.1), which contributed towards raising awareness of the significance of the heritage (P.3). It also demonstrated the participation of communities (P.5) and may promote the coordination of safeguarding efforts regionally or internationally, though its primary focus was local within a state (P.2). Regarding P.6, the methodology may be applied and used in different settings at various regional levels, and also in developing countries (P.9). The proposal demonstrated the possibility of the programme’s evaluation with quantitative and qualitative results (P.8). However, the Body found that the proposal did not respond so well to criteria P.4 and P.7, which relate to assessing of the effectiveness of the programme. The proposal fell short in explaining and presenting concrete results (P.4) and therefore it was difficult to evaluate its effectiveness as a safeguarding programme (P.8). The Body therefore concluded that the proposal did not seem to best satisfy the criteria and recommended not to select the proposal for the Register.
523. The Chairperson acknowledged that the project showed the same weakness as the previous nomination in that it had yet to reach maturity and be recognized as a best practice.
524. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to know how old the practice was from the submitting State, and how the Consultative Body assessed the maturity of a project or activity. The delegation of Venezuela expressed a similar concern regarding a project’s maturity.
525. The Rapporteur explained that the issue did not specifically relate to a number of years so much as the outcomes of the project that provided sufficient indicators to evaluate the structure and functioning of the programme and its impact on the community. In this case, despite a number of registers realized, the proposal had no indication of the impact they might have on the communities and the general audience following its registration.
526. The Chairperson gave the floor to Spain.
527. The delegation of Spain thanked the Consultative Body for its analysis, explaining that the programme first began in 1996 and had been implemented in the field since 2005, covering about 80 per cent of the community of Andalusia, with about 1500 records and 40 districts. Its purpose was to record intangible cultural heritage as well as identify elements that may be at risk. The delegation explained that it had proposed this project because it had developed an interesting methodology, comprising the organization of workshops, university courses, the creation of networks, the production of records and other such data, adding that it could be considered a mature project with notable, excellent results.
528. The delegation of Cuba explained that it had intended to implement a similar project to produce records and registration, as it would produce a wealth of information.
529. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought to adopt the decision on a positive note, proposing an amendment at the end of the paragraph 3, which would read, ‘while recognizing its potential to be a best safeguarding practice in the future’.
530. Following the explanation by the Rapporteur, the delegation of China proposed an amendment in P.4 to delete the text, ‘the programme is young’, as the key issue was not the project’s age but the lack of evidence establishing its effectiveness, as well as the deletion of text in paragraph 4 that read, ‘when the project is mature’, as this was no longer relevant.
531. The Secretary repeated the amendment. The delegation of China explained that these clarifications sent a clear message to the submitting States Parties that a best practice could be proposed regardless of its age.
532. Returning to the explanation by Spain, the delegation of Paraguay recalled that 80 per cent of the territory of Andalusia had been covered by the registration, therefore appearing to comply with the criterion. The delegation also wished to know whether the Consultative Body considered that maturity was achieved only at 100 per cent coverage, or whether 80 per cent could sufficiently demonstrate the project’s effectiveness.
533. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the proposal by China.
534. The delegation of Paraguay reiterated its question on the project’s maturity with regard to satisfying the criterion. Furthermore, it recalled that Cuba had intended to replicate the project.
535. The Chairperson highlighted the difference between the cited coverage and the evidence of safeguarding, as cited in P.4, ‘The programme, project or activity has demonstrated effectiveness in contributing to the viability of the intangible cultural heritage concerned.’
536.  With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted amended Decision 6.COM 9.10 not to select Atlas of the intangible heritage of Andalusia for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
537. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the next proposal on the Revitalization of the traditional craftsmanship of lime-making in Morón de la Frontera, Seville, Andalusia [draft decision 6.COM 9.11] also submitted by Spain. The traditional practice of lime-making was a source of employment for Morón de la Frontera and a marker of its identity, but the kilns fell into disuse and the transmission of knowledge ceased. The Cultural Association of the Lime Kilns of Morón was established to raise awareness of the practice as well as the importance of lime-making in improving living conditions for craftspeople. This gave birth to an ethnographic centre and a living museum, which displays the working process in situ, while promoting the transmission of techniques to the younger generation. The Consultative Body found that the proposal responds well to all the criteria. The proposal demonstrated how this project contributed towards ensuring the viability of the craft, while raising awareness on lime-making in present day settings (P.1), and how it reflected the objectives of the Convention (P.3). The proposal demonstrated the efforts in domestic coordination as well as some international cooperation in promoting and revitalizing the craft of lime-making (P.2). The proposal demonstrated how the project had contributed towards the revitalization of the craft (P.4), with the participation of craftsmen and the wider community of local residents (P.5). The stakeholders, along with the State, demonstrated their willingness to cooperate in disseminating the programme (P.7). Thus, the programme may serve as a safeguarding model in this domain (P.6), and may be applied to developing countries (P.9). Finally, the proposal demonstrated that the programme may be assessed in terms of the economic impacts on the viability of craft making (P.8). The Body therefore concluded that the proposal best satisfied the criteria and recommended its selection to the Register.
538. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.11 to select Revitalization of the traditional craftsmanship of lime-making in Morón de la Frontera, Seville, Andalusia for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices.
539. The delegation of Spain thanked the Committee for approving the decision, and the Consultative Body for highlighting the relevance of revitalizing craftsmanship in the region. On behalf of the association and the craftsmen of Móron, a representative craftsman thanked the Committee for approving the 10-year project, which will further invigorate the community to revitalize the craft. The representative thanked the regional government for its support.
540. The Chairperson noted the end of the individual decisions and turned to the overall decision 6.COM 9, which was displayed on the screen. The delegation of Paraguay proposed adopting decision 6.COM 9 as a whole with the amended paragraphs.
541. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 9.
ITEM 10 OF THE AGENDA:
EVALUATION OF INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS GREATER THAN US$25,000
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542. The Chairperson recalled that the Committee had agreed to postpone consideration of draft decision 6.COM 7 until the complete evaluation of files, and therefore proceeded with item 10 on requests of international assistance greater than US$25,000. The Chairperson recalled that in 2009 the Committee had received four international assistance requests greater than US$25,000 and a single request in 2010. However, from working document 10 it could be seen that the number of international assistance requests greater than US$25,000 had doubled in 2011 with eight requests submitted in March 2010 and four requests being the subject of recommendations from the Consultative Body, but was still very modest. The Chairperson further recalled that for the period 1 January 2010 to 31 December 2011, the General Assembly had assigned 54% of the resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund resources to international assistance, amounting to US$2.5 million. However, less than 10 per cent of the funds had been used by 30 September 2011. Since January 2010, only 20 of the 137 States Parties had requested international assistance from the Fund, and even if all the requests were approved and executed before the end of the year, almost half of the dedicated funds would still remain unused as of 31 December 2011. The Committee’s task was slightly different to the inscriptions and more similar to the selection of best safeguarding practices in that the criteria for international assistance were not all obligatory. Drawing on the recommendations of the Consultative Body, decisions therefore would not be based on fully satisfying all the criteria but instead on the degree at which each request responded to the criteria in their totality.
543. The Secretary gave a brief reminder of the criteria, recalling that depending on the nature of request, some may be considered as necessary while others were optional. The Secretary read aloud the requirements criteria-by-criteria. In criterion A.5, the Secretary explained that ‘resources’ did not necessarily refer to financial resources but also in-kind contributions. In criterion A.6 on reinforcing capacities, the Secretary pointed out that it may or may not be fulfilled according to the request while A.7 was mandatory. The Secretary also introduced paragraphs 10(a) and 10(b) of the Operational Directives. Similarly to best safeguarding practices, the former calls for cooperation at the bilateral, regional or international levels, which cannot systematically be applicable to the requests. Such assistance may have multiplier effects in stimulating financial and technical contributions from other sources, which again is not obligatory, but the Body looked favourably upon them as they demonstrated that the project could benefit from the support of other funding sources beyond the funds provided by UNESCO.
544. The Chairperson remarked that the task of the Committee was to decide whether or not the requests sufficiently met the criteria, without necessarily meeting each of them.
545. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body reported that by the deadline for submission of requests, the Secretariat had received eight requests from nine States Parties (one State submitted two requests, and one request came from three States), with the Secretariat processing the files and informing the submitting States of the information required to complete them. In four cases, the submitting State decided that it was unable to revise the request in the time available. As a result, the Consultative Body received four requests from six States Parties (of which one multinational request). The Consultative Body found that it was unable to approve any of the requests at the present time. The draft decisions nevertheless offer the Committee the possibility to delegate to its Bureau the authority to approve requests that might be submitted by the States Parties in revised form, remedying the specific shortcomings that the Body had identified. The Rapporteur explained that the Secretariat had informed the Body that approved requests would lead to a contract between UNESCO and the implementing body designated by the submitting State. That contract would have to strictly adhere to the work proposed in the approved request and correspond exactly to its timetable and budget. Thus, because the Body noted certain problems in each of the four requests, it concluded that they could not yet serve as the basis for a contract between UNESCO and the implementing body designated by the submitting State. However, the Body also found that with proper revision each of the requests could adequately respond to the criteria and could then serve as a basis for a contract. Thus, the Committee might wish to delegate to its Bureau the authority to approve revised requests, so that the submitting States need not wait for the seventh session of the Committee.
546. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body noted that the specific concerns in each request were contained in the draft decisions. There was however a number of trends common to several or all of the requests. All of the submitting States had difficulties designing safeguarding plans that could simultaneously satisfy both criterion A.2 (‘the amount of assistance requested is appropriate’) and criterion A.3 (‘the proposed activities are well conceived and feasible’). In one case the Body found the activities to be sound but the budgetary breakdown inadequate. In other cases the Body was concerned with the nature of the activities themselves or regretted that certain activities deemed essential were not included. It was not always clear how the proposed activities would contribute towards safeguarding in the spirit of the Convention, and aimed at ensuring the viability of an element and its continued transmission, and not just at documentation or registration, which alone may lead to fossilization. Some requests assumed that documentation was enough to safeguard the element, but the Body deemed it important that requests demonstrate how the measures proposed for funding contributed towards an overall safeguarding strategy. As outlined in the Body’s general report, requests typically did not give sufficient prominence to transmission and to formal and non-formal education, and the Body encouraged States to devise broad and diversified safeguarding strategies that include efforts aimed at strengthening the knowledge and skills of young members and creating a broader public awareness of the significance of the intangible cultural heritage concerned. With regard to the activities, timetable and budget, the Body often had difficulty matching specific activities to larger goals and objectives, and in certain cases to specific budgetary items. In other cases the timetable did not conform to the description of activities. The Body emphasized the crucial importance of coherence and consistency between the activities proposed, their timetable and their expected costs, as these formed the basis of UNESCO’s contracting requirements. The Body therefore sought to see a clear correlation between activities, budget and timetable in order to satisfy A.2 and A.3. The Body also wished to remind States Parties of the importance of properly reflecting their own in-kind investment in the proposed activities, demonstrating that they will contribute, within the limits of their resources, to the success of the proposed activities.
547. The Rapporteur noted that the Body’s general report emphasized the essential role of communities in safeguarding efforts and the importance of designing safeguarding activities that encouraged strong collaboration between communities and other stakeholders, such as government institutions, officials, experts, NGOs and others. Knowledge transfer had to be built into every project so that the activities can be sustained after the international assistance funds have been used. In addition, knowledge transfer had to be multi-directional. In one case for example, there was concern that local, community-based interventions might not sufficiently involve central authorities, affecting the long-term sustainability of the action; greater involvement of officials may generate a multiplier effect and assistance in the future. Finally, the Body reiterated the importance of sustainable development, which should be at the heart of safeguarding activities proposed for international assistance.
548. The Chairperson thanked the Rapporteur for the helpful overview of the Body’s work. The Chairperson was aware that none of the requests were recommended for approval but noted that with proper revision, the requests could adequately satisfy the selection criteria and could then serve as the basis for a contract between UNESCO and the implementing body designated by the submitting State. Therefore, the draft decisions offered the Committee the possibility to delegate to the Bureau the authority to approve requests re-submitted by the States Parties once they had revised the specific shortcomings identified, and which would prevent the States from having to wait until the next Committee session in 2012. The Chairperson explained that each draft decision began with two paragraphs, providing a brief summary of the request and an assessment of how it responded to each of the criteria. In some cases, the paragraphs were followed by a general assessment of the request. All the draft decisions concluded with guidance on how the request should be revised before being submitted to the Bureau – should the Community decide to delegate its authority to approve the revised request.
549. The delegation of the Republic of Korea found worrying that none of the requests were approved, surmising that it was perhaps due to a lack of capacity or understanding of the requirements set out in the Operational Directives. The delegation did however appreciate the caution exercised for funding requests greater than US$25,000 with the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. The delegation asked the Secretariat to elaborate on the timeframe for examination by the Bureau. Furthermore, from experience, the delegation believed that the Bureau was not keen to examine working documents in detail, and wondered about the possibility that the Secretariat assumed a good deal of work in evaluating the revised requests submitted by States.
550. Recalling the Bureau’s Rules of Procedure as amended by the Committee in 2010, the Secretary explained that the meetings could take place electronically, implying that once a request was ready, the Secretariat could circulate it to the Bureau members. The timeframe would therefore depend on the capacity of both the Secretariat and the States Parties to respectively evaluate and revise the request addressing the shortcomings raised by the Committee.
551. The delegation of Paraguay noted the problems related to criteria A.2 and A.3 on the proposed activities and the amount requested, suggesting that the recommendation of the Consultative Body be taken up by the Committee which would then allow the requests to be submitted to the Bureau via the mechanism explained by the Secretary with a view to speeding up the process, particularly as the other criteria appeared to be satisfied.
552. The delegation of Albania wondered about the process in place should Bureau members disagree with the evaluations.
553. The Secretary elaborated on the mechanism for requests up to US$25,000, which is entrusted to the Bureau. When the Bureau had for the first time to decide on a request, it wished to have a recommendation from the Secretariat, as it felt unable to assess by itself the various technical details of a request. Therefore, since the first meeting of the Bureau, the Secretariat has been only submitting to its deliberation those requests that it considered as complete, after the necessary consultations with the requesting State to resolve any technical issues, for example, related to the timeframe or the coherency of the work plan and budget. The Secretary clarified that these new requests would be submitted to the Bureau when the Secretariat has assessed that the concerns expressed by the Committee in its decision had been addressed.
554. The delegation of Albania suggested that the Committee follow the recommendation to delegate its authority to the Bureau.
555. The delegation of the Republic of Korea had no issue with the Consultative Body’s recommendations, but insisted that the timeframe be known, as the revised files could be received late, interfering with the Bureau’s other duties as the Committee would be coming up.
556. The Secretary replied that the sooner the submitting State revised its request the better, which would prevent the ‘new’ request from being subject to the course of a ‘normal’ cycle and re-evaluated by the Consultative Body with an added delay of 18 months. The Secretary remarked that the final round of queries was expected to be relatively minor and predominately technical in nature, particularly as most of the criteria had been met, adding that the Consultative Body had proposed an accelerated process for re-evaluation, but that the issues were different in each of the requests.
557. The delegation of Bolivia wished to thank the Indonesian organizers for their excellent hospitality, as well as UNESCO and the Secretariat. The Chairperson then had to interrupt Bolivia in accordance with Article 22.4 of the Rules of Procedure reminding that a representative of a State Party could not advocate on behalf of its own proposal.
558. The delegation of Paraguay understood that the Consultative Body clearly recommended the approval of the four requests, adding that the proposed activities had to correlate with the new amounts recommended to the States Parties by the Body, which appeared to require a simple exchange of emails between the Secretariat and the beneficiaries. The delegation therefore urged the Committee to approve the decision.
559. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the request for the Safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of Aymara communities in Bolivia, Chile and Peru [draft decision 6.COM 10.1] submitted by the Plurinational State of Bolivia, Chile and Peru. As an outgrowth of multinational collaboration, this project intends to contribute to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of Aymara communities from the Altiplano plateau and areas around Lake Titicaca in Bolivia, Chile and Peru through the identification, promotion and recognition of their music and oral traditions. Aimed at training representatives and bearers of Aymara communities in Bolivia, Chile and Peru in identifying, compiling and recording Aymara music and oral traditions at risk, the project will result in the wide dissemination of publications to public schools throughout the region. The Consultative Body found that this multinational request was well conceived and feasible and that the planned activities were presented in a logical and structured manner, thereby responding well to criteria A.2 and A.3. The Body was also impressed with regard to criterion A.5 in that two-thirds of the overall budget was to be provided by the States Parties and implementing organization, with only one-third requested from the Fund. It was also understood that criterion A.7 was satisfied, and that the States Parties had previously received preparatory assistance from the Fund and had completed the work according to UNESCO’s regulations. Finally, the request responded well to paragraph 10 (a) of the Operational Directives inasmuch as it is inherently a multinational, subregional cooperation effort. However, three main concerns did not enable the Body to make a positive recommendation. On the one hand, although the Aymara communities were involved in the documentation process – the main activity of this project – the Body would have liked to see how knowledge about the documentation techniques was transferred to them so that they were not just a source of information but could take full ownership of this know-how. This first concern was therefore related to community involvement (A.1), but also with the project’s potential to build up capacities in the communities (A.6) and the sustainability of its results (A.4). The second concern was more related to the approach to documentation as a safeguarding measure (A.3 and A.4). The Body was not able to see in the request how the proposed documentation work of the Aymara music and oral tradition would contribute to the continuation of the daily practice of these elements or to their intergenerational transmission. The Body in that context recalled that in the spirit of the Convention, documentation can only be considered as a safeguarding measure to the extent that it contributes towards ensuring the viability of the element. The third concern was related to capacity-building (A.6), as there was insufficient transfer of knowledge and capacity to the communities concerned and to the bearers of the heritage. The Body regretted that the project did not look to encourage initiatives by the communities themselves; not just reproducing the music and oral traditions that would have been recorded but reviving a transmission process from practitioners to the young generations. Concluding, the Body found a number of strong elements in the request but could not recommend funding to the project as it is presently formulated. As a consequence, the Body drew up several additional paragraphs (4 and 5) to the draft decision, highlighting the concerns, and paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 inviting the States Parties to submit a revised request that could potentially be evaluated by the Bureau, so that the project is not delayed a further 12 months.
560. The delegation of the Republic of Korea fully supported the recommendation, remarking on Paraguay’s comment that the situation could be resolved fairly quickly, proposing an amendment in paragraph 7, which read, ‘Invites the States Parties to submit a revised request, including its timetable and budget, preferably by the end of February 2012 in close consultation with the Secretariat.’
561. The Chairperson remarked that paragraph 9 already requested the Secretariat to work with State Party. The delegation of the Republic of Korea therefore suggested deleting paragraph 9. The Secretary read aloud the proposed amendment to paragraph 7.
562. The delegation of Albania preferred to retain paragraph 9, as it was clearer, while deleting the reference to close cooperation with the Secretariat in the amendment by the Republic of Korea. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the amendment by the Republic of Korea, as this would ensure that the revision was coherent.
563. The Chairperson suggested ending paragraph 7 at ‘February 2012’ and therefore retain paragraph 9.
564. The delegation of the Republic of Korea added that the reference to consultations would be better placed in paragraph 7 coupled with the revision in the given timeframe.
565. The delegation of Grenada understood the concern by the Republic of Korea that the invitation to the States Parties to work with the Secretariat should appear before paragraph 8 (which referred to the consultations with the Bureau), suggesting that either way paragraph 9 be placed before paragraph 8.
566. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with Albania to retain paragraph 9, as the amendment by the Republic of Korea limited consultations to that paragraph, while placed as a separate paragraph it implied cooperation in every aspect.
567. The delegation of Paraguay supported Grenada’s suggestion, as paragraph 9 referred to a working method and should therefore be placed before paragraph 7. It also agreed with the amendment by the Republic of Korea with the repeat of ‘close consultation with the Secretariat’.
568. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the separate paragraph 9 and suggested merging paragraph 7 and the current paragraph 9, which read, ‘Invites the States Parties to submit a revised request, including its timetable and budget, preferably before the end of February 2012, and requests the Secretariat to work with the submitting States Parties in their revision of the request.’
569. The Legal Adviser clarified that irrespective of the final proposal adopted, the general paragraphs were repeated in the other draft decisions, suggesting – in order to save time – that adoption in this case would result in the adoption of the same paragraphs for the three other draft decisions. He found logical the proposal by Albania and Grenada, to place paragraph 9 (on the Secretariats work) before the paragraph referring to the work of the Bureau. In this way, next decisions would be revised along the same lines.
570. The delegation of Grenada preferred to have two separate paragraphs: one ‘inviting the States Parties’, while the other ‘requested the Secretariat’, as this clarified the instructions.
571. The delegation of the Republic of Korea accepted the proposal for two separate paragraphs. Regarding the advice by the Legal Adviser, the delegation remarked that it had the intention of proposing the same measure.
572. The delegation of Spain offered its experts in Paris and from the Spanish cooperation network to assist countries in the revision of their requests to help speed up the process.
573. The delegation of Cyprus approved the amendment, alerting the Committee that the French text had not been changed in the same way, which was subsequently corrected.
574. With no further amendments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 10.1 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$98,000 for the project Safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of Aymara communities in Bolivia, Chile and Peru at this time.
575. On behalf of the submitting States Parties, the delegation of Bolivia spoke of the importance of speeding up the implementation of the project to allow the safeguarding process of Aymara culture to continue; work that has already been carried out in seven communities in Bolivia, Chile and Peru in a coordinated manner with the local authorities, communities and local NGOs. The delegation expressed thanks to the Committee, and notably to the delegation of Spain for its offer of support.
576. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body moved to the request for the Safeguarding and revitalizing the Mongolian traditional epic [draft decision 6.COM 10.2] submitted by Mongolia. The Mongolian traditional epic or Tuuli constitutes a living oral encyclopaedia of Mongolian histories, myths, legends and folk songs, inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List in 2009. International assistance is requested to allow the Centre for Cultural Heritage of the Ministry of Education, Science and Culture, together with the Association of Mongol Tuuli, to implement a safeguarding plan that revitalizes the epic and ensures its viability through training courses, exhibitions, festivals, seminars, documentary and training videos, guidebooks, home-tutoring, and training centres. The Consultative Body found that the project for which international assistance was requested showed genuine cooperation between the central governmental institutions, the regional and local NGOs, and the current bearers who were fully involved in its implementation (A.1). Criteria A.4 and A.6 were also satisfied since the training system proposed in the request could generate lasting results not only by attracting new bearers from younger generations but also by strengthening the capacities of existing bearers and cultural officers. Criterion A.7 was also satisfied with the State Party having previously received from the Fund preparatory assistance for the elaboration of two nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and international assistance for the elaboration of inventories of the Representative List and the Urgent Safeguarding List in Mongolia, and completed the work in conformity with UNESCO’s regulations. However, despite these positive impressions, the Body could not positively recommend the request for three main reasons. First, the Body found a lack of coherence between the objectives of the project and the activities proposed to achieve them, inevitably reflected in a number of discrepancies in the budget and the timetable. Thus, the Body had to conclude that criteria A.2 and A.3 were inadequate. The second reason related to criterion A.5 and the relatively low contribution from the State (less than 15%of the total project budget) compared to its ambitious scope, which called into question the sustainability of the project beyond the funding by the Fund. Finally, with respect to the considerations in paragraphs 10(a) and 10(b) of the Operational Directives, while recognizing the national scope of the project, the Body would have liked to see the possibility to expand it at the regional level and its potential to generate similar efforts elsewhere addressed. Concluding, the Body found a number of the elements to be well-founded but could not recommend funding as the project is presently formulated. As a consequence, the Body drew up several additional paragraphs (4, 5, 6 and 7) to the draft decision inviting the States Parties to submit a revised request that could potentially be evaluated by the Bureau so that the project is not delayed a further 12 months.
577. The Chairperson informed the Committee that the draft decision had been re-formulated based on the adopted paragraphs in the first decision (6.COM 10.1). The delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that since the recommendation by the Consultative Body was more detailed in its requests to the State Party, it could be inserted in the same paragraph 4.
578. With no amendments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 10.2 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$107,400 for the project Safeguarding and revitalizing the Mongolian traditional epic at this time.
579. The delegation of Mongolia explained that the project would ensure the safeguard and viability of the Mongolian epic through capacity-building and training, adding that the revised version of the request would be submitted within the given timeframe.
580. The Rapporteur of the Consultative Body introduced the next request on Inventorying the intangible cultural heritage of four communities in Uganda [draft decision 6.COM 10.3] submitted by Uganda. The Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development of Uganda proposes to begin inventorying the intangible cultural heritage present on Uganda’s territory and to raise awareness of its importance through pilot community-based inventories in four locations. The programme includes the establishment of a national strategy for inventorying intangible heritage, capacity-building workshops on community-based inventorying, fieldwork by community members to identify elements, and the compilation of four inventories. At its end, the project will have identified elements in need of urgent safeguarding and strengthened the skills of district culture officers. The Consultative Body positively evaluated the proposed system of reinforcing capacities in intangible cultural heritage inventorying, which it considered could effectively contribute towards training community members and district culture officials in that field (A.6). Criterion A.7 did not apply to this request since the State Party had not previously received any financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. With respect to the considerations in paragraphs 10(a) and 10(b) of the Operational Directives, while noting that the proposed project did not foresee cooperation with other countries, the Body acknowledged its potential to stimulate similar efforts in other communities in Uganda, as well as financial and technical contributions from other sources. However the Body expressed a number of concerns relating mostly to the lack of clarity regarding its nature as a pilot project. Firstly, the Body regretted not seeing a clear rationale behind the selection of the pilot communities, who did not appear to have been involved in the preparation of the request, with the result that criterion A.1 had not been met. The Body also noticed a number of inconsistencies in the budget between the costs and the proposed activities, in particular, the budget breakdown was not obvious or understandable, making it difficult to determine whether criterion A.2 had been met. The Body considered that the proposed timetable did not take into account the complexity of the very complete plan of activities proposed in the request and it remained unsatisfied about the role each stakeholder or partner would play in implementing the project. It was therefore unable to conclude that the proposed project was feasible and that the request fully met criterion A.3. Additionally, concern was raised about the submitting State’s contribution (less than 2% of the total project budget), and thus the answer to criterion A.5 seemed inadequate, particularly as the project was presented as a pilot, which cast doubt on the sustainability of such efforts within the pilot communities and elsewhere. Concluding, the Body found a number of elements to be weak and could not recommend that the Committee provide funding without revision of the request by the State Party. As a consequence, the Body drew up several additional paragraphs (3 and 4) to the draft decision, raising the issues mentioned, while paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 invited the State Party to submit a revised request that could potentially be evaluated by the Bureau.
581. The Chairperson added that the draft decision had been revised based on the previously amended model. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked that the same wording be used on each decision.
582. The delegation of Paraguay sought clarification on the new presentation of wording, which should be based on the amendment by the Republic of Korea, proposing to add ‘revise in line with the indications given by the Consultative Body’ in paragraph 6.
583. Referring to the last sentence in paragraph 8, which read ‘revise the request responding to the concerns’, the delegation of Grenada wondered whether it also had to be indicated in paragraph 6 ‘in line with indications given by the Consultative Body’, as this was a repetition and did not appear in the other decisions. The delegation of Paraguay agreed to withdraw its amendment.
584. With no further amendments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 10.3 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$216,000 for the project ‘Inventorying the intangible cultural heritage of four communities in Uganda’ at this time.
585. The delegation of Uganda expressed its appreciation to the government of Indonesia for hosting the meeting and for its hospitality, and congratulated the Chairperson with thanks to the Committee, the advisory bodies and the Secretariat, for their excellent work. The delegation expressed appreciation of the Consultative Body for its evaluation, whose comments had increased its understanding of the criteria in what was a learning process for Uganda, a recent State Party to the Convention, adding that its re-submission would take on board all of its the comments. The delegation spoke of its commitment towards working with the Secretariat in the process of revision. 
586. The Chairperson of the Consultative Body introduced the final request on Documentation, promotion and dissemination of the Candombe traditional drum calls, expressions of identity of the Sur, Palermo, and Cordón neighbourhoods in the city of Montevideo [draft decision 6.COM 10.4] submitted by Uruguay. Candombe traditional drums calls or llamadas of the Sur, Palermo and Cordón neighbourhoods of Montevideo was inscribed on the Representative List in 2009. Performed in neighbourhood streets and at carnivals by drum groups, accompanied by dancing and singing, Candombe is usually transmitted through families respected for their drum skills. The project plans to strengthen Candombe by recovering historic material about the heritage, making new recordings, conducting awareness-raising activities at education centres, holding training workshops, and producing several audio-visual supports to stymie the loss and dilution of this heritage. The Consultative Body looked favourably upon the involvement of the community of Candombe practitioners and experts in elaborating this request, as well as the central role that was devoted to them in implementing the proposed activities (A.1). The Body was convinced by the design and the feasibility of the project, particularly by the arrangements foreseen to evaluate the project on a regular basis (A.3). The Body also acknowledged that the State Party would contribute around one-fifth of the total budget and thus agreed the request partly satisfied criterion A.5. We also understood that criterion A.7 did not apply for this request since the State Party had not previously received any financial assistance from the Fund. However, the Body expressed a major reserve regarding the lack of sufficient detail provided in the budget, which did not enable it to assess whether the cost estimates were adequate and so to determine whether criterion A.2 was satisfied. In particular, the Body was concerned with certain large costs that seemed to be overstated. From the information provided, the Body could not decide on the long-term sustainability of the project. More specifically, since some sustainable positions relied solely on the international assistance granted by the Committee, the Body wondered about the longevity of the project’s results and benefits, particularly as the impact on the capacities of the community of musicians had not been clearly described. Finally, with respect to the considerations in paragraphs 10(a) and 10(b) of the Operational Directives, while noting a brief mention of some on-going activities for people of African descent, the proposed project did not explore possible cooperation with other countries and the identified multiplier effects were mainly related to the inscription of Candombe on the Representative List. Concluding, the Body found a number of the strong elements but could not recommend funding to the project as presently formulated. Once again, the Body drew up several additional paragraphs (3 and 4) to the draft decision, raising the issues mentioned, and paragraphs 6, 7, 8 and 9 inviting the State Party to submit a revised request.
587. The Chairperson noted the change in wording, as previously adopted.
588. The delegation of Venezuela sought clarification from the State Party on three important points emerging from the recommendation, namely, the over-estimated costs, the future viability of the project, and the relatively few activities related to the project’s pedagogical dimension, even though it was deemed important.
589. Finding the recommendation to be generally positive, the delegation of Uruguay added that it demonstrated goodwill and allowed it to quickly finalize the request and was thankful for the offers of cooperation. With regard to paragraph on A.2 and the remark on the ‘overstated budget’, the delegation felt that this was a value judgement. It would be willing to revise the budget, but had difficulty in accepting that the budget was viewed as overstated, as a spirit of good faith should prevail. With regard to the paragraph on A.6, the delegation explained that other forms of outreach did not seem to have been considered, for instance, dissemination through the artists, experts and masters of drum beating, as well as dissemination of CDs and DVDs which are pedagogical in nature, strongly suggesting that those paragraphs be worded differently.
590. The delegation of Grenada sought to include ‘preferably by the end of February’ in paragraph 6, and in paragraph 8, ‘to work with the submitting State Party in its revision’.
591. The delegation of Spain spoke of its surprise with regard to the remark on the overstated budget, adding that it would offer its support and assistance by providing its experts in Paris and through the Spanish cooperation network in Uruguay.
592. The delegation of Paraguay sought clarification from the Legal Adviser on whether the support from Spain could appear in the decision. The Legal Adviser preferred that the Secretariat respond to the question.
593. The Secretary was of the understanding that Spain was offering technical assistance by sending experts to assist the Secretariat in re-working this request but called for clarification from Spain.
594. The delegation of Spain clarified that it shared the concern voiced by the Republic of Korea that the revision process should not end too long and therefore had offered to make available its experts in Paris and in Uruguay after consultation with the State Party.
595. The Legal Adviser affirmed that there was no problem to include this assistance in the decision if that was the wish of the Committee, adding that it could be included in the paragraph that requested the Secretariat to work with the State Party, however it noted that the technical assistance offered by Spain would rather fall within the bilateral cooperation between Spain and the requesting State Party.
596. The Director of the Division of Cultural Objects and Intangible Cultural Heritage remarked that the Secretariat was accustomed to working closely with experts and States Parties through international cooperation within the many cultural conventions, but that it was not the practice to formally include this cooperation in a draft decision.
597. The delegation of Grenada understood that Spain wished to first discuss its offer with the State Party and the Secretariat and therefore as it was not a specific offer, its inclusion in the summary records would suffice.
598. The Chairperson then moved to the adoption of the draft decision, and with no further amendments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 10.4 not to approve international assistance in the amount of US$218,800 for the project Documentation, promotion and dissemination of the Candombe traditional drum calls, expressions of identity of the Sur, Palermo, and Cordón neighbourhoods in the city of Montevideo at this time.
599. The Chairperson interrupted Uruguay recalling that the Committee had already adopted the decision.
600. The Legal Adviser stated that the intervention by Uruguay contravened Rule 22.4 of the Rules of Procedure, explaining that the delegation had been given an opportunity to respond to the question by the Committee, but it could not advocate any modification to the decision after its decision. The decision was clear in that it invited the State Party to cooperate with the Secretariat to revise the request, in a sovereign decision made by the Committee. Furthermore, observers were not permitted to propose amendments and even less so once a decision had been adopted.
601. The delegation of Uruguay reiterated that it was simply underlying a misunderstood point, adding that the inscription of Candombe was very recent and that Uruguay was very committed to its safeguarding. It recalled that 6 to 8% of its population had been treated as slaves and that the project proposed for funding was not the only initiative for integration but that also scholarships were being granted to African descendants. In addition, an advisory group on Candombe was included in the National Committee for Intangible Cultural Heritage.
602. The delegation of Spain also sought a solution with regard to the value judgement on the budget, which it felt went too far, adding that the technical support it offered to the Secretariat and the State Party was an attempt to quickly resolve the matter, as the remark on the ‘overstated’ costs was inappropriate and incorrect. 
603. The Chairperson appreciated the generous offer of assistance, but added that the debate had closed upon adoption of the decision.
604. The delegation of Spain reiterated that it had offered to assist the State Party insisting that the costs submitted by the State Party were not overstated and it felt that the Consultative Body had not adequately evaluated the request.
605. The Chairperson noted that the remarks would be reflected in the summary records and moved to the adoption of the draft decision 6.COM 10 as a whole. Since there were no further amendments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 10 and adjourned the session.
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606. The Chairperson spoke of the wonderful Saman dance performance the previous evening, which deserved to be safeguarded. He returned to the unfinished business and the adoption of draft decision 6.COM 7, recalling the Rapporteur’s oral report presented on Wednesday and whose observations during file evaluations of the three mechanisms formed the basis of the draft decision. The Chairperson summarized the following points: i) the importance of taking into account the Consultative Body’s comments when preparing and submitting files; ii) that the spirit of cooperation and mutual assistance should guide the preparation of files; iii) that communities play a key role in the preparation of files as well as in the planning of safeguarding measures; iv) the value of inter-generational transmission and awareness-raising on possible safeguarding measures, and the role that women and youth can play; and iv) the importance of showing how intangible cultural heritage contributes to sustainable development. The Chairperson informed the Committee that amendments had been received by Azerbaijan and Spain. The Chairperson opened the floor to the general observations on the draft decision.
607. The delegation of Spain spoke of the Consultative Body’s dedication whose findings were conditioned by the experts in the States Parties who furnished the information contained in the file but that it occasionally lacked the necessary information, invariably leading to prolonged debates during Committee sessions. The delegation therefore proposed, on a voluntary basis, that submitting States be given the opportunity to provide documents to complement the file, which the Consultative Body could use as they saw fit, adding that because the nomination form was too streamlined and insufficiently detailed it often lead to doubts and therefore required a more rigourous analysis.
608. The delegation of Azerbaijan explained that the objective of its first amendment was to avoid the duplication of text between files, inscribed or otherwise, and between multiple nominations, as it infringed intellectual property rights, which included previously published materials or other sources. The second amendment concerned instances when the nomination made reference to an element beyond its borders, which contravened the provisions of the Convention, when the submitting State should focus on the situation of the element in its own territories.
609. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that interventions were limited to two minutes.
610. The delegation of Paraguay suggested that the Consultative Body be given access to more information as well as an opportunity to consult with the submitting State whose experts could be invited to furnish information when electronic sources had been exhausted.
611. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to remind the Committee that it had already been given the opportunity to provide its general comments, suggesting that it deal with the amendments by moving through the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. The delegation of Croatia supported the working methodology proposed by the Republic of Korea.
612. The Chairperson turned to the decision, and with no objections, paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4 were adopted. Paragraph 5 was introduced with the amendment by Azerbaijan.
613. The delegation of Grenada proposed ‘recommends’ in place of ‘decides’. The delegation of Albania supported the amendment by Azerbaijan, which had been a concern raised by the both advisory bodies, wishing to replace ‘recommends’ with ‘recalls’.
614. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the amendment by Azerbaijan and was in favour of retaining ‘decides’. The delegation of the Republic of Korea preferred to go along with ‘recalls’. The delegation of Grenada withdrew her amendment to agree with Albania and ‘recalls’.
615. The delegation of Jordan agreed with the universally agreed amendment, adding that some States Parties were not committed to matters in which there was consensus, preferring ‘recalls’.
616. The delegation of China appreciated the amendment by Azerbaijan, but wished to present its expression more positively, particularly the latter part, with such wording, ‘reminds the States Parties to try to avoid duplication and to pay due attribution’.
617. The delegation of Indonesia also supported the amendment and the use of ‘recalls’.
618. Referring to the use of ‘recalls’, the delegation of Azerbaijan felt that this was used when referring to documents or rules and could be used in the first part of the amendment on duplication, but was not so appropriate in the latter part of the amendment.
619. The delegation of Italy also supported ‘recalls’. The delegation of Kenya felt that ‘reaffirms’ was stronger than ‘recalls’. The delegation of Morocco supported the amendment by Azerbaijan, agreeing that ‘recalls’ was perhaps inappropriate as it referred to specific documentation, suggesting ‘considers’. The delegation the Republic of Korea found constructive Morocco’s proposal and supported the use of ‘considers’.
620. The delegation of Spain aligned with China, the Republic of Korea and Morocco, which was a good compromise. The delegations of Azerbaijan and Islamic Republic of Iran also supported ‘considers’, which was agreed by all.
621. The delegation of China returned to its proposal with the following wording, ‘reminds the submitting States to try to avoid duplication of texts from another nomination proposal or request and pay proper attribution to previously published material.’
622. The delegation of Albania wished to see the inclusion of ‘considers’, as was supported by a number of Members, adding that ‘to try’ implied that it was optional when duplication was in fact inacceptable. The Chairperson concurred that ‘considers’ should be used. The delegation of Grenada and Croatia suggested deleting ‘try to’.
623. The delegation of Azerbaijan appreciated the amendment by China but felt that ‘try and ‘avoid’ left room for misunderstanding and should be firmer in its message. The delegation of Paraguay agreed with Azerbaijan.
624. The delegation of the Republic of Korea also understood China’s intention, but if Members could not fully agree with the amendment then the Committee should return to the original text. The delegation the Islamic Republic of Iran supported Azerbaijan and the text by Morocco.
625. The delegation of Cyprus was of the understanding that there was general agreement with the proposal by Morocco, urging the Committee to move forward.
626. The delegation of China agreed to join the majority. The Chairperson thanked China for its consideration. The Secretary read out the amendment, ‘Considers that each nomination, proposal or request should constitute a unique and original document and reminds submitting States that duplication of text from another nomination proposal or request or use of previously published material without proper attribution is not acceptable.’ With no further comments or amendment, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 5 and 6, and moved to paragraph 7.
627. With the amendment by Azerbaijan in mind, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran felt that clarification was required in the paragraph to distinguish between national and multinational nominations, with the insertion of, ‘which are national to that State and multinational’.
628. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the spirit of the proposal albeit with better wording, and suggested removing the reference to the Representative List, which was irrelevant in this case.
629. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported the Republic of Korea, adding that the issue raised not only concerned the three mechanisms evaluated by the Consultative Body but also the Subsidiary Body, suggesting that the amendment also be used in decision 6.COM 13, if possible. The Chairperson replied that the remark would be reflected in the summary records.
630. The Secretary returned to the concern raised by Iran, adding that the amendment by Azerbaijan had referred to ‘territories’, making it applicable to multinational nominations. The delegation of Azerbaijan concurred with the interpretation.
631. The delegation of Burkina Faso appreciated the amendment by Azerbaijan but had some issues with the French version; later stating that it was ok. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was not convinced that the amendment covered the preparation of a multinational nomination.
632. The Secretary explained that in a multinational form submitted by state A and state B, the states could refer to the element in state C, but it could not characterize safeguarding measures outside its borders. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran wondered whether this interpretation was implicit in the paragraph, ‘underlines that nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List should concentrate on the situation of the element within the territories or territory of the submitting State.’ It later agreed that this was indeed conveyed. With no further comments of objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 7, and moved to paragraph 8 [the original paragraph 6].
633. The Secretary informed the Committee that Morocco had submitted an amendment to paragraph 13 that referred to a point that was similar in paragraph 8, asking Morocco whether it wished to also introduce its amendment in paragraph 8. The delegation of Morocco was happy to introduce the point in paragraph 8, if the Committee so wished.
634. The Secretary read out the Moroccan amendment in paragraph 13, which would replace ‘conception’ with ‘preparation’. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 8. With no amendments in paragraphs 9 and 10 they were also duly adopted. The Chairperson invited the Secretary to read the new paragraph 11 proposed by Spain.
635. The Secretary read out the following, ‘Invites States Parties to consider to reinforce the evaluation of nomination files, proposals and requests and, to avoid mistakes of interpretation, to attach additional documentation such as surveys, indicators to files on a voluntary basis to allow a better understanding of nominations, proposals and requests.’ The Secretary recalled that the Consultative Body was composed of twelve people whose working language was either English or French, which may complicate matters should the additional information be in another language, adding that this issue had been raised with the community consent letters (which were subsequently translated). The Secretary further explained that all submitted information had to be made available online, which would make the submission of books and their circulation impracticable.
636. The delegation of Spain was aware of the difficulties, but was more concerned with the responsibilities conferred to the Consultative Body and the experts in the examination of files, adding that it was important to have available as much information as possible. The delegation recalled that many of the nominations had shortcomings as a result of the lack of information, adding that the information could be provided in a digital format, though translations of excerpts might be necessary.
637. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran could go along with the proposal but did not agree with the statement, ‘to avoid mistakes of interpretation’, as this added to the burden of the submitting State and result in lesser collaboration between the submitting State and the Secretariat. The delegation returned to a proposal by Paraguay, which sought to reinforce the collaboration between the submitting State and the referees.
638. The delegation of Cuba supported the amendment by Spain, as it would facilitate the work of the Consultative Body. The delegation of Grenada was willing to accept the amendment providing that additional information was provided in digital form and in both working languages.
639. The delegation of Spain felt that this was not feasible since experts had to look at documents in different languages, adding that these may not necessarily have to be translated as long as they were available for consultation, for example, in the case of survey results, which proved that ground work had been carried out and served as thoroughly documented sources of data.
640. The delegation of Morocco understood the idea behind the amendment and that some experts of the Consultative Body might not have access to the widest possible body of documents. However, the amendment by Spain raised two issues, firstly the quantity of documents submitted, as there was a wish not to overburden the Secretariat or the organs with copious documentation, and secondly not all submitting States had documented sources, but they could instead provide oral testimonies for example. Thus, the provision should apply to both forms of documentation, with the delegation agreeing that the intention was good once the right balance had been struck.
641. The delegation of Spain agreed with Morocco that oral documentation was equally applicable, as it could testify to community involvement for example, suggesting that other forms of documentary evidence be accepted in situations when examiners had doubts.
642. The delegation of Paraguay wished to highlight that experts did have recourse to online documentation, particularly when experts were unfamiliar with certain elements in a nomination file. Essentially, the amendment was officializing a method of work used by researchers that included online photos and visual archives, which did not require translation.
643. The delegation of the Republic of Korea fully understood the spirit of the amendment but that the additional documentation would further burden the Secretariat and the Consultative Body, adding that the submitting State should effectively express the important information in the nomination file, which would facilitate the Consultative Body’s work.
644. Although the delegation of Kenya agreed with the provision of additional documentation, it was opposed to its translation into English and French, as this would make it more difficult for those States Parties with fewer inscriptions.
645. The delegation of Jordan spoke of the issue of language as crucial as some communities did not even have a written form of its own language, adding that greater emphasis should be placed on audio-visual material that would give a clear idea of the element.
646. With reference to video and photographic material, the Secretary noted that it was already an integral part of the submitted file, adding that video recordings had in the past been submitted in lieu of written community consent, which was fully acceptable in cases where communities had a focus on oral traditions.
647. The delegation of Albania was of the understanding that the Consultative Body had to evaluate the nominations based on information contained within the files, while negative recommendations were based on such information (or lack of) and not the value of the element itself or the communities concerned. It was also noted that following the evaluation of the files, the Secretariat would send a letter to the submitting State to inform them of the file’s shortcomings.
648. The Rapporteur noted two subjects of discussion. Firstly, a case where the Consultative Body or Committee can refer a file for additional information to verify certain aspects of the file. The Rapporteur believed that there was a need to separate the mechanisms, as issues in one was not apparent in another. With regard to indicators and survey, the Rapporteur felt that this was most relevant in best practices, as the concern was that some of the programmes were not mature enough to have developed indicators to demonstrate their impact on the viability of intangible cultural heritage; the data substantiated the specific criteria. Secondly, the Rapporteur returned to the issue of the element’s characterization and whether it was inclusive and had contours, adding that the issue was not whether the Consultative Body was familiar with the element – since even citizens of a country may not even be familiar with intangible cultural heritage in their own country – but rather whether the element was sufficiently described, particularly as visibility was a main objective of the Convention. Thus, the issue was not how the Consultative Body interpreted the element, as it was not in a position to do so, but how the methodologies in place oversaw the institutional approach to the communities, reiterating that the communities had the first say in the conception, identification, inventorying, and the elaboration of safeguarding measures.
649. The delegation of Grenada agreed that the submitted nomination file should be the reference document containing all relevant information, and should be elaborated with the utmost care and attention, and accepted that the Consultative Body could have more information available when it needed it. However, the delegation did not find the amendment acceptable as presented, suggesting that a dedicated bibliographic section be added in the form so that the Consultative Body could refer to online resources if necessary. The Chairperson added that a section for bibliographic references already existed (under ‘List of additional resources’).
650. The delegation of Burkina Faso also understood the rationale behind the amendment, but that the focus should remain the nomination file, not least because the element required safeguarding and might be present in areas where research was not highly developed.
651. The delegation of Indonesia supported the amendment and agreed with Kenya that the provision of the documents in French or English would increase the burden for countries where neither language was spoken.
652. The delegation of Cyprus felt that the explanation by the Secretary was clear in that video and photographic documentation was already provided for in the file, which was also accepted in native languages.
653. The delegation of Niger supported the position by Morocco and the Republic of Korea, adding that the file was clear in that the submitting State should already provide documentation and that there was a risk to States Parties that didn’t conform to the requirements.
654. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the amendment by Spain, adding that States Parties were under no obligation, proposing to replace ‘reinforce’ with ‘facilitate’.
655. The delegation of Madagascar endorsed the proposal by Morocco, as all the submitting States were already aware of the procedures, adding that should the Consultative Body require additional information it could enter into correspondence with the Secretariat.
656. The delegation of Paraguay agreed with Iran that the idea was to facilitate the work of the examiners who undoubtedly would look for more information, especially when considering the particularities of intangible cultural heritage, and that the amendment simply officialized a method and practice already employed.
657. The Chairperson reiterated that the provision for additional information and audio-video documentation already existed in the nomination form as well as cited references to online resources. Moreover, the nomination form itself should accommodate the description of the element. The Chairperson noted that many of the Members were not in favour of the amendment while those in favour had provided options to the amendment.
658. The delegation of Spain agreed with Iran, Paraguay, Kenya and Indonesia, adding that it did not seek to increase the workload but that valuable information should be made available to the experts. The issue was not about completing perfect forms but about allowing submitting States Parties to submit additional materials to those already foreseen in the nomination file, particularly as the material was occasionally insufficient and did not quell doubts.
659. The Secretary did not think that the Committee was as divided as it might appear, as the two sides seemed to be relatively close in their opinions, but that the proponents for and against were probably misunderstanding each other. The Secretary explained that the information requested in the nomination file was relatively exhaustive, and that the additional material could already be submitted, for example, in the case of community consent, adding that various forms of information carried different information. Moreover, the Consultative Body did research and refer to the bibliographic references in the file when clarification was needed, adding that the bibliography did away with the physical documentation whose distribution among the 12 members would unnecessarily burden the Secretariat’s task.
660. The Chairperson noted that all the Committee members agreed on the importance of additional information, with the proponents against the amendment saying that the provision already existed in the file and additional material was always welcome. The Chairperson also highlighted the fact that the amendment would place an additional burden on both the Secretariat and the Consultative Body, suggesting that Spain withdraw its proposal.
661. The Secretary suggested an amendment to the proposal, which would read, ‘Invites States Parties to consider in order to reinforce the evaluation of nomination files, proposals and requests and to avoid mistakes of interpretation, to mention in the nomination files any additional documentation such as surveys, indicators, etc, to allow a better understanding of nominations, proposals and requests.’ The Chairperson sought support for the compromise amendment.
662. The delegation of Albania felt that it was an acceptable compromise and suggested some editorial changes, such as replacing ‘invites’ with encourages’, and ‘so as to reinforce nomination files’ in place of ‘to reinforce the evaluation of nomination files’, and the deletion of ‘mistakes in interpretation’. The Secretary read the revised amendment, ‘Encourages States Parties to consider, in order to reinforce nomination files, proposals and requests, to mention in the nomination files any additional documentation such as surveys, indicators, etc, to allow a better understanding of nominations, proposals and requests.’
663. The delegation of Morocco thanked the Secretary for the constructive proposal, but it did not agree with the use of ‘reinforce’ as it suggested that the file was somehow weak, while in some cases very little research had been conducted on a particularly element, and should therefore not detract from the intrinsic value of the element. The delegation also wished to delete ‘such as surveys…’, as it is to the submitting State to decide on the relevance of documentation.
664. The delegation of Cyprus thanked the Secretary but added that the amendment was redundant as it simply repeated a provision that already existed, preferring to delete the paragraph. The delegation of Japan supported the proposal, though it required some re-wording.
665. The delegation of Venezuela remarked that certain Latin American cases evaluated in the present session lacked information, and that even after clarification some Committee members still harboured doubts. The delegation spoke of the issue as crucial, as the focus should rest on the element and its inscription not on the potential burden to the Secretariat or the Consultative Body, reminding the Committee of Spain’s offer to help those States Parties that had expressed difficulties in preparing their files, which reflected the spirit in which the Committee should endeavour to go.
666. In an effort to move forward, the Chairperson urged the Committee to focus on the amendment by Spain as reformulated by the Secretary.
667. The delegation of Kenya appreciated the compromise but added that the form ICH-02 already provided for the discretionary provision of documentation and it was up to the submitting State to provide the information, agreeing with Cyprus to delete the paragraph and move forward.
668. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran remarked on the drastic decline in the number of recommendations for inscription in recent cycles, which suggested that the procedure was not working and a new process should be considered, adding that the amendment by Spain sought to bring about active collaboration between the Consultative Body and the submitting States.
669. The delegation of Jordan could agree with the revised amendment, although it was largely unnecessary, as a provision already existed in the nomination form with the onus on the submitting State to furnish the information, nonetheless suggesting, ‘if the State deems it necessary’.
670. The delegation of Azerbaijan appreciated the spirit of the amendment and supported the Spanish amendment as amended by the Secretary, which was said to be more explicit, with the revision by Albania and Morocco.
671. Summarizing, the Chairperson noted that some Members wished to delete the paragraph, while others supported the amendment as amended by the Secretary. The Chairperson appealed for a compromise, as the paragraph only reiterated the importance of this point. The delegation of Cyprus agreed to accept the compromise amendment and sought a prompt solution. The Chairperson clarified that the wording had first to be addressed.
672. The delegation of Albania proposed the following revision, ‘Encourages States Parties to mention in the nomination files, proposals and requests any additional documentation made available to the Consultative Body to allow a better understanding of nominations, proposals and requests.’
673. The Secretary wished to add that the information should also be made available to the Secretariat, the Committee and eventually to the general public. Albania agreed to delete the reference to the Consultative Body.
674. The delegation of Spain explained that the amendment was not what it had originally intended but would accept it, adding that its amendment was an attempt to develop a strategic position that would give the Consultative Body the chance to have valuable information at its disposal, given that it was the first time the Consultative Body was analysing nomination files, proposing that the issue be reconsidered at a later time.
675. The Secretary suggested that the issue be brought into the discussion under item 15 (on the working group to improve the treatment of nominations).
676. The delegation of Kenya accepted the amendment, adding that it should not be the subject of evaluation of the files and remain discretionary.
677. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted the new paragraph 11 as well as pronouncing adopted Decision 6.COM 7.
678. On behalf of the Committee, the Chairperson expressed thanks to the Consultative Body for its excellent work and help in facilitating the decision-making process.
679. On behalf of its members, the Chairperson of the Consultative Body expressed thanks to the government of Indonesia for its generous hospitality, the Committee for having conferred its trust in the Body, and UNESCO and the Secretariat for its support. She thanked the Rapporteur, Ms Therrien, for her wise counsel and the huge efforts of the Body’s members (their names were called out), adding that the task was not easy but the communities and groups concerned had remained at the core of its discussions whose work upheld the credibility of the Convention.
680. The Rapporteur reiterated thanks to the Committee, adding that the new process would enhance and strengthen the Convention with the hope that the Body would benefit from greater liaison with the Committee as a support in the future for the sake of the communities.
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681. The Chairperson turned to another new task for the Committee, which was to examine a report by a State Party on an element already inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List. The Chairperson explained that in 2009 during its fourth session in Abu Dhabi, the Committee, while inscribing the ‘Rite of the Kalyady Tsars (Christmas Tsars)’ on the Urgent Safeguarding List, requested Belarus ‘to submit, for the first four years after inscription, annual reports on the results of the measures taken to ensure the safeguarding of the element’. Belarus had therefore submitted its first annual report to the Secretariat this year.
682. The Secretary briefly recalled the background of this item. At the time the element was inscribed in 2009, there had been some hesitation on the part of the two examiners: one who had initially recommended against inscription and one who had initially recommended in favour of inscription but then changed his mind. In its Decision 4.COM 14.01, the Committee decided to inscribe the element but to request annual reports from Belarus instead of the quadrennial report that would normally be due. The Committee had recommended that the State Party motivate a larger number of community members to participate in the preparation and performance of the ritual, to design well-targeted safeguarding measures to be implemented in situ by the local community, and to allocate safeguarding resources primarily to high-relevance and high-impact activities that would improve the viability of the element within the community.
683. The Secretary provided a brief overview of the report submitted by Belarus and working document 11, noting that the annex contained an analysis and summary of the responses provided by Belarus in its report. Belarus had underlined the positive effects of inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List such as the revitalization of the ritual thanks to the renewed commitment of the local community, as well as significant increases in awareness of and interest in the element at the local and national level. It was noted that the potential negative consequences of inscription clearly seemed to be in the minds of the local community in that they refused to perform the ritual for television. Belarus had also illustrated its efforts to safeguard the ‘Rite of Kalyady Tsars’ through a range of different activities: from awareness raising among the bearers to the creation of new costumes for the ritual, and from public financial support to the inclusion of the study of the ritual in the school curriculum. Several institutions were now engaged in the safeguarding of the element, and the ritual was included as a priority within the State Programme for the Development of the Belarusian Culture. The active participation of the local community in the preparation and performance of the ritual was extended to young people and all the inhabitants of the village, which responded to one of the main concerns that the Committee expressed in 2009 concerning the viability of the element. As the general evaluation of the first annual report was positive, the Committee was asked to consider the possibility not to request a second extraordinary annual report. However, if concerns persisted about the viability of the element or if it was still unconvinced by the argumentation, the Committee could confirm its previous decision and request a second report for 2012. The two options were offered in paragraph 8 of the draft decision.
684. The Chairperson was encouraged to see that Belarus appeared to have answered the requests and had addressed the concerns by the Committee, particularly on the safeguarding measures for the future viability of the element, while the community appeared to be actively involved in the measures and in the preparation of the report.
685. The delegation of Indonesia felt satisfied that Belarus had made concrete and encouraging efforts to safeguard its element. However, the report was mostly qualitative, which would be improved by the input of quantitative data, for example, concerning the increase in the number of participants, especially among the youth, and those participating in the workshop, and so on. The delegation therefore suggested that Belarus might prepare and distribute publications such as books and CDs to be used as teaching material on the rites in schools. 
686. The delegation of Italy thanked Indonesia for its warm welcome, adding that the report clearly showed the importance assigned to an element once inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List, as it was considered even more important to the local community and to the State, demonstrating the importance of the Convention, particularly for the local community. The delegation thus supported Option A and the postponement of the report.
687. As one of the countries supporting the inscription of this element in 2009, the delegation of the Republic of Korea was pleased to note the rise in public interest and that it was benefitting from safeguarding measures with the active participation of the communities concerned. It therefore felt assured that the safeguarding measures in place would continue into the future, and also supported Option A.
688. The delegation of Paraguay congratulated Belarus for its report and for the safeguarding action it had taken, announcing its support for Option A. The delegation of Croatia also congratulated Belarus for having fulfilled its requirements.
689. The delegation of Morocco also congratulated Belarus for the report, which clearly highlighted the importance of inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, and which had enabled the State Party to take adequate safeguarding measures. The delegation therefore supported Option A with a reference to paragraph 161
 of the Operational Directives so that it was clear that the report was in line with quadrennial reporting.
690. The delegation of Kenya also congratulated Belarus for faithfully adhering to the requests of the Committee, particularly with regard to safeguarding. The report also highlighted Belarus’s commitment to the Convention, and the delegation supported Option A, expressing hope for the eventual transfer of the element to the Representative List.
691. Noting a tendency towards Option A, the Chairperson asked whether there were any objections. There were none so he went through the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, which included paragraph 8 and Option A. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 11 not to request a second extraordinary annual report from Belarus. The Chairperson noted the exemplary commitment shown by Belarus to the Convention.
692. On behalf of the community, the delegation of Belarus expressed gratitude for the support received, particularly since in 2009, when the first Belorussian element was inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List, it had made a strong impression on the bearers and generated a lot of interest among the government, local authorities and even the business community. In 2010, the bearers of the ritual of the Kalyady’s were awarded the prestigious Presidential award, the Belorussian Agricultural Bank offered financial assistance to the participants of the ceremony, and the ritual was included in the State programme for the development of the small towns and villages, providing local social and economic development to the local community and stimulating the local youth. These actions were said to contribute towards the monitoring of impacts on community life and an increase in viability, since it attracted more visitors to witness the tradition.
ITEM 13 OF THE AGENDA:
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693. The Chairperson moved to item 13 and the Subsidiary Body’s report on its work in 2011 and the evaluation of nominations to the Representative List in 2011, inviting the Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Mr Siverse Anami, to present the Rapporteur’s report in place of Mr Tullio Scovazzi who was unable to attend the meeting. The Chairperson recalled that in its Decision 5.COM 7 the Committee decided to consider the 107 nominations received by the Secretariat before 31 August 2010 and not yet processed as admissible for possible evaluation in 2011. The Committee took this decision in light of the new deadline adopted by the General Assembly in June 2010 that established a common deadline of 31 March each year for all processes, including the Representative List. So as to ensure that the Committee would have nominations to evaluate in the present session, it decided to consider the backlog of 93 nominations that could not be treated in the 2010 cycle, as well as 14 additional files that were received before 31 August 2010. In the same decision, the Secretariat was asked to process between 31 and 54 nominations based on three priority criteria: multinational nominations, nominations submitted by non-represented States Parties with no elements inscribed, and by underrepresented States Parties with few inscriptions. The Secretariat was able to process 54 nominations for the 2011 cycle, but only 49 files were subject to recommendations by the Subsidiary Body. Of the 49 files, 11 were subsequently withdrawn by the submitting State, leaving 38 nominations for the Committee to evaluate. Its task was to decide whether each nomination satisfied all five of the criteria for inscription, drawing upon the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body. The Secretary reminded the Committee of the criteria, which were read aloud.
694. The Rapporteur, Mr Anami, recalled that at its fifth session in Nairobi, the Committee had established a Subsidiary Body and adopted its terms of reference in Decision 5.COM 7. The Subsidiary Body would comprise Italy, Croatia, Jordan, Kenya, Republic of Korea and Venezuela, and Ms Jeong-Eun Park (Republic of Korea) would serve as its Chairperson with Mr Tullio Scovazzi (Italy) as its Rapporteur. For this cycle of examinations, the Subsidiary Body met twice at UNESCO Headquarters, Paris. In the first meeting, the Body determined its working methods and engaged in a simulated examination of two mock nominations prepared as part of the UNESCO’s global capacity-building strategy. Discussions also focused on the cross-cutting issues previously discussed by the Subsidiary Body in 2009 and 2010. The second meeting was dedicated to the collective examination of each nomination and the finalization of the recommendations. In its Decision 5.COM 7, the Committee considered as admissible the 107 nominations received before 31 August 2010 but not yet processed. However, in that same decision, the Committee considered that the total number of admissible files exceeded the capacity of the Body. The Committee therefore requested the Secretariat to process between 31 and 54 nominations in accordance with the agreed priorities. In May 2011, the Secretariat informed the Subsidiary Body that it faced difficulties to process all the nominations for inscription in 2011 within the agreed timetables, including the fifty-two files to process for the Consultative Body. Since the Consultative Body meeting came in July, well before the Subsidiary Body’s meeting in September, and since the Committee emphasized that the Urgent Safeguarding List in particular should receive the greatest attention, the Secretariat treated those files first and was not able to provide equal attention to all of the fifty-four files it processed for the Representative List. The Secretariat informed the Subsidiary Body that it gave particularly careful attention to those files given priority by the Committee, multi-national nominations or those from unrepresented or under-represented States. For those States Parties that had already successfully submitted nominations to the Representative List in previous cycles and that had several elements inscribed on the List, the Secretariat limited its assessment to determining whether the nomination included all of the required technical elements. For those States that met the criteria for priority treatment set out in Decision 5.COM 7 and thus had no previous experience, or only limited previous experience, in submitting nominations, the Secretariat was able to provide more thorough attention, as had been requested by the previous Subsidiary Body. In addition to assessing the technical compliance of the nominations, the Secretariat sought to inform submitting States when the information provided in the nomination was unclear, out of place or not sufficiently detailed to allow the Subsidiary Body, and later the Committee, to determine readily whether the criteria for inscription had been satisfied. The Secretariat managed to extend this active assistance to eight priority States that had submitted eleven nominations. In addition seven files that were held over from the 2010 cycle had also benefitted from this more rigorous attention prior to the Committee’s meeting in Nairobi. In several cases, because the Secretariat’s letters requesting additional information were delayed, States were unable to complete their nominations on time. In the end, the Body examined 49 files from 22 States Parties, one of which was multinational.
695. The Rapporteur explained that the Secretariat had established a password-protected, dedicated website through which the members of the Body could consult the nominations and directly submit their examination reports. The original nomination files and the Secretariat’s requests for additional information were also made available, as were the Body’s original recommendations of nominations that were later resubmitted following a referral decision of the Committee. All of the files were posted online in their original language and their translation in English or French, thus conferring members with a very tight schedule of two months to examine the 49 files. Every member of the Body examined each nomination and prepared a report on its examination that included comments on each criterion. As in previous cycles, Members who were nationals of a nominating State were not involved in either the examination or the discussion of their nominations, and left the room during examination. The Secretariat drew up summaries of each nomination as well as draft recommendations based on the written examination reports, in most cases offering alternate proposals to reflect the divergent opinions of Members. Of the 49 nominations, there were divergent opinions in 45 or 92 per cent of the total. The Body welcomed the new opportunity to refer a nomination, recalling that in most cases, the Body and Committee could not conclude that a criterion was not satisfied, but only that the submitting State had not demonstrated adequately that the criterion was satisfied and further information was necessary, thus affording the submitting State additional time to perfect the nomination, which better served the interests of the Convention and the communities.
696. The Rapporteur remarked that the Body actively sought unanimous consensus, but it was unable to achieve this in four cases, therefore presenting options to the Committee for its consideration. In three of these four cases, the Body was nevertheless able to reach an overall recommendation; in the fourth case (see draft decision 6.COM 13.14), there were two options in the overall recommendation and for several criteria. The Body was impressed with the diversity of intangible cultural heritage that was nominated, including one multinational nomination. The Body noted that the large number of nominations provided evidence of the global interest in the Convention, which nevertheless posed a substantial challenge with regard to the quality with which the Committee, the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat could carry out their respective duties. For example, the 5-day September meeting proved to be insufficient, and the Body worked for extended hours into the night. The Body regretted that the nominations were not more geographically diverse and representative. Of the 49 nominations, three-fifths came from five countries, all within electoral group IV. A single nomination was examined from electoral group V(a) and only a single State Party represented electoral group V(b). However, the Body commended the Secretariat for the measures taken to strengthen the capacities of States Parties, especially in developing countries. The Body also observed an improvement in the quality of many nominations, particularly those that had benefitted from the thorough assessment by the Secretariat. Conversely, the Body regretted that it could not favourably recommend a large number of nominations because the quality of information in the submitted file did not convincingly demonstrate that the criteria were satisfied, noting that such situations arose even among States with substantial prior experience. While fully appreciating the difficulty of the Secretariat to respond to the large number of nominations, the Body regretted that some un-revised files were presented to it with problems that could likely have been remedied had the States benefitted from the Secretariat’s fuller attention. For nominations benefitting from detailed requests, the Body regretted that in many instances the submitting States did not attend carefully to the issues identified by the Secretariat, and in these cases referral was necessary. The Body recognized the substantial added value of the treatment by the Secretariat, emphasizing the necessity that it be given the capacity to provide this important service to all submitting States in the future.
697. The Rapporteur remarked on the poor linguistic quality of files whose poor wording impeded examination, adding that inappropriate vocabulary, such as references to a tentative list, the World Heritage List, the world heritage of humanity, masterpieces, and so on, demonstrated a lack of understanding of the 2003 Convention. There were also recurrent invocations of the uniqueness or rarity of specific elements, their outstanding or precious character, their highly artistic nature, references to authenticity, and so on, with some safeguarding measures aimed at establishing a pure or canonical form of an element or restoring its ‘original’ characteristics. Although nominations should not be rejected on the basis of these inconsistencies, the Body reminded the Committee that the files would be used for public visibility and would serve as models for future submitting States Parties. The Body noted with concern that information in the nomination was sometimes not in its proper place, urging submitting States to make every effort to ensure that the requested information was provided in the appropriate place within the nomination. Additionally, there were conflicting or contradictory information under the different points within the nomination, further adding to the difficulties of examination. The Body also expressed surprise that occasionally States would only use a fraction of the words it was allocated in the sections. The Rapporteur drew attention to the situation in which different files presented by the same State contained parts that were identical, although it conceded that the description of an inventory in section 5 might be similar from one file to another, adding that each file should be treated as unique. The Body took note of the many exemplary nominations, while some States over-extended themselves by submitting multiple nominations that bypassed quality. States Parties were encouraged to concentrate efforts on preparing one strong and convincing nomination rather than multiple nominations that may be weak, not least because unsuccessful nominations caused disappointment among the communities concerned. Of the 32 nominations that failed to receive a favourable recommendation, 10 could not be accepted because of a single criterion, mostly in R.5. These results are summarized in paragraph 33 of document 13.
698. The Rapporteur explained that a clear, vivid, and simple explanation of all the significant features of the element was essential to demonstrate that the nominated element met the Convention’s definition of intangible heritage; descriptions were often too general, too historical or too technical, often lacking a clear description of the significance of the element and its current social and cultural functions. Additionally, technical terminology in the description did not serve the main purpose of inscription, which is to promote visibility and awareness of intangible cultural heritage. Moreover, some files emphasized the fragile or threatened nature of the element, which could lead the Body to believe that the nomination belonged to the Urgent Safeguarding List, which may make it difficult to demonstrate in criterion R.2 that it was robust enough to serve the purposes of the Representative List since R.1 and R.2 were closely linked. There were two cases in which the element could not be recommended for inscription solely because R.3 was not satisfied, noting that proposed safeguarding measures were occasionally described using overly general and indefinite language. The Body also emphasized the importance for safeguarding measures to be customized to the unique characteristics of each element and community, adequately addressing the possible negative consequences of inscription. Since communities were central to each of the five criteria, the Body attached great importance to the participation of the communities in the elaboration of the nomination and their free, prior and informed consent to it; translations of consent documents in English or French along with the original documents should also be included. With regard to R.5, the Rapporteur recalled that in 2009 cycle, four nominations were not recommended for inscription based solely on its failure to satisfy R.5 in accordance with Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention, suggesting that the Secretariat ask for more precise information on this subject in the nomination form (see ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/INF.6), which was duly revised for the 2010 cycle. However, it further recommended ‘that submitting States Parties should demonstrate that their inventories are regularly updated so as to show the viability of the elements proposed for inscription and the involvement of communities, groups and individuals’. (See ITH/10/5.COM/CONF.202/INF.6)
699. The Rapporteur reaffirmed that recommendations not to inscribe an element was in no way a judgement on the merits of the element, but referred solely to the ‘[…] information presented in the nomination file’ (see ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2; ITH/10/5.COM/CONF.202/6), which was equally true for referrals. It was recalled that 2011 was the first cycle in which the Body had the option to recommend such referrals when the information provided was not sufficient for it to determine whether or not a criterion was satisfied. In such a case, the submitting State should focus on the criteria referred when it resubmits its file in a subsequent cycle. The submitting State may, of course, take the opportunity to update or revise other sections of the nomination file. The Body also noted that in cases where referral was based on R.1, a revision might well entail revision of other criteria, which are linked, for instance, the safeguarding measures may no longer be appropriate, or it may concern a smaller or larger community. In striving to improve the application of the criteria and the implementation of the Convention, the Body sought to maintain consistency with its own decisions, particularly in the case of nominations that were being presented a second time. The Body also deliberated at length over the issue of similar elements proposed either by different States Parties or by a single State Party. It affirmed that there was no question that a State in whose territory an element was found may submit a nomination even if a similar element had already been inscribed by another State. However, it emphasized the importance of encouraging multinational nominations, with paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives providing the opportunity for States to propose inscription on an extended basis of an element already inscribed. The Body shared the Committee’s concern that a single State might wish to propose in succession a number of very similar elements present on its territory, which may not serve the wider interests of the Convention or the communities concerned, particularly with regard to R.2. Conversely, with regard to ‘generic’ elements there was a common understanding that elements should be specific expressions of well-identified communities. The Body therefore encouraged submitting States to find a good balance between overly general, all-inclusive and infinitely bounded elements on the one hand, and micro-elements whose specificities may not be apparent or easily demonstrated to outsiders on the other.
700. The Rapporteur remarked that the Body had only examined a single multinational nomination even though the Committee and the General Assembly had repeatedly emphasized the importance of these files, although it acknowledged the added complexity these files presented. With regard to draft decision 6.COM 13.29 on the multinational nomination, it was noted that at the time of examination the Body did not have all of the information it needed from one of the three submitting States Parties, but it was adamant that the two other States Parties should not be penalized as a consequence, with the hope that the Committee would find the proposed decision to be a fair one. The Body once again addressed the issue of commercialization, reiterating its previous view that ‘commercialization was not a priori a disqualifying factor, highlighting the vital role of intangible cultural heritage as a factor of economic development’ (see ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/INF.6), adding that the practice and transmission of some elements, particularly those including craftsmanship, were closely linked to income generation. The Body further emphasized the importance of community involvement in the process of elaborating the safeguarding measures, which should address excessive commercialization that may be detrimental to the element’s social and cultural function, and viability. Issues of institutionalization and professionalization were also raised, as several nominations presented situations in which the practice and transmission of the element were situated within highly organized institutions or undertaken by professionals. Throughout its examinations, the Body repeatedly returned to the fundamental question of communities, acknowledging that the community may differ from region to region or within different political and cultural contexts, but nevertheless it stressed the importance of a clear identification of the community and those who represent it. Concluding, the Body drew attention to the table in paragraph 70 of its report that identified several nominations worthy of recognition, which may help other States Parties when elaborating their own future files.
701. The Chairperson thanked Mr Anami for the substantive report, which reflected the heavy workload of the Subsidiary Body and the difficult challenges presented to the Committee. The Chairperson adjourned the morning session, suggesting that the Committee use the opportunity to reflect on the report.
[Saturday 26 November, afternoon session]
702. The Chairperson reiterated his thanks to Mr Anami for the report assured that the quality and professionalism of the Subsidiary Body’s work was highly appreciated by all, adding that although it had thoroughly debated the nominations at great length, the Committee had the final word on whether or not to inscribe. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that all the criteria for inscription had to be met for an element to be inscribed, implying that the submitting State had the duty to demonstrate, in the nomination, how the different criteria were met. The Chairperson recalled that not all files received the same degree of attention with the Secretariat paying particular attention to those given priority by the Committee in its Nairobi decision. For other nominations, the Secretariat could only verify whether the technical requirements were satisfied (original signature, 10 photos, cession of rights, and so on). All States having received this light treatment were informed accordingly and had the opportunity to revise their nominations in light of their experience of having previously succeeded in inscribing multiple elements, with all States having had at least one opportunity, and sometimes several, to revise their nominations. The new referral option provided the submitting State with a further opportunity to provide additional information, which would be made available to the public upon inscription. The Chairperson recalled the immense responsibility of States Parties vis-à-vis the communities they represent and therefore had a duty to elaborate their nominations in a clear and convincing manner. The Chairperson reminded the Committee of the time constraints, suggesting to limit the general debate to 60–90 minutes followed by the presentation and adoption of the draft decision for each nomination, limiting the interventions to 2 minutes.
703. The delegation of the Republic of Korea endorsed the remarks by the Chairperson on the guidelines for the Committee’s work and congratulated the Subsidiary Body for its excellent work as well as the Secretariat, particularly Ms Duvelle and her team for facilitating the examination of the files. The delegation commended the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Ms Park (the Republic of Korea), the Vice-Chairperson, Mr Anami (Kenya), and the Rapporteur, Mr Scovazzi (Italy), who unfortunately could not attend the meeting. With regard to the Rapporteur’s report, the delegation drew attention to the important change introduced in the third session of the General Assembly in 2010 in its revision of the Operational Directives, with the introduction of the referral option that requests submitting States Parties for additional information. Noting the large number of referrals, the delegation felt that it would be wise to have a general discussion on how the referrals would be dealt with during the examination of files with a view to facilitating and guiding the Committee’s work. The delegation made reference to paragraph 36 of the Operational Directives
, identifying two issues. Firstly, how to deal with the files referred by the Subsidiary Body and whether the Committee would accept the submission of additional information during the present session. Secondly, how the Committee should deal with the files with regard to their future submission (in a subsequent cycle or longer), and whether they should be considered among the files making up the ceiling. The delegation considered that the referred files should be dealt with before the other files and in addition to the ceiling, inviting Subsidiary Body members to actively participate in the discussion on this agenda item and the draft decisions.
704. The delegation of Indonesia appreciated the excellent work carried out by the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body, adding that serving as a member in the Subsidiary Body was in itself an excellent capacity-building exercise. With regard to the Rapporteur’s report, the delegation noted that some of the files submitted to the Subsidiary Body had not benefitted from a thorough preliminary examination by the Secretariat, which may not have given the submitting States Parties concerned a bigger opportunity to improve their files, hoping the situation would be avoided in the future.
705. The delegation of Morocco also congratulated the Subsidiary Body for its excellent work and the presentation of its report as well as the Secretariat for having facilitated the examinations. The delegation sought counsel from the Legal Adviser on paragraph 36 of the Operational Directives with regard to referrals. The delegation drew particular attention to the observation in the report which explained how criteria R.1 and R.2 were linked, which it felt was important, not least because of the potential negative impact of the conclusions. Another important point was related to the similarities between certain submitted files as well as with elements already inscribed, which was likely to become a bigger issue in the future as more element are inscribed, reflecting the similarities found in existing elements around the world. The issue of commercialization with respect to tourism was also highlighted.
706. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran expressed sincere thanks to the Subsidiary Body and accepted the suggestions by the Republic of Korea. With regard to the referrals, the delegation wished to know more about the mechanism on which the referral option was decided, as a number of nominations demonstrated variously different shortcomings, from one criterion to many criteria.
707. The Legal Adviser explained that these were tentative times, as this was the first cycle of referrals, adding that this new procedure had been proposed by the Subsidiary Body and was an effort to help States Parties submitting incomplete files as regard at least one the criteria. Referrals therefore merged aspects of evidence and an appreciation of compatibility with criteria in the spirit of paragraph 36. The Legal Adviser also referred to paragraph 31
 since the Committee delegated the assessment of the recommendation [to inscribe or refer] to the Subsidiary Body before applying paragraph 36, adding that the concept of additional information was linked to the compatibility of the criteria and in each case, the recommendation of the Subsidiary Body should be referred to. It was therefore important not to question the recommendation unless there was a material mistake, adding that incompatibility could relate to one criterion as it could to more. The Legal Adviser would not pronounce on any specific case until the Subsidiary Body had been able to provide its individual assessment, but cautioned the Committee from introducing any precedent, which could be created when the Committee automatically substituted itself with the Subsidiary Body unless there was factual information that could be quickly corrected, adding that the lack of information was exactly the reason behind the introduction of the referral. The Legal Adviser reminded the Committee that the referral was not a refusal but a referral to another cycle. With regard to the ceiling, it was noted that a decision establishing a hierarchy of priorities had been introduced in Nairobi and Abu Dhabi. Thus, the order of priority as well as the consideration of the ceiling should also be considered by Committee in order to respect some general principles of equality in the treatment of files between States Parties.
708. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained the working method applied to cases of referral. The overriding working principle was to examine the file based on what was contained in the file, and not based on personal knowledge or research, in an effort to maintain neutrality. An element was recommended for inscription only when all five criteria were satisfied based on a criteria-by-criteria examination such that a referral in only one criterion would result in an overall referral regardless of the number of criteria referred. The Chairperson further explained that a referral equated with a lack of sufficient information on a criterion and did not in any way question the value or meaning of the element itself. The referral decision in the recommendation therefore sought additional information to fully satisfy on or more of the criteria.
709. The delegation of China appreciated the tremendous efforts of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat. Having read the reports by the Rapporteur and the Subsidiary Body, the delegation acknowledged their observations, comments and suggestions that would offer valuable guidance in future examinations.
710. Returning to the questions posed by the Republic of Korea, the delegation of Italy wished to clarify that it was the Subsidiary Body requesting the additional information and therefore the information should be returned to the Body. Additionally, as the nomination file would be made available on the website it should therefore be in its most complete form, while additional information provided by the submitting State concerned during the Committee’s session would not subsequently be included in the file. With regard to the issue of priorities, the delegation proposed discussing the topic under agenda item 15.
711. The delegation of Albania thanked the Subsidiary Body for its excellent work and its very informative report. The delegation wished to make clear that submitting States Parties should not consider that when a nomination was presented it engendered a right to inscription in this way, negative recommendations should not be considered as calling into question the reality on the ground or the value and importance of the element in question, but that it referred to the nomination file. Additionally, debates on inscriptions should avoid becoming aggressive of personalized. The delegation reminded the Committee that the inscription was not comparable with the World Heritage Convention in that it did not assign universal value, but considered the importance of inventories and safeguarding measures for  intangible cultural heritage. The Representative List was therefore not a prestige list and elements inscribed were not more important than those that were not, as there were no hierarchy of values. The Committee’s role was therefore to verify that all nominations received a fair evaluation and that there were no major misunderstandings, and so preserve the credibility and integrity of the Convention while ensuring that there were no conflicts of interest.
712. The delegation of Grenada agreed with the remarks from the other Committee members, and commended the Subsidiary Body for its work and the Secretariat for the support it provided. The delegation congratulated the Subsidiary Body for its report, which underlined the difficulties encountered by submitting States Parties and the Subsidiary Body in the examination of the files, and which was in itself a capacity-building exercise as it provided valuable guidance to States Parties. The delegation supported the comments made by Committee Members, particularly Italy on point made that the referred files should be returned to the Subsidiary Body, adding that the ceiling warranted further discussion.
713. With no additional remarks from the Committee, the Chairperson opened the floor to the observers.
714. The delegation of Belgium thanked the Rapporteur for the relevance of the observations, and its appreciation of the work carried out by the Subsidiary Body, adding that the respect of all the criteria was indispensable and essential to ensure consistency and the Convention’s credibility. The delegation spoke of its own file having been deemed incomplete in R.5, even though the element was inscribed on a national inventory. Belgium therefore decided to withdraw the file for later re-submission given the Secretariat’s burden of work and appreciating that only well understood rules ensured equal and fair treatment of the files in the interests of the communities.
715. The delegation of Spain was concerned that as a young Convention measures were being introduced before allowing for hindsight and the analysis of achievements so far, adding that current trends would not bode well for the future of the Convention. For example, a new and very different form was introduced in 2011 while the presentation of the files had also changed, as noted by the Subsidiary Body. The delegation drew attention to the fact that the members of the Subsidiary Body had differing opinions in 45 files. Meanwhile, the Secretariat had not been able to pay sufficient attention to each of the files. The delegation was grateful to the members of the Committee who participated in the Subsidiary Body, as they had to limit their observations to forms that could be considered as inappropriate. The delegation was concerned that decisions made now that will affect the work carried out so far, cautioning against taking retroactive decisions in particular, while decisions taken should be introduced for the next Committee session allowing States Parties to become acquainted with any changes.
716. The delegation of Kenya thanked the Subsidiary Body for its good work, agreeing that a referral related to a lack of clarity on the information provided in the file. With regard to priorities, the delegation supported the remarks by Grenada and Italy that this issue be brought into the discussion under agenda item 15.
717. The delegation of Turkey thanked the Subsidiary Body for their excellent work that explained how nominations were processed, congratulating the Secretariat for their work. The delegation appreciated that all the criteria were essential, but that the community should be the focus if the Committee wished to have a list that was truly representative with elements that fostered intercultural dialogue. Thus, the Committee should refuse files that mention conflicts, disputes or war among communities and recall decisions on the importance of multinational files. With ample personal experience in the Subsidiary Body, the delegation felt that criteria R.5 had not been well understood, adding that these lists were not the sole means to safeguard intangible cultural heritage and national inventories were in fact more important, thus requiring further thought by the Committee on Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention.
718. The delegation of Djibouti thanked the government of Indonesia for its warm welcome and hospitality and congratulated the Subsidiary Body for its substantial and professional work. The delegation understood that all the criteria should be respected in line with the Operational Directives, however, because of the difficulties encountered by the Subsidiary Body, it suggested that the Operational Directives be revised and strengthened in order to obtain greater clarity.
719. The delegation of Cyprus returned to the issue of referred files that were considered incomplete owing to changes in the working methods, while the additional information requested by the Secretariat had not been taken into consideration because files had not been returned within the deadline. The delegation wondered about the implications of withdrawn files compared to referred files and their re-submission in the future. Additionally, once a nomination file was identified as lacking information, the delegation did not believe that it should be prioritized based on the number of unsatisfied criteria.
720. The Secretary appreciated the complexity of the nomination process and explained that the deadlines were set by the Operational Directives and files had to be submitted before the 31 March. Once received the files are recorded and verified to ensure that from a technical point of view (signatures, obligatory material such as photos, and so on) they are complete. With regard to the information contained in the file, the Secretary explained that previous Committee decisions gave guidance on the requirements, which allows the Secretariat to provide feedback on the nomination files and request additional information through the letters the Secretariat dispatches to the submitting State. It is then up to the submitting State to revise the file, which is submitted to the Subsidiary Body for its examination. However, the Secretary made clear that it was not up to the Secretariat to assess the information provided from a substantive point of view, but only to ensure that the technical information was provided, adding that the whole process takes several months since the Subsidiary Body members first work individually before meeting collegially. The Subsidiary Body could therefore conclude that a criterion or criteria had not been met and not recommend for inscription, or conclude that all criteria had been met with a recommendation to inscribe, or conclude that the information is lacking to adequately assess if the criterion or criteria is satisfied and therefore seek a referral.
721. The delegation of Cyprus sought further clarity on the possible timeline for re-submissions.
722. The Secretary explained that the four-year minimum only applied to elements receiving a recommendation not to inscribe and did not apply to referrals.
723. The delegation of Armenia thanked the government of Indonesia for its warm welcome and excellent organization, wishing to add that all the recommendations to the nominations were highly appreciated but that they should be drafted in a professional and non-aggressive manner. The delegation regretted the accusations made by Azerbaijan, as is wished to avoid any misunderstandings or misinterpretations by the international community.
724. The delegation of Albania wondered whether among the referred files, the Secretariat had already asked the submitting State to provide the information on which the referral was based.
725. The Secretary clarified that the Subsidiary Body had access to the Secretariat’s letters addressed to the submitting State as well as other exchanges and the background information, including the original nomination before its subsequent revision, adding that the letters enabled the State to improve the quality of the nomination file. However, there were instances in which the Subsidiary Body noted that the submitting State had failed to take heed of the Secretariat’s request and did not submitted the relevant information, and the reason why the Subsidiary Body’s report highlighted the need to take into consideration such letters. The Secretary however recalled that not all States Parties received the same level of attention from the Secretariat owing to the large number of nomination files, which included the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List that were prioritized, as well as files submitted by underrepresented or non-represented States. The States Parties not receiving the same level of attention had been informed that this was indeed the situation and were therefore invited to draw from their past successful experiences.
726. The delegation of the Republic of Korea endorsed the remarks by the Legal Adviser who suggested that if there were no material mistakes in the nomination file that the Committee validate the recommendation by the Subsidiary Body. The delegation returned to the question of the timeline for the re-submission of referred files, as it was still unclear. With regard to the Subsidiary Body’s report, the delegation could not find reference to the election of the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, the Rapporteur and the Bureau, suggesting that the Secretariat revise the report accordingly.
727. The delegation of Japan returned to the point raised regarding the different levels of treatment of files by the Secretariat and the advice by the Legal Adviser not to enter into lengthy debate on the individual referral options, adding that for States Parties that had not received requests for additional information, they would be unable to reformulate their nominations, which was deemed unfair by the delegation.
728. The delegation of the Republic of Korea understood that States Parties received different levels of treatment but it did not consider it unfair since it was based on the level of experience held by the States concerned.
729. The delegation of Grenada concurred with the remarks by the Republic of Korea in that the Committee in Nairobi had requested the Secretariat to process the nomination files according to a list of priorities, and therefore it was normal that the Secretariat was unable to process the files in the same way, granting priority over those States that already had many successful nominations and therefore experience of the requirements.
730. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with Japan that if there exists an assistance that States Parties find useful then it should be available to all States Parties, as it was also unfair for only non-represented States Parties to benefit from such careful assistance. The delegation spoke of its own experience, having requested to the Secretariat whether it needed to provide additional information, only to have been told that it was unsure.
731. Referring to the Subsidiary Body’s report, the delegation of China noted that 19 nominations received a referral relative to criterion R.2 and 17 files relative to R.5, which recalled the debates in Nairobi on the reflections of criteria, notably on R.2 and R.5. The Committee invited States Parties to submit to the Secretariat their views on possible revision of the criteria and request the Secretariat to circulate the findings before the sixth session. This issue was further addressed in the working group that convened to discuss possible measures to improve treatment of nominations. However, the issue that considerably concerns States Parties had not received due attention, particularly the issue of different interpretations of the criteria that negatively impacted on the nominations. Moreover, since elaboration of the nominations is costly work that involves multiple stakeholders, States Parties need to have greater input at the national level in terms of capacity-building, budgeting and human resources. Additional efforts are made by the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat with the Committee having to finally decide on the nomination files, and in this cycle, more than 50 per cent of files received unfavourable recommendations. The result therefore was a great waste of effort and resources and the disappointment of the communities concerned, not least because the files had to be re-examined in the next cycle. It was also noted that all 26 referrals were based on very different recommendations, further complicating the Committee’s work. The delegation therefore recommended that the Committee apply a flexible and positive approach to the examinations.
732. The delegation of Spain fully agreed with China and Japan that decision should not be adopted that would have a radical impact on the rights of all the communities. The delegation understood that the Committee should move forward methodologically and provide options that help each other in a spirit of solidarity and therefore remedy some of the shortcomings, adding that many States Parties had contributed towards strengthening the Secretariat, adding that States should provide additional information when it was required, as there was a fine line between unsatisfied a criteria and not providing comprehensive information.
733. The delegation of Japan clarified that it did not wish to criticize the Secretariat at all as it fully appreciated the tremendous work it carried out and that it could not treat all the States Parties in an equal manner. The problem was that some States Parties were unable to provide information prior to the decision-making process, and was therefore an error from a procedural point of view.
734. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body referred to the letters for additional information sent by the Secretariat, adding that all the States Parties had the opportunity to provide additional information but that the letters had different levels of detail depending on the States Parties experience, although conceding that this could be perceived as discriminating.
735. The delegation of Papua New Guinea thanked the government of Indonesia for its hospitality. Returning to the remark by Italy supported by Grenada on the submission of information, the delegation spoke of the importance of the issue, adding that the many debates over the last few days had contributed towards an understanding of the technical as well as substantive requirements at the community, national and regional level.
736. The delegation of India thanked the government of Indonesia and the Chairperson, while commending the work of the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat. The delegation spoke on behalf of the equal application of the Convention, as there was only one Convention, adding that it had received a letter from the Secretariat stating that no information required was missing. The delegation believed that rules of the game can be changed in a forward looking process but not by looking backwards, adding that the deployment of resources to achieve the same end should be avoided.
737. The delegation of Oman shared the concern that referred files would use up further resources and time, since they would have to be re-examined, even though there were nominations still pending in 2012. The delegation also wondered about how they would be re-positioned with regard to other submitted files in 2012.
738. The Chairperson proposed moving forward since al the States Parties had been given an opportunity to provide their opinions and reflect on the issues.
739. The delegation of the Republic of Korea returned to legal advice on the issue of recommendations in that if there was no material mistake made by the Subsidiary Body then the Committee should adopt the recommendations as a whole, with the exception of nomination files that had unfavourable recommendations and options. In this way, facilitating the work and quick adoption of the decision before going to the discussion under item 15 on improving the treatment of nominations. The delegation also spoke of the second option, which was to challenge the advice, which would require consensus and the possible discredit of the Subsidiary Body, resulting in examinations of the files by the Committee. The delegation urged the Committee to decide to go along with the first option.
740. The delegation of Cyprus felt that the discussion could have begun with the discussion on item 15 before item 13 and the examination of the files. The delegation also wished to know whether the nominations obtaining a recommendation to refer had received a letter from the Secretary requesting additional information, which would provide a more balanced viewpoint vis-à-vis the submitted files.
741. The Secretary clarified that the letters were sent in relation to countries (priority countries or not), adding that nine States Parties were concerned with referrals of which four received detailed letters from the Secretariat; all countries received equal treatment but some States Parties received letters on files that were part of the backlog.
742. The delegation of Japan made reference to the letters received by India, which had not receive specific requests for information and whose files were subsequently being proposed for referral, adding that the power of the Committee appeared restricted in this case. However, the language of the Operational Directives of paragraph 36 clearly stated that the Committee could make its own decisions even though the Committee should respect the recommendation by the Subsidiary Body, as it had the final power. Thus, the Committee’s power should not be restricted from the outset, particularly as certain countries had not received specific requests for information, as in the case of India.
743. The delegation of India clarified that it had received five letters, which cited, ‘I am pleased to inform you that your nomination is not missing any of the required information’.
744. The Legal Adviser had a document on the communication exchange between India and the Secretariat, which read, ‘nevertheless drawing upon the previous experience of your country in the nomination process you may wish to introduce revisions at this time and if so please send a revised version of your nomination. We will understand that the revised version will replace the original request.’ Thus, the right of the State Party to revise or not to revise was based on a technical revision and was therefore not a procedural error. All the files were treated by the Secretariat according to the Committee’s own decision and treated based on priorities that called for equal treatment between files on the Representative List. The Legal Advisor clarified that the Secretariat dealt with a technical assessment, while the Subsidiary Body undertook the examination of the files and arrived at its recommendations. Moreover, the other general procedural principle suggested by the Republic of Korea was derived from the Operational Directives, as the power to recommend to refer a file was delegated to the Subsidiary Body, additional information should also be provided to the Subsidiary Body after examination of the files on a file-by-file basis. The question was how the Subsidiary Body would again review the additional information submitted, adding that all matters concerning the substance of criteria could be discussed under item 15. The Legal Advisor reminded the Committee that the referral option was an official decision by the Committee, adding that the option only affected a specific criterion or criteria, meaning that the revision could be carried out relatively quickly.
745. The delegation of India raised a point of order. Following the intervention by the Republic of Korea, the Legal Adviser confirmed that observers could not raise a point of order.
746. The delegation of Japan thanked the Legal Adviser for the detailed explanation, and was of the understanding that the Committee could make its decision on a case-by-case basis.
747. The delegation of Grenada wondered whether the letters requesting additional information from the Secretariat was in addition to the information contained in the paragraphs of the decision, as experienced States Parties already had the know-how to draft files and could refer to specific paragraphs concerning specific criteria, which would seem to be sufficient, and was therefore not a procedural problem.
748. Noting that India wished to express a factual point, the delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested that the Chairperson might wish to give the floor to India.
749. The delegation of India quoted the letter again, which read, ‘I am pleased to inform you that your nomination is not missing any of the required information. Nevertheless drawing upon the previous experience of your country in the nomination process you may wish to introduce revisions at this time’, adding that the way in which the letter was worded, the country would unlikely to wish to introduce revisions given that the nomination was described as complete.
750. The delegation of Italy clarified that only the Subsidiary Body was entitled to examine the files, and a letter received from the Secretariat stating that all the required information had been supplied did not imply that the no would receive a positive recommendation, as this was the duty of the Subsidiary Body to determine. Additionally, the delegation explained that when the Secretariat sends a detailed letter to a submitting State for its first nomination, it was in fact a capacity-building exercise and it was the Secretariat’s duty to help such countries, which was considered less crucial for countries with greater experience.
751. The Chairperson wished to move forward on a file-by-file basis so as to determine whether the criteria were fulfilled in each case, with the Committee deciding on whether the element should or should not be inscribed. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that the Convention was still in its infancy such that the process was a learning curve for all concerned. The Chairperson drew attention to draft decision 6.COM 13, which highlighted some of the concerns, proposing to suspend its examination until all the individual decisions had been adopted, as was the case under agenda items 7 and 8. The Chairperson recalled Rule 24.4 of the Rule of Procedure, in which a submitting State Party or Committee member shall not speak to advocate on behalf of its nomination.
752. The delegation of the Republic of Korea requested to know which files had been withdrawn.
753. The Secretary explained that an addendum had been published to document 13 outlining the eleven nominations withdrawn by States Parties.
754. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, Ms Jeong-Eun Park, introduced the first nomination on Shapavalstva (felt-making) and Katrushnitski Lemezen’: a traditional craft and the unique jargon of the Belarusian felt-makers [draft decision 6.COM 13.1] submitted by Belarus. The Shapavalstva is a traditional method for producing felt goods from sheep’s wool, such as boots, hats, mittens, jackets and overcoats. Some thirty felt-makers in the Dribin District of Belarus pass on its skills and secrets from generation to generation within families, and sell their goods together at local marketplaces. The craft is communicated in a unique trade jargon called Katrushnitski Lemezen, found exclusively within this felt-making community. The local museum hosts the Shapaval Association, a children’s studio and a felt-making workshop. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.3, R.4 and R.5 were satisfied, but that R.1 and R.2 needed additional information in order to fulfil the criteria. In the case of criterion R.1, there was a lack of sufficient information in each of the requested areas to fully describe Shapavalstva, most especially with reference to its social and cultural functions. As with certain other nominations, there were elaborate details about the history and technical processes of felt-making, but very little about how Shapavalstva provides its community with a sense of identity. In R.2, there was a sense of commercialization of the felt-making craft and tourism promotion rather than safeguarding heritage. The cultural benefits for the community and how inscription would contribute towards promoting broader visibility of intangible cultural heritage were overlooked in favour of emphasizing increased monetary gains. This confirmed concerns in criterion R.1 regarding the inadequate description of the element and further suggested that the nomination has as much to do with branding heritage as with safeguarding it. Thus, more information on these two criteria was sought.
755. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed a two-part evaluation of the nomination files, beginning with the general views on the nomination followed by any requests for amendments or further information. If there were no comments or objections, the Body’s recommendation could be accepted with the adoption of the decision as a whole.
756. With no objections, the Chairperson proposed moving forward as suggested.
757. The delegation of Morocco noted in R.5 that the community had requested that the element be included on the list of cultural and historical values in 2010, but in criterion R.1, which was not satisfied, it was said that the community had not been identified even though it had made its request in R.5, which appeared to be contradictory.
758. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the scope of the element was questioned not its identification as an element contained many factors, adding that a large number of factors could result in an element described as vague. Criterion R.1 therefore sought a clearly defined element in terms of its scope, even if the element was identified.
759. Acquainted with Belorussian culture, the delegation of Azerbaijan objected to the way the recommendation on R.2 was formulated regarding the commercial benefits of inscription and over-commercialization, believing that this was not the case in this nomination as production was carried out by families and not industrially. Moreover, the know-how was a family-held secret passed on from generation to generation, and the families needed to sell their production simply to buy materials. The delegation requested that Belarus be given the floor to explain.
760. The Chairperson emphasized that at the current stage the floor was open to general comments on the nomination and the draft decision, since the recommendation was based on the information contained in the file and was not a value judgement on the element, adding that the submitting State Party could only respond to a specific question.
761. The delegation of the Republic of Korea further added that Azerbaijan did not appear to pose a specific question, and the Committee could therefore move to adopt the decision. The Chairperson concurred that no specific question had been asked.
762. The delegation of Japan noted that Azerbaijan had requested an explanation from Belarus, and wondered how such requests would be dealt with during the course of examinations. The Chairperson explained that a specific question had to be put.
763. The delegation of Azerbaijan explained that it had requested an explanation from Belarus as to why its nomination might appear to have a risk of over-commercialization. 
764. The delegation of Belarus did not agree with the Subsidiary Body’s conclusion, particularly in R.1 and R.2. The Chairperson intervened to remind Belarus that it could not advocate its opinion on the recommendation. The delegation of Belarus explained that the nomination clearly identified the element as a craft carried out by 30 felt-makers within families with no commercial outlets. Moreover, the craft was seasonal with only a couple of hundred items sold during the Christmas festival, adding that the sale of the hats spurred the interest among the family members to continue the handicraft. Additionally, an association that worked to increase visibility of the element had drafted the nomination.
765. Raising a point of order, the delegation of Cyprus asked about the order in which the nominations would be examined, as files should not be reopened when information was missing. The Secretary explained that the decisions were in an ordered list (together with the powerpoint) and it would be difficult to start rearranging the files.
766. The delegation of the Republic of Korea seconded the proposal by Cyprus.
767. The delegation of Morocco also agreed with Cyprus and, in view of the technical difficulties, asked that the Subsidiary Body first present the nominations having received positive recommendations so that the Committee could quickly adopt the whole draft decision.
768. The delegation of Grenada did not disagree with the methodology, adding that decisions had to be taken anyway on all the files. Moreover, it disagreed with the interruption in the examination of the Belarusian file, remarking that the methodology should be discussed later. The delegation of Kenya supported the comment by Grenada.
769. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body informed the Chairperson that the evaluation of files would for the present session follow the sequential order, but would be rearranged tonight in groups for tomorrow. The delegation of the Republic of Korea fully supported the proposal, and the suggestion by Grenada to first complete the Belarus file.
770. With no amendments or further comments, the Chairperson moved to adopt the decision as a whole. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.1 to refer Shapavalstva (felt-making) and Katrushnitski Lemezen’: a traditional craft and the unique jargon of the Belarusian felt-makers.
771. The delegation of Belarus believed that the decision was based on a misinterpretation of the file but it nevertheless respected the decision of the Committee, and would continue working on the file. The Chairperson thanked Belarus for its positive approach and wished it success in the future inscription of the element.
772. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to emphasize that a referral did not equal a rejection, with the submitting State having the opportunity to elaborate and resubmit the file in a future cycle.
773. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Leuven age set ritual repertoire [draft decision 6.COM 13.2] submitted by Belgium, adding that this was the first file where all the criteria had been met. The age sets of Leuven, Belgium, are a decade-long rite of passage for men who share the same year of birth. Men form their group at age forty and participate in social and cultural activities that culminate ten years later with a celebration around the city’s statue of the prophet Abraham. Each age set chooses its own medal, flag and uniform, and has a ‘godfather’ a decade older. The age set rituals provide participants and the entire city with a strong sense of identity. The Subsidiary Body agreed that all five criteria were satisfied. The Body was particularly impressed by the fact that this nomination demonstrates that such a kind of age set ritual could have important social and cultural functions among urban communities of industrialized societies. The nomination was also appreciated because of the great involvement and participation of the community of Leuven in safeguarding this ritual.
774. The delegation of Kenya was particularly pleased with the nomination, particularly in R.4, which demonstrated the active participation of the community members.
775. With no amendments or comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.2 to inscribe Leuven age set ritual repertoire on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
776. In the name of the Ministry of Culture of the Flemish community, the delegation of Belgium thanked the Committee and the Subsidiary Body for their positive evaluation, explaining that these special networks of men of the same age had helped develop social cohesion in Leuven and its surroundings from their 40th until their 50th anniversary during which social and cultural events were organized for the benefit of fellow citizens. Although the phenomenon was not unique it was not well known, and the delegation hoped that its inscription would help other countries establish similar networks of friendship. It was noted that the nomination had also received support from the French and German communities of Belgium.
777. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Chinese shadow puppetry [draft decision 6.COM 13.3] submitted by China. Chinese shadow puppetry is a form of theatre whereby colourful silhouette figures perform traditional plays against a back-lit cloth screen, accompanied by music and singing. Puppeteers make the figures from leather or paper and manipulate them by means of rods to create the illusion of moving images. The puppeteers’ skills of simultaneously manipulating several puppets, improvizational singing, and playing various musical instruments are handed down in families and troupes, passing from master to pupil. Puppetry spreads knowledge, promotes cultural values and entertains the community, especially the youth. The Subsidiary Body also reached a positive consensus and agreed that all criteria were satisfied by the nomination. It found that this nomination was carefully prepared with a wide participation of shadow puppetry artists. The Body appreciated that the nomination clearly explained the different ways of transmitting and recreating this performing art and were also impressed by the wide range of themes that were covered while performing this kind of theatre.
778. With no amendments or comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.3 to inscribe Chinese shadow puppetry on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
779. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body presented the next nomination on Chinese Zhusuan, knowledge and practices of arithmetic calculation through the abacus [draft decision 6.COM 13.4] submitted by China. Chinese Zhusuan is the knowledge and practice of mathematical calculation through moving beads on an abacus, a rectangular device of bamboo or wood with beads strung along thirteen to nineteen rods divided into two decks. Practitioners perform mathematical calculations including addition, subtraction, multiplication, division, exponential multiplication and higher equations. Zhusuan formulas have easy-to-learn rhymes that represent the specific calculation rules and summarize the calculation practices. Zhusuan is transmitted from generation to generation and is now supported by clubs and associations responsible for teaching, research and organizing competitions. The Subsidiary Body agreed that criteria R.1, R.2, R3 and R.4 were met but not R.5. The Body had engaged in lengthy debate about the amount of information expected in R.5 and it adopted a standard of proof that it attempted to apply consistently. This was one of the nominations that fell short when the standard was applied. Submitting States were asked to: i) ‘identify the inventory in which the element has been included and the office, agency, organization or body responsible for maintaining that inventory’, and ii) demonstrate that the inventory has been drawn up in conformity with Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention, in particular Art. 11 (b) that stipulates that intangible cultural heritage shall be identified and defined ‘with the participation of communities, groups and relevant non-governmental organizations’ and Article 12 requiring that inventories be regularly updated’. The Body concluded that this file had complied with the first requirement but not the second, and consequently found that the nomination should be referred to the submitting State for additional information.
780. The Chairperson noted that this was the first nomination in which the Committee had to evaluate whether it provided the minimum standard of evidence required by the criterion.
781. The delegation of Spain remarked that it had spent a month looking at all the draft decisions, noting that in the nomination the inventory held by the Chinese authorities had been approved, and under the information given in the form appeared to correspond to an inventory and therefore satisfied criterion R.5, remarking that inventories constituted the appropriate instruments in conformity with Art. 12 whether the element was present in one or several inventories in the country. The delegation invited China to explain whether the element was inscribed on a national list or inventory.
782. Responding to Spain’s question, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the Body agreed that the element was indeed inscribed on the national inventory. However, as explained, R.5 was composed of two parts. The first part concerned the element’s inscription on a national inventory of cultural heritage, while the second part concerned whether the inventory had been drawn up as defined in Art. 11 and Art. 12, adding that the Body had set an examination standard to respond to the second part of R.5, which the Committee may or may not agree with.
783. The delegation of Spain sought clarification on how China drew up its inventory with respect to the second part of the criterion.
784. The delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that the file only presented a couple of sentences on the national inventory, and wondered whether Spain was asking for additional information, since this point had already been clarified in the general debate. The delegation of Spain reiterated that it wished to know from China whether the communities were involved in preparing the inventory and the lists.
785. The delegation of Japan sought further clarification from the Subsidiary Body on the explanation given in which R.5 was divided into two parts, particularly the language in Art. 11 and Art. 12 that were specifically referred to, as the nomination did not satisfy the second part of the criterion.
786. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body remarked that it appeared as if the lengthy debate in the Subsidiary Body would be repeated, adding that the members of the Body had different interpretations of the cited articles. With regard to the question, she explained that the nomination did not satisfy Art. 11(b)
.
787. The delegation of Italy concurred with the remark, as it was likely due to a misunderstanding in the form since there was a big difference between the nomination form and the Convention. The delegation explained that the nomination form required that the inventory be drawn up in conformity with Art. 11 and Art. 12, with the State Party having to demonstrate the participation of communities in the elaboration of the inventory. However, the Convention did not apply the same rule. With regard to Art. 11(b), it states that the safeguarding measures had to be elaborated with the participation of the community, but it did not refer to the inventory. With regard to the file, it was considered better to have more information on the type of inventory, but the problem was not the participation of the community since the criterion did not specifically request it. 
788. The delegation of Morocco also wondered about this point, as in some nominations R.5 was not met for reasons relating to the interpretation. The delegation appreciated that the criterion comprised two parts, adding that in its own evaluations it took its example from nominations that satisfied R.5 in which the criterion was explained in more detail, for example, on where the inventory is held, and the mechanism used to draw up the inventory. The delegation conceded that there was a problem of interpretation with some files providing only a couple of lines, while others provided lengthy paragraphs.
789. The delegation of Grenada understood that conventions were interpreted differently, but that Art. 11(b) was very clear in its meaning and that the part beginning with ‘identify and define’ specifically referred to the inventory. The delegation of the Republic of Korea shared the same opinion, adding that the submitting State might interpret criteria and its Convention in its own way, which could differ from the interpretation by the Committee or the Subsidiary Body. The delegation wished to know China’s interpretation of R.5.
790. The delegation of China explained that the abacus was an important tool of Chinese culture developed over generations, and that the communities, including the bearers, had submitted their consent to the Minister of Culture for the inscription of the element on the national list of intangible cultural heritage (a well-established inventory with regular 2-year updates and the strict application of criteria), which was duly approved in June 2008. The delegation added that this fact was noted in national reports and available online.
791. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that had this information been given to the Subsidiary Body it might have satisfied the criterion. However, China had not responded to the question on its interpretation of Art. 11 and Art. 12 in R.5.
792. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body reiterated that the main reason for the referral in R.5 was that the second part of the criterion was not satisfied in line with the Convention, while the Body’s rationale was that R.5 was as important as other criteria. Moreover, according to the Operational Directives, States Parties had to demonstrate that the element satisfied the five criteria, but in this nomination only one sentence was provided under R.5, which, in addition to the reference to Art. 11(b), the Body considered was unsatisfactory.
793. The delegation of Spain believed that China’s explanation respected R.5 and was thus in favour of inscription.
794. The delegation of Kenya shared the same opinion as Grenada in its interpretation of Art. 11 and Art. 12, and that the identification of the element is important to the entire safeguarding process. It also noted that the Body had used the information submitted and not on information currently provided by China.
795. The delegation of Albania also shared the same understanding as Grenada and Kenya on Art. 11(b) and sought the opinion of the Legal Adviser. With regard to R.5, it was understood that the inventory had to be established in line with Art. 11 and Art. 12, which referred to the regular update of the inventory, asking the Subsidiary Body whether this part of R.5 had been satisfied and how it interpreted Art. 12.
796. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that opinion within the Body was divided with regard to R.5, and after lengthy debate some members believed that community participation was inferred in R.5, while the others believed the contrary. However, all agreed that one sentence was not enough to satisfy R.5. With regard to the second part of R.5, the Chairperson believed that there was a good reason that the Convention included this consideration, and also personally believed that information should be given on the updates of the inventory.
797. The Legal Adviser explained that it was for the competent bodies of the Convention to interpret the articles of the Convention, adding that the Operational Directives provided for the first interpretation, and that R.5 should be considered on an equal footing with the other criteria. With regard to the second interpretation, the Body, whether in Abu Dhabi or Nairobi, always required rigourous proof of community participation throughout the entire nomination process, adding that in case of litigation it was the States Parties that decided on its interpretation and not the legal adviser, although a legal opinion could be provided if the problem became insoluble. With regard to the remark by Grenada [that ‘identify and define’ in Art. 11(b) clearly referred to the inventory], the Legal Adviser explained that it corresponded to the previous decisions of the Subsidiary Body. The question therefore was whether the decisions could be revisited. In this way, on the basis of information provided, the Subsidiary Body decided that the information was not compatible with R.5 and hence the reason for its referral.
798. For a clearer picture, the Chairperson asked the Secretariat to display and compare criterion R.5 in cases of compliance and non-compliance.
799. The Secretary read aloud the sentence under R.5 in the Zhusuan nomination. By way of example, the Secretary read aloud the information provided in R.5 for the shadow puppetry nomination, which was largely more informative.
800. The delegation of Oman believed that there was greater clarity on the issue following the explanation, inviting China to further clarify on the inventory.
801. Referring to the comment that the Subsidiary Body required more substantial information, particularly relating to Art. 11(b), the delegation of Azerbaijan wondered what kind of additional information was required to confirm that communities had participated in the inventory process.
802. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body admitted that the interpretation of the second part of R.5 had divided the Body on whether community participation should be apparent in R.5 or not. However, it was universally agreed that one sentence was not enough, as R.5 – like in all other criteria – is expected to demonstrate (and therefore explain) how the inventory process had taken place.
803. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran questioned whether in this case, a new Body was allowed to apply its own interpretation of the procedures. If the answer was no then it could be concluded that nominations in the past had taken for granted the requirements in criterion R.5. The delegation echoed the remarks by India in that some countries had followed a certain procedure even though the Subsidiary Body had settled on a standard procedure in its previous sessions, which had contributed to the confusion.
804. The Legal Adviser explained that he had not been involved in the procedure, which had taken place privately according to the Rules of Procedure, adding that it was true that the Convention was still in its infancy and that practices were not fully set. However, he remarked that the explanation given by the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body was the same as those given by the Subsidiary Body in previous sessions, which was to say that the inventory was always linked to community participation; they were even linked in some files between R.4 [community consent] and R.5. Thus, the Subsidiary Body and the Committee should look for consistency by adhering to the criteria and looking for the level of proof accepted by the Committee in R.5. In this way, the Subsidiary Body had demonstrated a clear appreciation of the criterion, concluding with a standard.
805. The delegation of the Republic of Korea described the debate interesting and useful, not least because the Committee had the responsibility of interpreting the criteria. With regard to the additional information provided by the State Party, the delegation remarked that if all the referred files were given the opportunity to complement the information, then they would all be inscribed, including the four referred files from its own country.
806. The delegation of Niger reminded the Committee of the looming workload, adding that the Legal Adviser had provided a clear direction in which to move forward with the application of the decision by the Subsidiary Body.
807. Returning to an earlier remark that suggested that different subsidiary bodies could interpret the criteria in their own way with regard to the requested information, the delegation of Grenada explained that this was not so much an interpretation as the actual requirements, which were clearly indicated in the nomination form. Furthermore, the delegation drew attention to the many successful inscriptions by China suggesting that its omission in R.5 might be a mistake, but that the Committee was not expected to rectify mistakes, reminding Members that the Representative List was established to increase visibility, yet the information on R.5 in the Zhusuan file was incomplete, consisting of only 2 sentences. The delegation of Albania supported the comments by Grenada.
808. The delegation of Italy recalled that consensus had not been reached on the same issue in Abu Dhabi [refer to paragraphs 2-6 of the report] or Nairobi [refer to paragraphs 1-3 of the report]. Furthermore, Art. 11 (b) referred to Art. 2 paragraph 3
, which did not refer to inventories. Thus, Decision 6.COM 13 should be amended to request the General Assembly to clarify this point, adding that a precedent would be set either way.
809. The delegation of Morocco remarked that the mandate of the Subsidiary Body was clear in that it submitted recommendations to the Committee, but with the new information provided by China on a nomination that was incomplete, the question was whether this information should influence the decision, which was a different position than that of other subsidiary bodies. The delegation spoke of a suggestion by Turkey to convene a meeting to further discuss Art. 11 and Art. 12.
810. The Legal Adviser explained that divergent viewpoints was accepted and that he was not an interpreter of the Convention, referring instead to previous decisions and discussions in which it was said that communities were an important part of the process, even in international assistance requests where a specific paragraph was dedicated to the involvement of communities, groups and NGOs. Hence, there was an overall understanding that when there was a lack of information the Subsidiary Body and the Committee had the option to use the referral procedure to obtain that information at a later date. He reminded the Committee that prior to the referral, nomination files not satisfying R.5 resulted in the rejection of the file and the postponement of the resubmission for four years. Thus, the Committee would set a precedent should it decide to adjudicate on this basis, possibly affecting the credibility of the procedure and opening up the possibility of adjustments to other criteria. Moreover, the Subsidiary Body – mandated by the Committee – had sufficiently deliberated and submitted its recommendations, adding that the Committee could respond to China with a referral that would allow it to submit the information required. The Legal Adviser wondered whether the referral rule should have been introduced or perhaps fine-tuned in the General Assembly, but there was nonetheless the general principle of law that states ‘as long as the procedure is not altered then it must apply’.
811. The Chairperson proposed suspending the debate until the next session, reminding the Committee that it had the option of continuing the evaluation of files in an alphabetical order or to change the order based on the groups of decisions. For the sake of facilitating the Secretariat’s work, the Committee agreed to maintain the same order. The session was duly adjourned.
[Sunday 27 November, morning session]
812. Acknowledging the rich exchanges on the mandate and working methods of the Subsidiary Body, the Chairperson reminded the Committee that Subsidiary Body members were also members of the Committee who took on the responsibility of examination while exercising the highest level of fairness, although he understood the disappointment expressed by some States Parties on the decision to refer some files, and that complementary information provided during the present session would not be accepted. The Chairperson also wished to recall that only specific questions could be asked of submitting States Parties and only to clarify information already contained within the file, as confirmed by the Legal Adviser. The Chairperson recalled that when the file submitted by Peru was finally inscribed, contrary to the recommendation by the Consultative Body, it was because some Committee members could find evidence within the nomination file to support their interpretation and were able to rally Committee members to agree. The Chairperson understood the desire of States Parties to successfully achieve inscription, but the Legal Adviser had advised against infringing the basic principle of law in which an existing procedure must be respected or risk losing its credibility, adding that the procedure of referral was precisely in place to respond to such a situation. The Chairperson added that a degree of flexibility had been granted to nomination files to the Urgent Safeguarding List because of its perceived risk, whereas there was no such urgency with the Representative List, remarking that he had to look beyond the expectations of States Parties and communities for the sake of the Convention’s credibility in order to satisfy the expectations of all stakeholders in the spirit of UNESCO through consensus and good faith. The Chairperson proposed to continue the work on a decision-by-decision basis while bearing these principles in mind.
813. The Secretary reminded the Committee that there was a different procedure for those elements that had not been recommended for inscription (i.e. the nomination may not be resubmitted to the Committee for inscription on this List before four years have passed), which did not apply to the referred files because the Committee wished to have the revised files returned as quickly as possible with additional information. Submitting States could therefore return their files in a forthcoming cycle as soon as they were ready to provide the additional information requested.
814. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that during the adoption process any proposed amendment should be provided in writing, with decisions taken by simple majority or 13 Committee members.
815. The delegation of Cyprus asked whether referrals resubmitted in 2012 would form part of the quota of files or whether they would be treated separately, adding that this subject could be treated in item 15. The Chairperson concurred that this issue would be covered in agenda item 15.
816. Ms Saouma-Forero explained that the number of referrals by the Committee was not yet known therefore making it difficult to respond to the question, although the number of referrals and the extent of the referral, based on one criterion or several criteria, could be taken into account within the discussion of item 15.
817. The delegation of Albania asked the Secretariat to clarify the procedure on withdrawn files and their re-submisson.
818. The Secretary explained that a withdrawal equated with a non-submission since the file technically never existed, as decisions had not been taken on any of the criteria. Submission by the 31 March deadline would result in an evaluation of the whole file while its examination by the Committee would take place 18 months later. In the case of referrals, the Committee would only evaluate those criteria requiring additional information.
819. The delegation of the Republic of Korea returned to his earlier comment in which he considered that files referred by the Committee should be treated more quickly then new files, i.e. in addition to the ceiling, adding that such an understanding would help reach consensus on referred files in the present session. The Chairperson reiterated that the procedure would be further elaborated during item 15, and when the number of referred files was known.
820. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought the Committee’s opinion regarding its consideration on the treatment of referred files.
821. The delegation of Morocco believed that the discussion would clarify the Committee’s procedures and working methods, adding that it only favoured consensus and a vote in extreme cases. The delegation asked the Secretariat to clarify on what constituted a complete file.
822. The Secretary began with the technical aspects of the file, which included the signature from a competent body, compulsory photos, copyrights, and so on. The Secretariat had also been asked by the Subsidiary Body to check that appropriate information was placed in the right section and was not missing. For example, R.1 requires an explanation of the social function of the element, which the Secretariat could also look out for and flag if it appeared to be missing, even if from the technical point of view the file could be considered complete. Furthermore, the inclusion of such information does not guarantee the success of the nomination and its inscription. However, owing to the high number of files, the Secretariat conceded that it had been unable to conduct such thorough substantive examinations, and invited submitting States -to look at successful files from previous cycles, particularly as the same problems tended to reappear in files from the same submitting State. Thus, a file was said to be complete when, from a technical point of view, the signatures and compulsory documentation had been provided.
823. The Chairperson appreciated that a common understanding was important, but that the Committee should now look at how this could contribute towards the decision-making process, not least because there were agenda items pending. The Chairperson proposed that the Committee move forward to the draft decisions and reserve its comments on referred files to the discussion in agenda item 15.
824. The delegation of India wished to return to questions posed to the Legal Adviser in the previous session that went unanswered. Speaking as the Chairperson of Group 77 and China, the delegation remarked that constitutionally-speaking the only way forward was through a vote. The delegation also sought further confirmation from the Legal Adviser that the Subsidiary Body was a subsidiary body and that the Committee was made up of sovereign States and that decisions should be made by the States Parties. He also asked whether procedures could be changed retroactivally, demanding that the Legal Adviser recall the decisions of the Executive Board, which stated that when statutory bodies meet they must be informed of the consequences of their decisions, adding that the ongoing debates had a financial cost.
825. The Legal Adviser was of the understanding that India was contesting the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body, while seeking clarification on the powers of the Committee. He noted that the Chairperson, in his opening remarks in the morning’s session, had made clear that he had not made an analogy between the political body, which is the Executive Board, and a technical body of the Convention dedicated to appreciating and ruling on recommendations. With regard to the value of recommendations, the Legal Adviser repeated that they represented collegial deliberations of a delegated organ that had based their conclusions on facts contained in the files. The Committee could not challenge the recommendations unless there was an error in appreciation or a material mistake. The Legal Adviser apologized for having read part of the exchange of letters in the previous session, and that it was not a legal evaluation of the exchange between India and the Secretariat; the Secretariat had duly explained what constituted a complete file. With regard to the evaluation of files, as explained, the Legal Adviser did not see any flaw in the procedure or the manner of the discussion. Regarding the remark on financial costs, it was said to be an administrative matter for possible later discussion.
826. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the Chairperson to move forward, adding that it might later propose a concrete amendment. The Chairperson returned to draft Decision 6.COM 13 on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed an amendment in paragraph 4. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared paragraphs 1–3 adopted.
827. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed an amendment to the second part of the paragraph in which the submitting State Party did not have to resubmit the entire file, which read, ‘invites it to provide the additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 with a view to a potential inscription in a subsequent cycle.’
828. The delegation of Japan spoke of the constructive discussions that clarified the issue of additional information, proposing a more positive amendment that considered the effects of a referral on the communities, which read, ‘the Committee delegates to the Bureau of the Committee the authority to decide to inscribe the element on the condition that the State Party submits relevant additional information and the Subsidiary Body confirms that the submitted information satisfies the file.’ The advantage being that the community would not receive a negative impression and it would alleviate the burden of the next Committee.
829. The delegation of Italy understood the reason for Japan’s amendment but that the Committee could not now change the Operational Directives, which outlined the examination process, which would also confer more power to the Bureau.
830. The delegation of Burkina Faso confirmed the observation by Italy, as the Bureau could not decide whether the element should be inscribed or not, and therefore it did not lend support to the amendment.
831. The delegation of Albania supported the amendment by the Republic of Korea as well as the remarks by Italy and Burkina Faso, as substantive powers could not be delegated to the Bureau.
832. With regard to the amendment by Japan, the delegation of the Republic of Korea had also thought along similar lines, realizing that it was not acceptable.
833. The delegation of Grenada agreed with the Members speaking against Japan’s amendment, although it understood that it sought to facilitate the process. With regard to the Republic of Korea’s amendment, the delegation agreed with the spirit but proposed to reword the text, cited as, ‘with a view to its examination by the Committee in a subsequent cycle or session.’ The delegation suggested that during deliberations in agenda item 15 a lighter process be found for referred files with only one criterion unfulfilled.
834. The delegation of Japan recalled that no specific procedure was provided for in the Operational Directives in the case of referrals. Moreover, the power was not delegated to the Bureau, even though the Bureau was delegated to statute on international assistance requests greater than US$25,000. The delegation remarked that in the Zhusuan file information was lacking on community participation and the question was whether China should wait another year, suggesting that the procedure be more flexible.
835. The delegation of Jordan was not in favour of Japan’s amendment. The delegation did agree with the spirit of the Republic of Korea’s amendment but wished to add ‘proof’ or ‘evidence’ with regard to the inventory.
836. The delegation of Azerbaijan appreciated and understood the amendment by Japan, which sought to facilitate the inscription of the Chinese element, but that the amendment went beyond the Bureau’s mandate. With regard to the amendment by the Republic of Korea, the delegation believed that it was right to exclude referred files from the ceiling.
837. The Chairperson sensed that the majority was not in favour of Japan’s amendment.
838. The delegation of Cyprus supported the amendment by the Republic of Korea and the removal of Grenada’s proposed addition.
839. The delegation of Italy agreed with the the Republic of Korea amendment, adding that Art. 36 of the Operational Directives was very clear that re-submitted files would follow the same evaluation procedure. However, should the Committee wish to change the Operational Directives, it could make a proposal to the General Assembly, as stipulated in Art. 7 of the Convention.
840. The delegation of Albania supported Grenada’s amendment, and the change of ‘evaluation’ to ‘examination’, as the Committee ‘examines’ while advisory bodies ‘evaluate’.
841. The delegation of Morocco understood the rationale behind Japan’s amendment but in view of the procedures it was not acceptable. With regard to the Zhusuan file, it was clear that R.5 was lacking information and should be provided, adding that it supported the Korean amendment with a small amendment that read, ‘the next cycle’ in place of ‘subsequent’.
842. The delegation of Burkina Faso supported the amendment by the Republic of Korea and Grenada with the word ‘examination’. With regard to the insertion of ‘next’, the delegation remarked that it would depend on the reaction time of the State Party, preferring to maintain ‘subsequent’.
843. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that its amendment reflected the discussions in view of the relatively minor amount of information missing from the file and that the mention ‘potential inscription’ was important and should be maintained. The amendment would therefore read, ‘invites it to resubmit the nomination providing additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 with a view to its potential inscription in a subsequent (cycle or session).’
844. The delegation of Kenya supported the amendment by the Republic of Korea, with a small proposal, ‘with a view to getting the file examined in a subsequent cycle’.
845. The delegation of Oman seconded the Republic of Korea’s amendment and supported the proposal by Morocco for the use of ‘next’, as this clarified the timing of the examination.
846. The delegation of Azerbaijan believed that the Korean proposal was more appropriate.
847. The delegation of Indonesia supported the the Republic of Korea proposal and the text from Grenada and Albania.
848. The Chairperson sought the most appropriate wording that reflected the situation of the file in question.
849. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested the latter part of the reworked amendment should be clearer on the next session, which could read, ‘at the next session of the Committee’.
850. The delegation of Japan withdrew its proposal but, in response to the remark by Italy, drew attention to Art. 51 on international assistance, which stipulated that requests be evaluated and approved by the Committee, yet the Committee had – in the present session – delegated that decision to the Bureau. Thus, the Operational Directives did not exclude the possibility to delegate such authority to the Bureau.
851. Despite the lengthy discussion on the wording, the delegation of Albania believed it to be worthwhile, as the text could be used for all the referred files and should therefore be as clear as possible, preferring ‘examination’ to ‘potential inscription’, as ‘examination’ was neutral and did not infer any intent.
852. The delegation of Burkina Faso explained that the procedure for referral expected the submitting State Party to provide additional information for its examination by the Subsidiary Body so as to ensure that it met the criterion or criteria before being brought forward to the Committee at its subsequent session once the file was ready, which might not necessarily be the ‘next’ session.
853. The delegation of Jordan supported the use of ‘next’, asking whether the whole nomination file would be re-evaluated or only the relevant criterion or criteria.
854. The Secretary explained that the amendment was clear in that the Committee would only examine the criterion for which additional information was requested, enabling the Committee to inscribe the element based on the entire nomination satisfying the criteria.
855. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that the amendment was not clear on whether the whole nomination file would be re-examined or just the newly submitted information.
856. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought support for the concrete amendment, adding that the Committee had already voiced strong support for the Chinese nomination file, having acknowledged that only minor information was required, hence the mention of ‘potential inscription’. The delegation proposed to merge the texts, which read, ‘[…] with a view to its potential inscription the nomination file of which would be examined in a subsequent cycle’.
857. The Secretary read aloud the proposed amendment, ‘invites it to resubmit the nomination providing the additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 with a view to the potential inscription of the nomination file of which would be examined in a subsequent cycle’, suggesting, for the sake of clarity, the following, ‘invites it to resubmit the nomination providing the additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 with a view to its potential inscription through the examination of the Committee in a subsequent cycle’.
858. The delegation of Albania returned to the important point raised by Cyprus and proposed new wording, ‘invites it to resubmit the nomination providing the additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 in order to have it examined by the Committee in a subsequent cycle’, as this referred specifically to the additional information and not the nomination file.
859. The delegation of Cyprus fully supported the wording by the Secretary with the inclusion of ‘potential’ and ‘re-examination’ instead of ‘examination’.
860. The delegation of Grenada proposed the following wording, ‘in view of its re-examination and potential inscription in a subsequent cycle’. The delegation of Morocco agreed to the proposal by Grenada with a slight amendment, which now read, ‘in view of its re-examination and potential inscription of the element by the Committee in a subsequent cycle.’
861. The Secretary read aloud the entire paragraph 4, ‘Decides to refer the nomination of Chinese Zhusuan, knowledge and practices of arithmetic calculation through the abacus to the submitting State Party and invites it to provide the additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 with a view to its re-examination and potential inscription of the element by the Committee in a subsequent cycle.’ The delegation of the Republic of Korea accepted the amendment.
862. The delegation of Jordan proposed ‘evidence’ or ‘fact’ in place of information. The Chairperson referred to the instruction provided under R.5 that cited ‘information’, adding that ‘proof’ was too strong.
863. The Secretary repeated the latter part, which read, ‘invites it to provide the additional information specified as regards criterion R.5 with a view to its re-examination and potential inscription of the element by the Committee in a subsequent cycle.’
864. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the inclusion of ‘next’ cycle. The Chairperson added that the preference would be noted in the summary records.
865. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared paragraph 4 adopted.
866. The delegation of Japan felt that the paragraph was unclear on what the examination pertained. The Chairperson replied that it was clearly stated in ‘as regards criterion R.5’.
867. The delegation of Cyprus raised the issue of coherence between the French and English versions with regard to ‘potential’ and ‘éventuel’.
868. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson adopted Decision 6.COM 13.4 to refer the nomination of Chinese Zhusuan, knowledge and practices of arithmetic calculation through the abacus.
869. The Chairperson recalled the decision to examine the files on a numerical basis, however, because Peru was leaving early, he proposed to begin with Decision 6.COM 13.38.
870. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the nomination on Pilgrimage to the sanctuary of the Lord of Qoyllurit’i [draft decision 6.COM 13.38] submitted by Peru. The Pilgrimage to the sanctuary of the Lord of Qoyllurit’i begins 58 days after Easter when people representing eight indigenous villages from around Cusco (Peru) travel to the Sinakara sanctuary. This religious event plays itself out over 24 hours as people process up and down the mountain ending in the village of Tayancani at sunrise. Dances play a central role in the pilgrimage. The Council of Pilgrim Nations and the Brotherhood of the Lord of Qoyllurit’i oversee activities and maintain the rules and codes of behaviour. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. The pilgrimage brings together cultural expressions and religious ceremonies of Andean communities, providing them a sense of identity and continuity. This element could contribute to enhancing dialogue among the communities and human creativity. The proposal also demonstrates how through diverse institutions these communities participated in the nomination and safeguarding plan. The Chairperson remarked that the nomination was one of those that the Subsidiary Body identified as a good model for States to emulate in their future nominations.
871. The delegation of Grenada commended Peru for its well prepared file, as well as the Subsidiary Body for drawing up a list of model files that could help States Parties in the preparation of their own files in the future, and could thus serve as a good practice.
872. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.38 to inscribe Pilgrimage to the sanctuary of the Lord of Qoyllurit’i on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
873. The delegation of Peru expressed gratitude for the recognition of this major religious event, an important event to the community. A representative of the community expressed his gratitude in his native language.
874. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Raosanling, a ritualized cultural space of the Bai people in Dali [draft decision 6.COM 13.6] submitted by China. Raosanling is an annual three-day religious festival celebrated by the Bai ethnic group of Yunnan Province, China. It traditionally takes place at three sacred places in the Erhai lake basin. From the 23rd to the 25th of the fourth lunar month, thousands of Bai converge to make sacrifices to their village patron gods. Participants wear hats decorated with flowers, adorn their foreheads with sun-like patterns, carry gourds indicating fertility, and dance and sing. The festival is the occasion for courtship and celebrates human procreation. In its examination, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.3, and R.4 were satisfied, but that additional information was required in order to demonstrate that R.5 was satisfied. As with the previous file, the Body applied its standard of evaluation, concluding that the file be referred to the submitting State.
875. The Chairperson noted that the situation was precisely the same as the one previously faced, which could serve as guidance to reach the same conclusion.
876. The delegation of Japan expressed appreciation of the Subsidiary Body. With regard to R.5, the delegation accepted that the situation might be similar but sought further clarification on what was required to satisfy R.5, as well as a response from China on the matter.
877. The delegation of Albania urged the Committee to employ the same wording as in the previous case, particularly as this point had been extensively debated.
878. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that it appreciated that the element was listed in a national inventory but it sought more information on how it was inscribed as well as how the community participated.
879. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared paragraph 1–3 adopted. Paragraph 4 was amended based on the previous file, and with no objections, paragraph 4 was duly adopted. With no further objections, the Chairperson adopted Decision 6.COM 13.6 to refer Raosanling, a ritualized cultural space of the Bai people in Dali.
880. The delegation of China expressed mixed feelings about the decisions, but nonetheless on behalf of the communities concerned conveyed its deep appreciation to the Committee, the Subsidiary Body, and the Secretariat for their contributions towards the examination of the files. China welcomed the Committee’s decision to inscribe Shadow puppetry on the Representative List and, in the words of an 80-year-old puppeteer, ‘I wouldn’t give up the puppetry art even if there was only one audience left.’ The delegation believed that the inscription of this element would contribute towards raising the visibility of intangible cultural heritage, particularly among the youth. The delegation assured the Committee of its commitment to the implementation of the proposed safeguarding measures, and although it regretted the referral of two nominations it valued the comments and constructive suggestions, adding that it would continue to focus on capacity-building and international cooperation. The Chairperson thanked China for its positive attitude.
881. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Traditional knowledge of the jaguar shamans of Yuruparí [draft decision 6.COM 13.9] submitted by Colombia. The jaguar shamans of Yuruparí are the common heritage of the many ethnic groups living along the Pirá Paraná River in southeastern Colombia. Using traditional knowledge and ritual practices, the shamans heal, prevent sickness and revitalize nature. During the Hee Biki ritual, male children learn the traditional guidelines for these practices as a part of their passage into adulthood. It is believed that shamans inherited their traditional knowledge from the all-powerful, mythical Yuruparí, an anaconda who lived as a human and is embodied in sacred trumpets. The Subsidiary Body agreed that all criteria were satisfied, and it appreciated the way in which the nomination identified the linkages between the rituals of the shamans and their traditional knowledge involving nature and the universe. The Body also underlined the active cooperation between the community and the State Party in their joint efforts for the future safeguarding of the element.
882. The Chairperson was happy to note that this was one of seven nominations that the Subsidiary Body wanted to highlight for its precision and accuracy.
883. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.9 to inscribe Traditional knowledge of the jaguar shamans of Yuruparí on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
884. The delegation of Colombia thanked Indonesia for its hospitality, and the Subsidiary Body for recommendation and excellent work, as it was of enormous help to the community. The delegation spoke of its pride in the inscription of Yuruparí, which represented an area in which the Convention could be fully implemented. On behalf of the community and Colombia, the delegation thanked Ms Saouma-Forero, the Committee and the delegates, adding that there was much anticipation from the community, and its inscription will promote safeguarding, as well as the valorization and promotion of this thousand-year tradition. 
885. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Bećarac singing and playing from Eastern Croatia [draft decision 6.COM 13.10] submitted by Croatia. Bećarac music is popular throughout eastern Croatia and deeply rooted in the cultures of Slavonia, Baranja and Srijem. Lead singers interchange vocal lines while creating, emulating and combining decasyllabic verses and shaping the melody, all the while accompanied by a group of singers and tambura band. Lead singers shape performances according to the context, often expressing thoughts and feelings otherwise inappropriate. Performances in informal situations or in contemporary festive events and celebrations last as long as the singers’ creativity and energy permits. The Subsidiary Body found that this nomination was carefully prepared with a wide participation of practitioners. The nomination clearly explained the communicative and social functions of the element and the full commitment of the communities involved. The Body appreciated the creativity found throughout the nomination, which would assure the element’s continuous transmission and revitalization.
886. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.10 to inscribe Bećarac singing and playing from Eastern Croatia on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
887. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Nijemo Kolo, silent circle dance of the Dalmatian hinterland [draft decision 6.COM 13.11] submitted by Croatia; the second nomination by Croatia in which all five criteria were satisfied. The Dalmatian closed circle dance is performed exclusively without music in southern Croatia, although vocal or instrumental performances may precede or follow it. Male dancers lead female partners in energetic, spontaneous steps, seemingly without defined rules, publicly testing the female’s skills. Today, Nijemo Kolo is mostly danced by village performing groups at local shows, carnivals and churches on saint days or at regional and international festivals. It is transmitted from generation to generation, although increasingly this occurs through cultural clubs. The Subsidiary Body agreed that all criteria were satisfied and it was particularly impressed by the level of involvement of the communities in the elaboration of the nomination with both the bearers and the State Party having committed to its future safeguarding. The Body really appreciated the explanation of spontaneity and the continuous efforts by its singers and dancers in the recreation of this complex performance.
888. The Chairperson highlighted that this file was identified as a model for future nominations.
889. The delegation of Morocco congratulated Croatia for its excellent files, and the Subsidiary Body for its excellent evaluations. The delegation noted that the transmission of the element was increasingly carried out in cultural clubs, and wondered whether transmission within a formal club setting could still be considered as transmission per se within the spirit of the Convention. The delegation was of the opinion that although the framework of transmission had altered its spirit and mode, the transmission was the same albeit adapted to the cultural context.
890. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.11 to inscribe Nijemo Kolo, silent circle dance of the Dalmatian hinterland on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
891. As member of the Committee, the delegation of Croatia spoke of its active contribution towards the visibility of intangible cultural heritage, adding that UNESCO served the principles of equality, respect of cultures and dialogue, while global corporations in the field of culture worked within international cultural frameworks in the adoption of an inspirational Convention. Speaking of its wartime experience and the destruction of its tangible elements, the delegation expressed its even greater resolve to ensure the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, as well as its responsibility vis-à-vis future generations. The two elements representing different parts of Croatia showed how music and dance conferred a strong meaning to the communities, promoting intercultural dialogue and diversity, which was a tribute to the bearers. Concluding, the delegation thanked Indonesia for its warm hospitality.
892. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Tsiattista poetic duelling [draft decision 6.COM 13.12] submitted by Cyprus. Tsiattista is a lively, impromptu oral poetry performed in Greek Cypriot dialect in which one poet-singer attempts to outdo another with clever verses of rhyming couplets often performed to the accompaniment of the violin or lute. Poets have a ready wit, rich vocabulary and active imagination and are able to respond to an opponent by improvizing new couplets on specific themes within very strict time constraints. It has traditionally been performed by men at weddings, fairs and other public celebrations, but recently women have begun performing. The Subsidiary Body agreed that all criteria were satisfied and it appreciated the way in which the nomination was presented, particularly with regard to the very active role of the community in its preparation and involvement in safeguarding measures. The nomination emphasized the ritual sense of the practice and the possibility that inscription could bring about greater visibility and creativity, while promoting cultural exchange and dialogue.
893. The Chairperson noted that the nomination had been highlighted as a model.
894. The delegation of Morocco flagged some typos in the description in the French version, which had been duly corrected in a revised version. The delegation also suggested using the same format in the nomination form so as to help the reader find information. The delegation of Cyprus conceded that there were some minor translation errors in the French version, which were subsequently corrected.
895. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.12 to inscribe Tsiattista poetic duelling on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
896. The delegation of Cyprus paid tribute to the late Prof. Pavlos Pavlou who had supported the nomination from the beginning and whose passionate commitment to the intangible heritage of Cyprus had been a constant source of inspiration. The delegation described Tsiattista as one of the longest surviving element of Cypriot poetry with which most Cypriots readily identifying with it, adding that it was able to adapt to societal changes without suffering alterations. The inscription would solidify the element’s current visibility and constitute an incentive for younger poets, as well as encourage communities to join forces in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage in Cyprus. The delegation expressed thanks to the Secretariat and the Committee, and to the people of Cyprus who have kept the element alive over the centuries.
897. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Ride of the Kings in the south-east of the Czech Republic [draft decision 6.COM 13.13] submitted by Czech Republic. The Ride of the Kings is an annual procession associated with the Christian feast of Pentecost in four small towns in south-eastern Czech Republic. An entourage of chanters, pageboys, the King and his royal cavalcade parade through town dressed in traditional costumes and riding decorated horses, stopping along the way to chant rhymes that comment humorously on the character and conduct of spectators who in turn give monetary gifts for a good performance. The specific practices and responsibilities of the event are transmitted from generation to generation. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. This cultural expression provides a strong sense of identity and continuity to the communities concerned, who recognize it as part of their identity and participated widely in the nomination process. The Body was also satisfied that their commitment was reflected in the safeguarding measures.
898. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.13 to inscribe Ride of the Kings in the south-east of the Czech Republic on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
899. The Chairperson noted the nomination had also been identified as a model.
900. Speaking with a sense of pride, the delegation of the Czech Republic thanked the Subsidiary Body and the Committee for their positive assessment, describing the Ride of the Kings as one of the oldest and most impressive traditions in the southeast of the country, the preparations of which are an integral part of the community, culminating in the procession. The delegation was convinced that the entire community would hold day-long celebrations as a result of the inscription, assuring the Committee that it would fulfil its commitment towards the protection and promotion of this unique element.
901. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Equitation in the French Tradition [draft decision 6.COM 13.14] submitted by France; one of two files submitted by the State, the other being withdrawn. Equitation in the French tradition is a school of horseback riding that emphasizes harmonious relations between humans and horses. Practised throughout France and elsewhere, its most widely known community is the Cadre Noir of Saumur, based at the National School of Equitation. Here horsemen learn to combine human demands with respect for the horse’s body and mood. Riders desire to establish close relations with the horse and work towards achieving ‘lightness’. There is strong cooperation between generations and respect for the experience of older riders. The Chairperson explained that this file was one of two nominations in which the Body was unable to reach a consensus. The Body unanimously agreed that criteria R.2, R.4 and R.5 were satisfied. However, in criteria R.1 and R.3, the Body was of mixed minds. Those who were convinced of the merits and adequacy of the nomination found that the State had described well how equitation in the French tradition served as a marker of identity for its practitioners, and had been passed on for many decades. With regard to the proposed safeguarding measures, the proponents of the nomination pointed to ongoing activities of scientific research and a large and active public performance and awareness-raising programme. Conversely, members who were not convinced found that the nomination concentrated on the history and technique of equitation but failed to explain its contemporary functions, particularly its larger social functions beyond its own circle of practitioners. This nomination also raised the issue of how to respond to highly institutionalized elements with formal academic systems of instruction. With regard to the safeguarding measures, those same Members were of the opinion that they were overly focused on large performances and promotional activities, and not necessarily on safeguarding, as defined in the Convention. Those members saw the efforts as promoting and diffusing an elite sport rather than the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage, and worried that this nomination might open the door to many other forms of professional sports. Despite lengthy debate, the Body was unable to reach consensus and therefore decided to offer this split opinion to the Committee.
902. The Chairperson sympathized with the difficulty encountered with certain files, adding that in this case there seemed to have been divergent readings of the nomination. It was therefore the Committee’s task to choose between the options or find a way to reconcile them.
903. With regard to R.1, the delegation of Japan wondered why some of the Body’s members had requested more information on the larger social function in this case and not in other files where it was similarly under played. Additionally, the characterization of the element as an ‘elite sport’ in R.3 brought consternation from some Committee members, not least because some elements around the world had an aristocratic background and should not be excluded on that basis.
904. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the recommendation in the draft decision referred to the element’s contemporary social function, adding that additional information should be provided in all cases where the current social function was required. The Chairperson conceded that the ‘larger social function’ was perhaps over-ambitious, but that it lacked information on the current social function within the community. With regard to R.3, it was noted in the Rapporteur’s report that institutionalization was not in itself a factor for exclusion, providing it did not undermine the nature of the element as intangible cultural heritage, adding that this was also a consideration under craftsmanship when commercialization was brought to the fore. The Chairperson remarked that the element was in all intents and purposes an institutionalized sport since it took place in an educational school (the community was defined as an institution). Thus, if the element were to be inscribed then the submitting State had to pay particular attention to the safeguarding measures to ensure the element remained intangible cultural heritage and not a sport.
905. Considering the remark that it was an institution transmitting the tradition, the delegation of Japan asked how it was possible that an institution without a contemporary function could continue to survive.
906. The delegation of France was given the opportunity to explain, adding that the information requested was already contained in the nomination file and the element was very much alive and practised by a large community of over 200,000 members and was not elite. The community had kept alive the skills, modes of transmission, values and practices while the national riding school was dynamic and not endangered, having functioned for decades.
907. The delegation of Spain thanked the Subsidiary Body for putting two options to the Committee and for the interesting questions addressed in the nomination. Having carefully looked at R.3 and appreciated its plan for safeguarding and disseminating the element in line with the Convention, the delegation added that it was not a sport but rather it challenged the uniformity of sporting competitions and sought an explanation from the submitting State on how the practice could be used to prevent uniformity in sports. The delegation of Croatia also sought an explanation from France on R.3. 
908. The delegation of France remarked that ‘equitation’ in French had a different meaning then in English, and could not be translated as ‘horse-riding’, adding that the riding school was not a sports club; sport was only one minor aspect. With regard to R.3, the nomination did not seek to promote a French sport, but rather the values that underpinned a respect for horses, as well as aesthetic values and skills promoted by the community.
909. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported the Yes option for both criteria and that although the information on contemporary social function in R.1 was insufficient, there was enough descriptive information on the element’s social and cultural roles. In addition, the nomination had described its transmission as a formal education system based on a certain doctrine and principles and constituting a specialized knowledge passed down from master to rider to the apprentice. With regard to R.3, the delegation conceded that there was ambiguity in the proposed safeguarding measures but that they reflected the very nature of the element, merging sport and art as well as knowledge and practice, which was highly appreciated by French society and recognized as part of their intangible cultural heritage. Moreover, the submitting State proposed to increase resources to the information centre to buy books, stage symposia and implement educational projects so as to raise awareness among the youth and popularize equitation as part of French cultural heritage. 
910. The delegation of Paraguay thanked the Subsidiary Body for its great work and appreciated the noted difficulties and concerns. The delegation believed that equitation had become institutionalized through the school, blurring the borders of intangible cultural heritage, but conceded that the two distinct positions were equally defendable. Following the explanation from France, the delegation tended towards supporting the nomination, as the element was being widely disseminated. With regard to its social function, the delegation noted that equitation was a solid tradition passed on through generations.
911. The delegation of Morocco found interesting the nomination for having highlighted the relationship between culture and nature, adding that culture could be elitist, and attention should be paid to future nominations in this regard. The delegation commended the submitting State for having addressed this challenge, as well as the Subsidiary Body for the two options proposed. The delegation also found interesting the relationship between R.1 and R.2, while the information provided appeared to positively satisfy both R.1 and R.3, and hence it supported inscription.
912. The delegation of Grenada concurred with the analysis by Azerbaijan and Paraguay. The delegation of Indonesia also supported the nomination but noted a small translation error in the English version. 
913. The Chairperson proposed to move paragraph-by-paragraph. The Chairperson pronounced paragraph 1 adopted. The delegation of Burkina Faso highlighted a grammatical error in R.5 in the French version. The Chairperson then pronounced paragraph 2 adopted. Paragraph 3 (the refer option) was deleted. Paragraph 4 was pronounced adopted. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.14 to inscribe Equitation in the French Tradition on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
914. On behalf of the country, the community and its bearers, and the implementing ministry, the delegation of France expressed warm thanks to the Committee and the Subsidiary Body, and to Indonesia for its hospitality. The delegation informed the Committee that the inscription would be celebrated in December during a seminar on a research-based project on horse related heritage.
915. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Buddhist chanting of Ladakh: recitation of sacred Buddhist texts in the trans-Himalayan Ladakh region, Jammu and Kashir, India [draft decision 6.COM 13.16], submitted by India. In the monasteries and villages of the Ladakh region of India, Buddhist lamas (priests) chant sacred texts representing the spirit, philosophy and teachings of the Buddha. The monks wear ritual clothing and use hand gestures and various musical instruments while praying for the spiritual and moral well-being of the people, for purification and peace of mind, to appease the wrath of evil spirits or to invoke the blessing of various Buddhas, Bodhisattvas, deities and rinpoches. Acolytes learn under the rigorous supervision of senior monks. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.3 and R.4 were satisfied, but that R.5 needed additional information in order to fulfil the criteria. It was explained that the same examination standard had been applied in R.5, as had been previously explained.
916. The Chairperson asked whether it could be assumed that the Committee wished to apply the same established precedent.
917. The delegation of Spain believed that although the element was listed in the national inventory and the depositary of Indian arts, as well as a specialized centre of Buddhist studies since 1962, the element was not sufficiently reflected in the inventories. Moreover, community participation was not evident in the update of the inventories, and the delegation sought clarification from the submitting State.
918. The delegation of Paraguay also had the same question, but also wished to know from the Subsidiary Body which criterion it used to determine that the element was not on a list of cultural heritage. 
919. The delegation of Morocco echoed the sentiments expressed by Spain and Paraguay, adding that the inventories were respectable institutions with a lot of experience in the domain. Thus, turning to the Subsidiary Body for clarification on the procedure that would identify the participation of the community.
920. The delegation of India explained that the institute cited had recently been awarded a prize by UNESCO-Bangkok and honoured with a visit by the Assistant Director-General for Culture. Moreover, the listing went back to 1959 and that lists were maintained at different national and local levels, adding that the element had survived in the hands of the lamas, while the same institute maintained the monasteries mentioned in the file. The delegation reiterated that the tradition was very much part of the life and tradition of the community and was protected under the constitution of India, which defended community participation. The delegation recalled the Secretariat’s letter in the previous cycle that sought more information on criterion R.5 for three previous files, which were duly completed and inscribed but that the following year the letter had stated everything to be complete only to later find out that this was not the case.
921. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body repeated that there was no doubt that the element was inscribed on the national inventory, but information on how it was established and maintained was absent, which had to be demonstrated in R.5, as previously explained.
922. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran noted that the issue on R.5 was recurrent in all the files submitted by India, reminding the Committee of the lengthy debate that had already taken place on the subject, and of the need to reach consensus, particularly as the same rule would apply for all the Indian files and possibly all the other files in the same situation. In this case, an explanation from the submitting State should be sought.
923. The delegation of Japan also recalled the long discussion on the file from China, which drew attention to the fact that the description in R.5 only contained a few lines on the inventory, and that community participation had not been demonstrated. In this file, information on the management of the inventory was said to be missing, which had not been previously made known. The delegation remarked that the application of the same R.5 criterion while asking a different question was confusing to States Parties.
924. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body recalled that the Body held a divided opinion with regard to community participation with some members believing that there should be information in this regard while others believed that community participation did not have to be apparent and only required information on the management and update of the inventory, while the need for information on community participation in Art. 12 was open to interpretation. Nevertheless, all members agreed that one sentence was not enough.
925. The delegation of Paraguay asked how the Subsidiary Body could help States Parties work on their national inventory, adding that suggestions or assistance could be afforded to them.
926. Having heard about the divided opinion in the Subsidiary Body and the explanation given on the brief description of the criterion, the delegation of Japan asked the Subsidiary Body whether the body had applied the same judgement on the nomination from India. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body confirmed that this was indeed the case.
927. The delegation of Italy believed that the situation was the same as previously discussed with the Chinese files, suggesting that the same sentences be inserted in the draft decision. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran also asked that the same be applied for the Indian files.
928. With regard to community participation, the delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether it had been demonstrated in the file under R.5. The Chairperson read out R.5.
929. The delegation of Cyprus concurred with Italy and Iran that the situation was the same as with the files from China as well as other nominations recommended for referral, adding that the discussion under agenda item 15 would further clarify the requirements in R.5.
930. The delegation of Spain did not believe the case with the Indian files was the same as for China, although the understanding will be clearer during the discussion in item 15, surmising that the Subsidiary Body did not wish to see continual repetitions of standardized sentences.
931. The Chairperson explained that the Subsidiary Body had conducted its work on the basis of the information contained in the files and was thus the reason why additional information was sought through referral.
932. The delegation of Azerbaijan favoured consensus, adding that regardless of the requirements, additional information was still required to satisfy R.5 and the same principle should be applied as with the Chinese files for the sake of consistency.
933. The delegation of Cyprus reiterated that this was the same issue faced by China, adding that the Subsidiary Body also used standardized sentences when referring to R.5.
934. The Chairperson noted that the Committee sought consistency and moved to the adoption of the paragraphs and the decision. The delegation of Japan stressed the importance of consistency, however, there was a principle of studying each file on a case-by-case basis with a different judgement in each. Thus, consistency did not imply the mechanical application of a previous decision.
935. From its experience as a member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation of Croatia explained that there was much discussion on the words used [in the decision] before finally deciding to use the minimum number so as to be inclusive and flexible. The delegation added that the files were treated in the same way but not in unison. With regard to the number of lines describing the inventory, the delegation explained that it was not the number of lines that was important but that the explanation provided did not give enough information on how the inventory had been established and updated, adding that the Subsidiary Body had agreed that this was the minimum requirement, and if the form did not contain the minimum agreed than it did not satisfy R.5, allowing the Subsidiary Body to move forward.
936. The delegation of Italy recalled that in Nairobi it had been agreed that the mention of an inventory was not sufficient and information on how it was established was required.
937. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the comment by Japan to pay close attention to the deliberations on each file, but wondered why Japan overlooked the second part of the criterion on community participation.
938. The delegation of Oman believed that Art. 11 clearly mentioned community participation, and when information was required on an element then it was evident that it could be gleaned from the community. However, the delegation wondered how such information-gathering could be used in establishing the inventory, requesting more information from India in this regard.
939. The delegation of Japan wished to clarify its position, stating that it did not consider R.5 as satisfied, only that it sought clarity on the distinction between the files from China and India. 
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940. The Chairperson proceeded on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, and with no further comments pronounced paragraph 1–4 adopted. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.16 to refer Buddhist chanting of Ladakh: recitation of sacred Buddhist texts in the trans-Himalayan Ladakh region, Jammu and Kashmir, India.
941. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Chaar Bayt, a Muslim tradition in lyrical oral poetry, Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan, India [draft decision 6.COM 13.17], submitted by India. Chaar Bayt is a genre of lyrical poetry performed by Muslim men in three states of India. Originating in the Arab world, Chaar Bayt comprises sequences of four quatrains with end-rhymes, sung in a high pitch and accompanied by fast percussion rhythms. Groups sing during community festivities or during informal evening competitions of trading verses, lasting late into the night. Each group has a poet who writes new verses on diverse topics in various languages including the local Awadhi language, Urdu and Persian. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.3, and R.4 were satisfied, but that R. 5 needed additional information.
942. The Chairperson asked the Committee whether it was inclined to apply the same precedent.
943. Noting that the file was first submitted in 2008, the delegation of Spain asked the Secretariat when its evaluation had been made on the nomination file, as a detailed explanation in the interpretation of R.5 was not required at that time with more precise information now required.
944. The Secretary thanked Spain for raising this important issue, which had been brought to the attention of the Subsidiary Body during its evaluation of the files. The Secretary explained that the Subsidiary Body received both the original and the revised files with the letters from the Secretariat requesting additional information as well as knowledge on any prior evaluations. Additionally, they had been informed on the manner in which the criterion R.5 had been interpreted in previous subsidiary bodies. The Secretary explained that the first subsidiary bodies had been particularly lax in the first cycles, but had nonetheless asked that the requirements in R.5 should be more rigourous in the future, and that the nomination form be amended to offer a clearer explanation of the requirements such that all new submissions be systematically screened for additional information in R.5 when it was missing. The Secretary conceded that the files in 2008 had been more leniently evaluated, and that evaluations became more rigourous in subsequent cycles.
945. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that although the file had been submitted in 2008 the file was evaluated in 2011, and in any case practically all the files in 2009 contained only a couple of sentences. Moreover, the Subsidiary Body’s report in 2009 had highlighted the need to fully explain how the inventory was established and updated. Thus, files had to be examined based on the current standards, which admittedly were evolving, and this applied equally to all files. The Chairperson reported that the Indian file examined in 2010 had been very well done in R.5, suggesting that the State Party was familiar with the importance of R.5.
946. The Chairperson asked whether this was the same case for China. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body responded that it was indeed the case, as the Chinese files examined in 2010 were more complete, surmising that perhaps China had provided a light assessment of their files.
947. The delegation of Azerbaijan returned to the earlier comments by India arguing that the letter received by the Secretariat had attested that their files were technically complete, wondering whether other countries with a similar problem had received similar assurances.
948. The Secretary confirmed that it did indeed send the same letter, except in cases when signatures were missing, which was to say that all the files that did not benefit from a full assessment had received the same letter, although most States Parties responded by revising their nomination files.
949. The delegation of Paraguay sought indulgence on the part of the Committee in view of the different nominations sharing the same fate, and following the consensus of the majority, possibly applying a retroactive ruling that would enable the Committee to fulfil its role in inscribing a list of representative elements. The delegation sought further information from India on its inventory, as it appeared to apply the same methodology as in its previous file.
950. The delegation of India elaborated on the inventorying institution, explaining that there was a standard methodology used at the local, regional and national level, as reflected in the description contained in previous Indian files. Furthermore, the Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts (IGNCA) worked directly with the concerned communities in all research and documentation activities with the active participation of community representatives who were then invited to IGNCA workshops, seminars and cultural festivals. Additionally, there were regional centres, and in compliance with Art. 11 and Art. 12 of the Convention, the inventory was recommenced in 2008 and uploaded online.
951. The Chairperson proceeded on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no further comments, paragraph 1–4 was pronounced adopted. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.17 to refer Chaar Bayt, a Muslim tradition in lyrical oral poetry, Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan, India.
952. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Kolam, ritualistic threshold drawings and designs of Tamil Nadu, India [draft decision 6.COM 13.18], submitted by India. Hindu women in South India draw intricate Kolam designs on the thresholds of their houses to mark festivals, seasons and important events such as birth, first menstruation and marriage. They create ornate labyrinths to ensnare harmful spirits and to invite the blessings of Hindu deities, particularly Lakshmi, the goddess of wealth and prosperity. Sifting white rice powder through their fingers, women draw designs from the communal cultural memory, including motifs from nature and more. The tradition is passed down from mothers to daughters. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.3, and R.4 were satisfied, but that it needed additional information in R.5.
953. The Chairperson noted that this was another similar case and the Committee may wish to approach it in the same manner. The Chairperson proceeded with draft decision as a whole since this file followed from the previous similar files. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.18 to refer Kolam, ritualistic threshold drawings and designs of Tamil Nadu, India.
954. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Music and knowledge of the Veena stringed instrument (6.COM 13.19), submitted by India. The Veena is a plucked string instrument, most often with four main and three drone strings and two gourd resonators, played to the rhythmic accompaniment of drums. Veena music and knowledge are imparted through a familial system transmitted strictly through oral tradition without textual or recorded supporting material. Veena players are also trained singers of the Raga tradition. The Veena is one of the most sacred symbols of India, associated with Saraswati, the goddess of wisdom and knowledge. The Subsidiary Body found once again that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.3 and R.4 were satisfied but not criterion R.5. It was noted that the wording in R.5 was particularly vague, as it stated that the academy inventoried ‘different aspects of the element’.
955. The Chairperson proceeded with the draft decision as a whole. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.19 to refer Music and knowledge of the Veena stringed instrument.
956. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Sankirtan, ritual singing, drumming and dancing of Manipur [draft decision 6.COM 13.20], submitted by India. Sankirtan is narrative singing and dancing within the framework of sacrosanct Hindu rituals and ceremonies practised in the state of Manipur, India. Sung at a high pitch by about ten singer-dancers and accompanied by drums and cymbals, Sankirtan is believed to be a visible form of divinity. It is performed in a prescribed temple or courtyard area with audience seated according to set rules. Narratives are mostly drawn from legends of Krishna with every sequence of the recital symbolizing a certain aspect of divinity. As with the previous files, the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.3 and R.4 were satisfied, but not R.5, which was also said to have used vague wording.
957. The Chairperson proceeded with draft decision as a whole. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.20 to refer Sankirtan, ritual singing, drumming and dancing of Manipur.
958. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Traditional brass and copper craft of utensil making among the Thatheras of Jandiala Guru Punjab, India [draft decision 6.COM 13.21], submitted by India. The craft of the Thatheras is traditional metalsmithing used to manufacture brass, copper and bronze utensils. The Thatheras are a lineage of craftspeople of 400 families who occupy a manufacturing settlement in the town of Jandiala Guru. Using hand bellows in their ground forges, the craftsmen carefully control the temperatures of the sheets of metal. They hammer and shape the heated sheets into various items that they weld together into utensils and then finish by polishing with acid, sand and tamarind juice. This nomination was different than the preceding files from India in that the Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that only criterion R.3 was satisfied, and that R.1, R.2, R.4 and R5 needed additional information. In R.1, the description focused on the craft process and did not give sufficient information on the social and cultural meaning of the element within its community. In R.2, there was a small grammatical error in the English text and the State had not addressed how inscription of the element would contribute to the purposes of the Representative List. The element was also presented in the nomination as being very frail, and the Body had concerns that it might not be sufficiently viable to withstand the greatly increased public attention that results from inscription on the Representative List. In R.4, the nomination established that the association of artisans had been involved and gave its consent, but an explanation was lacking of the relationship between the artisans association and the larger Thatheras community. Finally, the same problem of inventory was found as with the other Indian files.
959. The Chairperson noted a different situation with the nomination demonstrating a number of shortcomings.
960. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran noted that India had nominations that had satisfied all the other criteria. The delegation requested that India elaborate on the information presented in the file, suggesting that the information was present but not in the right place, for example in R.1.
961. The delegation of India spoke of groups of people sharing an activity, similar to guilds in Europe operating hundreds of years ago, and was represented by the element through shared affinities, both commercial and cultural. The delegation spoke of the huge diversity of India that made it difficult to respond to the question while doing justice to the Convention.
962. The Chairperson proceeded with draft decision as a whole. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.21 to refer Traditional brass and copper craft of utensil making among the Thatheras of Jandiala Guru Punjab, India.
963. The delegation of India greatly appreciated the work of the Subsidiary Body, the Committee and the Secretariat, adding that the shifts in thoughts, mores and criteria had not made the task of evaluation any easier. The delegation spoke of the importance of the Convention as it involved living heritage that changed at short spatial and temporal scales in which templates could not be applied, not least because the Convention was not about homogenization but the celebration of diversity through its appreciation and respect, and as a result more work was needed.
964. The delegation of Spain regretted that India had been unable to inscribe a single nomination due to formal shortcomings, but wished to pay tribute to the communities drafting the nominations, with the hope that the Convention remained inclusive and forward-thinking and that India would continue its efforts so that its elements could be inscribed in the future.
965. The Chairperson concurred with the remarks by Spain and that the Committee also shared the concerns, encouraging India and the other submitting States Parties towards successful future inscriptions.
966. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Music of the Iranian ethnic groups [draft decision 6.COM 13.22], submitted by the Islamic Republic of Iran. Each Iranian ethnic group enjoys its own language, music, dance and art forms, which constitute an integral part of Iranian ethnic identity. The music and dances are performed individually or collectively. The music is transmitted orally between generations and can be divided into instrumental, performed with wind, string or percussion, and vocal. Iran has hundreds of different kinds of musical instruments, most specific to the characteristics of particular ethnic groups, while others are shared across cultures, highlighting their shared heritage. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.5 was satisfied, but R.1, R.2, R.3 and R.4 needed additional information. In R.1 the Body found the intent of the nomination broad in scope, and that the ethnic groups and the types of music were not clearly distinguished. The nomination covers all music and all ethnicities together, as if there are no cultural distinctions among them with no apparent focus such that it would be better if Iran had chosen to present a more targeted nomination. In R.2, Iran demonstrated that it had communicated with various ethnic groups, however, because R.1 and R.2 were intrinsically connected, and that the nomination did not have a clearly defined community and a specific proposed element, it would be impossible to demonstrate how inscription of the nominated element could raise awareness of the importance of intangible cultural heritage in general. The Body agreed that R.1 must be purposely defined before R.2 can be explained in detail. Criterion R.3 also concerned the particular community and the proposed element, which also had to be clearly defined in order to fully grasp the subject of the safeguarding measures. The Body established that there was not enough information to evaluate the criterion. In R.4, statements like ‘the association of music gives its consent’ did not appear to suffice as community approval. The Body concluded that once Iran identified the community and proposed a specific element it should resubmit a more convincing nomination.
967. The delegation of Azerbaijan asked Iran to elaborate on the specific cultural characteristics that link the communities together.
968. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran explained that the scattered ethnic groups in Iran considered themselves as Iranians with a core culture despite their distinct customs and languages. With respect to the nomination, the cultural core was academically distinguishable through two classifications of Iranian music: the Radif of Iranian music (inscribed in 2009), and the subject of the present nomination. The delegation surmised that the title of the proposed element had caused misunderstanding, since Maghami is the unifying musical form among the ethnic groups living in Iran, the general characteristic of which manifested around a core of maghoms, which is distinguishable from the Radif. With regard to the criteria, the delegation surmised that the main problem might have been the musical genre in that it had not been bold enough in the nomination, adding that every ethnic group in the nomination was identified as a holder of Maghami music.
969. The delegation of Spain appreciated the difficulties faced by the Subsidiary Body in that some nominations were detailed, while in others the Body had recommended that nominations be merged, which although logical was not easy to achieve, especially when intangible cultural heritage was particularly rich. The delegation did however believe that criteria R.1, R.2 and R.3 did contain sufficient information to address the Body’s doubts, surmising that confusing may have arisen from the order of the paragraphs and the lack of space on the form. The delegation felt that R.2 was met while safeguarding measures in R.3 were cross-cutting and diversified.
970. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the Subsidiary Body’s guidance on treating nomination files based on the given evidence, asking the submitting State to pinpoint the evidence in the form, which demonstrated that the criterion R.1 had been met.
971. The delegation of Morocco congratulated Iran for its broad based and complex nomination, which was the contrary to an isolated element, raising the question as to how a vast array of music traditions and practices could fit into one nomination form given the limited number of words permitted. It also raised the question of how the different components were safeguarded, which itself was challenging. The delegation noted that the data did exist in the form but that it did not appear in the right place or was not sufficiently comprehensive given the broad nature of the element.
972. The delegation of China found that the nomination represented a genre of music traditions among ethnic groups, which was inclusive rather than representative, as the identification of the element and the specific communities varied. The delegation sought an explanation from Iran on how it interpreted the Representative List.
973. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran returned to the remark on the inclusiveness nature of the nomination, which it considered very important as the nomination sought to bring together the scattered ethnic groups by focusing on a specific cultural manifestation, in this case, the Maghami music. The delegation compared it to other broad nominations such as Azerbaijani carpet weaving inscribed in 2010.
974. The delegation of Spain noted that the Subsidiary Body had reported that the consent of the communities had not been shown but yet it asked that the different ethnic groups be identified although this was not a formal requirement. The delegation believed that nomination did prove that the community had given its consent.
975. The Chairperson asked the Secretariat to display the nomination on the screen.
976. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was equally surprised with the Subsidiary Body’s finding in R.4, as a number of signed letters of consent at different levels had been submitted, from practitioners to NGOs as well as government bodies responsible for music, adding that it had applied the same procedure in other nominations.
977. The delegation of Spain would be satisfied to approve the criterion.
978. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that in the preamble of every nomination file the submitting State Party had to identify the community concerned, and in this particular file the community concerned was designated as the Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization, Iran House of Music and other organizations, even though the inscription was related to the music of Iranian ethnic groups, which had not been designated. With regard to R.4, the letters of consent were submitted by the cited agencies, but the Body would have liked to see support from the ethnic groups themselves, highlighting the fact that all the problems encountered in the criteria were inter-connected.
979. Noting the big difference in the files examined, from information lacking in one criterion to four criteria that were not met as in this case, the delegation of Albania sought an explanation from the Subsidiary Body on how it arrived at its decision to refer given that the nomination required a complete revision.
980. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that it was the first Subsidiary Body having to deal with referrals and as such – together with the Committee ​– were defining and adapting to the notion of referrals. A referral was suggested when information was lacking whether major or minor. In the Iranian file the element was clearly intangible cultural heritage inscribed on the national inventory so in its revision of the file the submitting State only had to narrow the scope of the element and designate the community.
981. The delegation of Italy was of the opinion that the element was relevant and truly represented the wealth of Iranian cultural heritage, but that the Committee had to base its decision on the nomination form. In R.4 for example, a list of communities involved in the preparation of the file was listed but the consent letters did not come from the cited communities. The delegation agreed that Iran had responded by providing useful and interesting information, but which was not contained in the form.
982. The Chairperson proceeded with the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no further comments, paragraphs 1 and 2 were adopted.
983. In paragraph 3, the delegation of Spain considered that the submitting State had complied with the requirements in R.4, proposing wording that read, ‘the nomination was elaborated with the cooperation and commitment of several community associations’.
984. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wondered whether the submitting State agreed, as it was better to allow the State Party to elaborate and develop a revised nomination file. The delegation of Jordan preferred original text.
985. The delegation of Spain wished to see R.4 as having been satisfied, failing to see why the State Party had to revise this criterion. The delegation of Croatia supported Spain’s position.
986. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that acceptance of the criterion might harm the revised nomination, as it might divide the future Subsidiary Body. The delegation of Italy fully agreed with the Republic of Korea that the submitting State should be given the opportunity to submit consent letters from all the communities mentioned in the nomination form. The delegation of Grenada concurred with remarks by Italy and the Republic of Korea.
987. The delegation of Burkina Faso understood the basis for the amendment, but remarked that paragraph 2 had already been adopted so it could not be imposed.
988. Raising a procedural point, the delegation of Albania asked that the Chairperson request support for the amendment. The delegations of Cuba, Morocco and Oman supported the amendment.
989. The delegation of Spain remarked that Members not in favour of the amendment were not necessarily against the amendment. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that any amendment had to be supported by a simple majority.
990. The delegation of Morocco wondered whether the State Party would integrally revise the file anyway, as the nomination file would invariably be referred.
991. The delegation of Albania remarked that there was insufficient support, requesting Spain to kindly withdraw its amendment. The delegation of Spain agreed.
992. The Chairperson proceeded with the adoption of the draft decision, and pronounced adopted paragraph 3. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.22 to refer Music of the Iranian ethnic groups.
993. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran appreciated the time spent discussing the file and extended its thanks to all Members for their constructive opinions. The delegation believed that this problem would not arise if a mechanism were in place that allowed for an exchange of information between the submitting State and the Subsidiary Body via the Secretariat. The delegation also believed that the problem of the nomination resided in the title, requesting that the Committee allow it to slightly revise the title as it worked on meeting the requirements. With regard to R.4, the delegation clarified that among the signatures were representatives of the communities, but it would gather further signatures, as required.
994. Before proceeding with the next nomination, the Secretary wished to highlight an error in the original document in paragraph 3 of the draft decision, which was duly corrected.
995. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Chichibu Matsuri no Yatai-gyoji to Kagura, Chichibu autumn festival of floats and kagura [draft decision 6.COM 13.23], submitted by Japan. The autumn festival of floats and Kagura takes place each December at the annual festival of the Chichibu Shrine near Tokyo. The event consists of a sacred parade with two symbolic poles and four floats ornately decorated and hand carried from the shrine to an auxiliary one. Activities include classical Kabuki dance drama, ritual dances and a form of Shinto theatrical dance, kagura. The rituals are transmitted by community groups who maintain the ritual floats and symbolic poles. The Subsidiary Body agreed that criteria R3, R.4 and R.5 were satisfied. However, it found that criteria R.1 and R.2 did not provide the required information. The Body had engaged in a very long debate on several of Japan’s nominations that had presented similar difficulties in criteria R.1 and R.2. In four of Japan’s nomination files, the Body found that there were strong similarities with other elements already inscribed by the same State Party on the Representative List, and in few cases also between the same elements submitted in the current cycle. Although the Body recognized that every community had its own traditional practices with important differences, as well as the right to see those practices inscribed on the Representative List, it wondered how the inscription of such similar practices could contribute to the main objective of the Representative List. Additionally, the Body had emphasized that variability was a defining characteristic of intangible cultural heritage. At the same time, the Body sought a more convincing explanation of how inscription of a second, or in this case a third element whose characteristics appear to be very similar to elements already inscribed, would enhance public understanding of the nature of intangible cultural heritage and its significance. The Body concluded that the submitting State should clarify the issues and provide information on what warrants an independent nomination.
996. The delegation of China sought clarification from the Subsidiary Body on the ways in which the submitted nominations and inscribed elements were similar. 
997. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the Body had found another element on the Representative List in which the element was practised in the same way and presented similarities particularly in the safeguarding measures; the only difference being that they took place in different regions among different communities. The Chairperson acknowledged that regions had there own way of doing things, but from an outside perspective they were very similar. Additionally, if they were markedly distinct, then they should be presented differently in the nomination forms, yet this was not the case in R.1 and R.2.
998. The delegation of Spain wished to first hear from the State Party before proceeding.
999. The delegation of Morocco noted that four of the files from Japan were in the same situation, suggesting that Japan shed light on the matter, not least because Japan had played an important role in the Convention. The delegation spoke of its own heritage where outsiders would see national dances as belonging to the same category, while communities clearly saw differences between them.
1000. The delegation of Japan believed that the Subsidiary Body had noted similarities in its approach but that the three elements were distinguishable and distinct. Firstly, the two elements Yamahoko and Hitachi Furyumono inscribed in 2009 operated puppets, while Chichibu involved Kabuki dance. It also differed in terms of the occasions and purpose, which was important with regard to the significance of the elements.
1001. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran believed that the issue of similarity was extremely important with regard to intangible cultural heritage, particularly in handicrafts, and rituals and festivals were no exception. The delegation concurred with the remark by Morocco on the perspective of outside observers and felt that the Subsidiary Body should present the similarities it observed. 
1002. The delegation of Albania noted that Japan believed the elements to be distinct, but wished to know whether it considered them to be equally representative.
1003. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that the elements were distinctively different, however, the submitting State sought to inscribe an element that outsiders might consider was similar to an element already inscribed. The other issue was related to multinational nominations with respect to similar elements on the Representative List.
1004. The delegation of Spain reiterated the question put by Albania.
1005. The delegation of Japan repeated that the elements were distinctly different, representing both diversity and the health of the ritual event, which itself was meaningful in terms of visibility in the Representative List. Returning to the question by Albania, the delegation wished to stress two factors, namely that Chichibu Matsuri clearly represented traditional Kabuki theatre as locally performed in the region and was a post-harvest autumn celebration of rice cultivation, which was said to be of important significance in Japan.
1006. The delegation of Azerbaijan held the same view as Morocco and Iran that at first glance nominations could appear to be similar but only from the outside, believing that such nominations should be given some latitude.
1007. Having listened to the explanation by Japan, the delegation of Spain believed that the formal aspects of the element were not linked to the substance of global intangible cultural heritage, adding that they were distinctly different elements. However, this substantive issue, dealing with the concept of the nomination itself, could not be resolved without in-depth knowledge of the cultural reality. The delegation believed that the nomination had provided sufficient information to demonstrate that the element was undeniably a different manifestation of heritage.
1008. The Chairperson wished to proceed to the draft decision in order to ascertain the general sentiments of the Committee.
1009. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body noted that the Committee tended to disagree with its recommendation so wished to highlight the rationale behind its decision. The Chairperson explained that the word ‘representative’ assumed either the representativity of intangible cultural heritage in general or as the heritage of a certain State Party. With regard to Japan’s file, the Chairperson appreciated that regional differences were important to the communities concerned, but the implication of such inscription also had to be considered. It was also noted that the submitting State had presented another similar element in the same cycle.
1010. The delegation of Morocco appreciated the dilemma, adding that it was likely that the issue would resurface. From the viewpoint of the community, it was evident that each community would claim that their cultural heritage represented specificity and individuality, but from the viewpoint of the State Party, it was responsible for choosing among similar cultural forms that best represented its national heritage. The delegation admitted that there was no immediate solution to the dilemma.
1011. The Chairperson wished to return to the draft decision, proposing that the Committee provide amendments to the relevant paragraphs as it saw fit.
1012. Noting that draft decision 6.COM 13.28 was also found to be similar by the Subsidiary Body, the delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed viewing the forms together, and if the Committee were to decide to look favourably on the nominations, then the decision should be suspended to allow time to draft new wording.
1013. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran cautioned the Committee against a hasty decision in this regard because of the repercussions of such a decision, looking to the Subsidiary Body to further clarify the differences it encountered. The delegation of Spain sought further clarification from Japan on the differences between the manifestations.
1014. The delegation of Japan wondered whether this procedural issue should be put to the Committee in an agenda item, as there appeared to be some confusion between the substance and the procedure.
1015. The Legal Adviser appreciated the concern by Japan, but Art. 22.4 of the Rules of Procedure was very clear that a State Party could not advocate inscription on its behalf with the risk of a conflict of interest, adding that the question by Spain was related to similarities between two files and was therefore a technical question. With regard to the question by the Republic of Korea, it was a procedural issue to be decided by the Committee. The Legal Adviser advised dealing with the files on a case-by-case basis or to suspend the discussion and go directly to the decision 6.COM 13.28, if agreed by the Committee, adding that transversal links between files could be the subject of discussion on the chapeau.
1016. The delegation of the Republic of Korea clarified that the Committee could suspend the discussion on the current nomination file and proceed to the next file until the decision 6.COM 13.28, which could be examined alongside 6.COM 13.23 (the subject of the current file). The delegation of Albania preferred to return to the debate on the present draft decision.
1017. The delegation of Italy could go along with the proposal by the Republic of Korea, but recalled that the same point had been debated in Nairobi by the previous Subsidiary Body, as indicated in paragraph 40 of its report on the overlapping of similar elements, while the repetition of texts among different files should be avoided. 
1018. The Chairperson returned to the point of order raised by Albania, asking for voiced support. The delegation of Indonesia supported the proposal by Albania.
1019. Raising a point of order, the delegation of the Republic of Korea sought advice from the Legal Adviser on its proposal to suspend the deliberation.
1020. The Legal Adviser noted that the request by the Republic of Korea was not seconded, while Japan’s intervention had already been explained. Furthermore, it was the Chairperson’s prerogative to rule and in the meantime Albania had raised a point of order so as to move forward and with no voiced objections, the Committee should follow the Chairperson’s proposal to move on a file-by-file basis, recalling that it was part of the recommendation of the Subsidiary Body to avoid linkages between files. Moreover, it had been decided from the outset to deal with the files on a case-by-case basis and that the consequences of decisions, influencing other decisions, were part of the procedure.
1021. The delegation of Kenya wished to support the proposal by the Republic of Korea, explaining that the situation had changed because it was said that two files in the same cycle were alike, and thus it would help clarify the similarities between the two.
1022. The delegation of the Republic of Korea recalled that Italy had seconded its proposal before Albania had raised its point of order, adding that the proposal to suspend the debate on the file should be dealt with first, not least because the two files in question had similarities.
1023. The Chairperson agreed that the Republic of Korea had the first point of order, adding that there were facts and information in the present nomination that resembled previously inscribed elements, and because the similarities and differences between the files were unclear, proposed to suspend the examination of the current file and to continue the examination of the subsequent files recommended for inscription with a view to arriving at a carefully thought-out decision with knowledge of the facts.
1024. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Mibu no Hana Taue, ritual of transplanting rice in Mibu, Hiroshima [draft decision 6.COM 13.25], submitted by Japan. Mibu no Hana Taue is a Japanese agricultural ritual that asks the rice deity to assure an abundant rice harvest. It takes place in two communities of Hiroshima Prefecture on the first Sunday of June after rice transplanting is completed. Villagers, cattle, an elder leader and colourfully dressed girls re-enact the stages of planting and transplanting a rice field specially reserved for this event. Participants sing accompanied by drums, flutes and small gongs. Transmission is ensured by the elders who also oversee the ritual’s smooth execution. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied, and was therefore pleased to be able to recommend inscription of the element.
1025. Noting the description of ‘cattle’ in the French version, and for the sake of clarity, the delegation of Morocco recommended that it be replaced with water buffalo.
1026. The Chairperson proceeded with adoption of the draft decision as a whole. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.25 to inscribe Mibu no Hana Taue, ritual of transplanting rice in Mibu, Hiroshima on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1027. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Sada Shin Noh, sacred dancing at Sada shrine, Shimane [draft decision 6.COM 13.27], submitted by Japan. Sada Shin Noh comprises a series of purification dances as part of the ritual changing of the rush mats performed every year on 24 and 25 September at the Sada Shrine in Matsue City, Japan. Dancers hold the rush mats to purify them before offering them to the deities to sit upon. Diverse types of dance are performed on a stage specially constructed within the shrine, accompanied by singing, flute and drums. Sada Shin Noh is transmitted from generation to generation by the community. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all of the five criteria were satisfied, and therefore recommends that the Sada Shin Noh be inscribed.
1028. The Chairperson proceeded with adoption of the draft decision as a whole. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.27 to inscribe Sada Shin Noh, sacred dancing at Sada shrine, Shimane on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1029. The Chairperson proposed a general debate on the four remaining files by Japan so that the Committee could ascertain the similarities between the files.
1030. The delegation of the Republic of Korea requested the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body to provide a brief introduction of the three files so as to get a better overview.
1031. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the nomination on Hon-minoshi, papermaking in the Mino region of Gifu Prefecture [draft decision 6.COM 13.24], submitted by Japan. Hon-minoshi is a traditional Japanese technique for producing handmade paper in the Warabi community of Gifu Prefecture. The fibres of paper mulberry trees are manually beaten then immersed in water mixed with the mucilage from the root of a mallow plant that allows the fibres to suspend evenly in the water. Sheets are formed using a framed bamboo screen then dried on boards. Today members of the Association for the Preservation of Hon-minoshi Papermaking transmit this technique to the younger generation.
1032. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the nomination on Oga no Namahage, New Year visiting of masked deities in Oga, Akita [draft decision 6.COM 13.26], submitted by Japan. Oga no Namahage is an annual Japanese celebration on the nights of 31 December and 15 January when visiting deities bless the people of a community. Young men, disguised as the deity ‘Namahage’, dress in costume and go house-to-house preaching proper behaviour, praying for a happy new year, and eating dinner before departing. The Association for the Preservation of the Oga Namahage Ritual transmits the knowledge and skills through workshops, and two museums organize displays and lectures on Namahage.
1033. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the nomination on Takayama Matsuri no Yatai Gyoji, Takayama spring and autumn float festivals [draft decision 6.COM 13.28]. The float festival is celebrated twice yearly by inhabitants of Takayama City, Japan. The Spring Festival happens in April to mark the annual ritual of the Hie Shrine where the indigenous deity of Takayama is worshipped. The Autumn Festival occurs in October to denote the ritual of the Hachiman Shrine, a tutelary shrine. Both events feature elegantly decorated floats, some of which have marionettes. The float-makers administer the event and are committed to preserve the traditions and train successors. The Chairperson explained that all three files had been recommended for a referral based on criteria R.1 and R.2 for the same reasons, as previously explained.
1034. The Chairperson reminded the Committee of the time constraints, requesting that interventions be specific with reference to observations in the files.
1035. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed to apply general principles to Japan’s files in a favourable way and wished to make reference to the previous Subsidiary Body’s report on this issue, as mentioned by Italy.
1036. The delegation of Indonesia drew attention to Art. 2 of the Convention on the sense of identity, an important aspect of the Convention, which should be recognized not only by the community but also from the outside such that if it could not be identified within the elements then cultural diversity and human creativity could not be guaranteed.
1037. Speaking of the dilemma, as articulated by Morocco, the delegation of Albania explained that the perspective should be seen through the eyes of the international community (and not necessarily through the community or States Parties) since inscriptions on the Representative List become elements of the intangible cultural heritage of humanity.
1038. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that the Japanese nominations were similar to elements already inscribed on the Representative List, and requested that the nominations of the elements inscribed be made available in order to make comparisons.
1039. As the debate was of a general nature, the delegation of the Republic of Korea asked that the observers be allowed to speak to give their opinion on the guidelines on the issue.
1040. Speaking in general, the delegation of Japan spoke of a law in Japan that was introduced in 1950 to safeguard intangible cultural heritage – the first in the world – whose main principle was based on supporting the community. With Japan’s long tradition of rituals and festivals, the communities had strong ties and a need to transmit and represent their traditions. This policy was thus reflected in Japan’s nominations. From the viewpoint of different cultural backgrounds, the delegation conceded that the elements bore similarities, but from the Japanese historical context they were distinct with their own history and local importance, thus representing the diversity of intangible cultural heritage.
1041. The delegation of China echoed the sentiments expressed by Morocco with regard to the dilemma faced in criteria R.1 and R.2. The delegation reiterated the question to the Subsidiary Body asking in which way the nominations were similar to those already inscribed, adding that it had the impression that by changing the title and the community the element would become completely different, and this situation might occur with another State Party. The delegation returned to the remark by Italy that overlapping and repetition should be avoided, and whether the discussion centred on representative elements of certain communities or the Representative List of intangible cultural heritage of humanity as a whole. The delegation favoured a truly representative list of the world’s intangible cultural heritage.
1042. With regard to the interpretation of R.1, the delegation of Morocco recalled that the criterion dealt with the definition of intangible cultural heritage, as defined in the Convention. With regard to the situation, in which the nominations bore similarities with elements already inscribed on the Representative List, the submitted nominations were therefore logically elements of intangible cultural heritage. Additionally, the Convention sought an inclusive approach, yet one nomination was referred in its attempt to do just that. In this case, doubts had emerged about a State Party putting forward elements in an inclusive way, while questioning whether different but similar elements were part of intangible cultural heritage. With regard to interpretation, the delegation wondered whether this should be done at the national or international level.
1043. The delegation of Jordan reiterated that although the elements were seemingly similar they were very different to the communities, adding that the differences should be explained in the nomination form so as to be fully convincing that the elements were in fact distinct.
1044. The delegation of Spain asked the Subsidiary Body to outline the similarities of the nomination files on a file-by-file basis, while Japan could highlight the differences in the same way. The delegation found relevant the remarks by Morocco, adding that the Convention sought to defend the diversity of intangible cultural heritage.
1045. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that the two files (the submitted nomination and the inscribed element) were collectively found to be similar, while the distinguishing features were not so clear. The three elements involved floats that were used on special days, although the cultural meaning might be different among the communities. The Chairperson further explained that it referred criteria R.1 and R.2 because it wished to send a clear message to the Committee that should the elements look similar, albeit with different communities, then the description provided should be clear on the differences so that it was apparent to those unfamiliar with the particular culture of the submitting State. Another similarity was found in the safeguarding measures, even though this did not appear in the recommendation, adding that they were not customized to the different elements.
1046. The delegation of Japan believed that all the relevant information on the specific safeguarding measures were included in the nomination file, adding that differences among the files were not highlighted in the form because it was not requested. The delegation explained that all four elements existed before Japan existed as a State. With regard to file 13.23 [Chichibu Matsuri no Yatai-gyoji to Kagura, Chichibu autumn festival of floats and kagura] and Hitachi Furyumono [already inscribed], the delegation explained that the similarity resided in the fact that a float was used. However, in Hitachi Furyumono, a puppet theatre takes place while in Chichibu Matsuri people play Kabuki theatre, which from an academic viewpoint were considered to be different. Chichibu Matsuri was a traditional post-harvest celebration held in autumn – an important season for Japanese rice cultivation. With regard to file 13.24 [Hon-minoshi, papermaking in the Mino region of Gifu Prefecture] and Sekishu-Banshi: papermaking in the Iwami region of Shimane Prefecture [already inscribed], the delegation of Japan explained that the papermaking was the common factor, but Sekishu-Banshi had a history dating to the tenth century in the west of Japan whose paper was made for merchants for their accounting books, while Hon-minoshi had a history dating to the eighth century and 600 km east of Shimane Prefecture in paper production for slide doors. The delegation added that the two types of papermaking differed in their techniques, purpose and clientele. With regard to file 13.26 [Oga no Namahage, New Year visiting of masked deities in Oga, Akita] and Koshikijima no Toshidon [already inscribed] the delegation explained that both were new year celebrations, but as in many countries the celebration was different. Koshikijima no Toshidon takes place in a sunny southern part of Japan with the main focus on the children, while Oga no Namahage takes place in a snowy northern part of Japan where the practitioners wear a scary mask to scare children and conduct dialogue with the families. With regard to file 13.28 [Takayama Matsuri no Yatai Gyoji, Takayama spring and autumn float festivals] the delegation explained that it was another float festival but that the puppets used on the float performed acrobatics without puppeteers, adding that the strong community had links to the timber industry, and hence the highly developed wood mechanisms of the puppets; the core of the community consisted of the craftsmen. Thus, the elements differed in their community, the performances on the float, and their historical and cultural background.
1047. Having listened to the explanations, the Chairperson opened the floor to comments. 
1048. The delegation of the Republic of Korea appreciated the distinctive differences between the elements, but noted that the Subsidiary Body had requested in its recommendation that the submitting State demonstrate the differences in the nomination file. Additionally, the guidelines of these types of elements and their inscription on the Representative List required a clear decision, suggesting that the meeting be suspended for 5-10 minutes to allow the Subsidiary Body members to discuss the issue.
1049. The delegation of Cyprus thanked Japan for its explanation, adding that Cyprus was a small country with less obvious differences and so appreciated that in Japan communities could be dissimilar even when the elements were similar. The delegation wondered whether the explanation given by Japan had satisfied the Subsidiary Body.
1050. The delegation of Paraguay remarked that the issue would reoccur and therefore required a mechanism and an established format. The issue was therefore related to the singularity of intangible cultural expressions and their ‘representativeness’, adding that the Convention sought uniqueness and the recognition of cultural diversity, while appreciating aspects that unite humanity. For example, an object in Peru might be similar to an object in the Middle East or in China. Thus, the concern raised by Italy was legitimate albeit the objectives of the Convention had to remain the focus.
1051. Following the suggestion by the Republic of Korea, the delegation of Italy felt that it would be better to suspend the meeting for 10 minutes and give the Subsidiary Body the opportunity to meet and check the files again.
1052. The delegation of Grenada appreciated the wealth and diversity of Japan’s culture, but voiced concern that if the differences between the files were not perceptible by a body of experts then it would be less so by the general public. The delegation reminded the Committee that the purpose of the Representative List was to provide visibility to intangible cultural heritage as a whole; an objective that would not be achieved if the elements were not understood. Thus, inscription of these similar elements incurred a risk.
1053. In conformity with Rule 15 of the Rules of Procedure, the delegation of Italy reminded the Chairperson that he had to decide on its proposal without a discussion.
1054. The Chairperson recognized the proposal, informing the Committee that the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body did not wish to have a recess, as the decision was with the Committee.
1055. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that the proposed meeting did not have an official character but was an informal consultation among Subsidiary Body members who were also Committee members, with a view to facilitating the work.
1056. The Legal Adviser noted that the purpose of the suspension was to transmit information to the Subsidiary Body, reminding the Committee that the Body had recommended referrals in these cases so as to obtain additional information. The Legal Adviser expressed reservations about the Subsidiary Body re-convening to further deliberate when they had already provided their recommendations based on collegial decisions, in addition to the fact that all files should receive equal treatment. The Legal Adviser also cautioned the Committee with regard to the structural differences between the Consultative Body and the Subsidiary Body since members of the Subsidiary Body were also Committee members. The debate should therefore focus on the procedure and methodology of work of the Subsidiary Body, and so determine whether the Committee itself should re-examine the files. The Legal Adviser appreciated that the issue involved the similarities between proposed and inscribed elements, but that the forms were completed by the submitting State based on which the Subsidiary Body made its recommendations, deciding that some criteria had been satisfied except in R.1 and R.2. The Legal Adviser explained that the Committee could suspend the meeting and convene a working group, but that it couldn’t only contain the Subsidiary Body members, adding that should the Committee consider that criteria R.1 and R.2 were met then it had to provide a revised draft decision with suggested amendments.
1057. The Chairperson recalled the case from Peru in which the Consultative Body was not requested to re-convene, adding that the onus was on the Committee to come to a decision based on the exchanges as well as the explanations provided by Japan.
1058. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran reiterated the importance of the issue for the future of the Convention, wondering whether a body (even of experts) was authorized to decide on an element that really belonged to the community. Seeking a solution to the dilemma, the delegation suggested that the community itself should provide more information in the same way as the consent of the communities. Thus, in order to come to a decision, information had to be provided by both the submitting State and the Subsidiary Body.
1059. The delegation of Kenya repeated its sentiment that it was being overruled, having raised its nameplate much earlier in the discussion. The delegation recalled that it had been confirmed at the start of the session that both the rapporteur and the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body could speak as Committee members, calling on the Rapporteur, Mr Anami, to speak on behalf of Kenya.
1060. The Rapporteur regretted the situation in which the Committee had to discuss and check similarities of texts within the files, confirming that there were repetitions as a result of cut and paste text, as clearly mentioned in the Rapporteur’s report. The Rapporteur reminded the Committee that the Representative List was very different to the Urgent Safeguarding List as it sought to promote visibility of intangible cultural heritage of humanity, as well as human creativity and intercultural dialogue. The Rapporteur added that the information provided by Japan was useful and should be included in the files that were made available to everyone. Conversely, the level of visibility would be minimal if the files lacked this information. The Rapporteur further explained that Japan had responded to the request by the Subsidiary Body to provide additional information within the context of the file such that the information could be included in the files and posted at a later date on the website alongside other inscribed elements, as articulated by Grenada. The Rapporteur added that States Parties should be concerned about supporting the Convention through all the mechanisms at its disposal, particularly with regard to safeguarding. The Rapporteur spoke of the need to provide sufficient information in order to promote and raise awareness that respected intangible cultural heritage and the communities, and so do justice to the Convention.
1061. The delegation of Cyprus asked whether the meeting was to be suspended. The Chairperson replied that the debate on the file might be suspended but the discussion on the next nomination files would continue. The delegation of Cyprus referred to the suspension of the current subject of discussion.
1062. The Chairperson asked the Committee members whether it supported the suspension of the debate.
1063. The delegation of Albania sought clarification from the Legal Adviser on the suspension of the debate.
1064. The Legal Adviser referred to Rule 31 [on the adjournment of debate], which allowed a Committee member to either adjourn the debate sine die or until a specific time, adding that opposition to the motion would lead to a vote. The Legal Adviser clarified that it had expressed reservations on re-convening a meeting of the Subsidiary Body, as it had honoured its mandate [considered completed on the presentation of its report], but should the Committee wish to take a vote, then one Committee member should speak for while another against the motion as well as specify when the debate would recommence and whether a working group would formulate an amendment. Thus, Italy would have to explain the reasons behind the suspension and when it wished the proceedings to resume.
1065. The delegation of Italy made clear that it had proposed to suspend the meeting, following the request by the Republic of Korea, having given a clear explanation that it was to ascertain the differences between the files examined by the Subsidiary Body, as had been requested by Spain.
1066. The Legal Adviser was of the understanding that Italy wished to suspend the meeting for 15 minutes, which it was entitled to do. However, he reiterated his legal objection that the Subsidiary Body be re-convened as, from a legal point of view, it ceased to exist on presentation of its report.
1067. The Chairperson noted that the Republic of Korea supported the motion to suspend the debate. The delegation of Paraguay supported Italy to suspend the debate and to move to the adoption of the other elements.
1068. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that the Chairperson could rule on the motion, which would be put to a vote if the ruling were challenged. The Legal Adviser explained that the Republic of Korea proposed that the Chairperson rule on whether the meeting is suspended or whether to continue with the other files, adding that a Committee member contesting the ruling would result in a vote.
1069. The Chairperson therefore suspended the meeting to allow all Committee members to convene.
[15-minute pause]
[Sunday 27 November, evening session]
1070. The Chairperson returned to the request by Paraguay to suspend the debate so as to continue with the other files. This was seconded by the Albania. The delegation of Burkina Faso agreed to suspend the debate, requesting that the Secretariat make available the nomination forms [submitted by Japan] so that they could be reviewed until the debate resumed. The Secretariat took note of the request.
1071. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the multinational nomination on Cultural practices and expressions linked to the balafon of the Senufo communities of Mali and Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire [draft decision 6.COM 13.29] submitted by Mali, Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire. The balafon of the Senufo communities is a pentatonic xylophone, known locally as the ncegele, composed of eleven to twenty-one wooden keys of varying lengths arranged on a trapezoidal frame. The instrument has calabash gourd resonators arranged beneath the frame, which are perforated and covered with spider’s egg-sac filaments to enhance the sound. Played solo or as part of an ensemble, the music is based on multiple rhythmic melodies, providing entertainment during festivities and accompanying prayers in parishes and in sacred woods while supporting the teaching of value systems, traditions, beliefs, customary law, and rules of ethics. The Subsidiary Body found that all the criteria were satisfied. It noted that the Senufo communities in Burkina Faso and Mali had been involved in the preparation of the nomination file and had given their free, prior and informed consent. However, Côte d’Ivoire did not demonstrate that the communities had provided their consent. Furthermore, the balafon is listed in the inventory of intangible cultural heritage in Burkina Faso and Mali, but Côte d’Ivoire is requested to provide additional information in this regard, and so satisfy R.5. The Body therefore recommended the inscription of the element relevant to the Senufo communities of Mali and Burkina Faso, and the referral of the nomination file by Côte d’Ivoire due to a lack of information in R.4 and R.5, inviting it to re-submit a revised form with the requested information in a subsequent cycle.
1072. The delegation of Morocco noted that this was the first time such a case had occurred in which it was recommended to inscribe an element from two countries and a referral from one State Party of a multinational nomination. The delegation wondered about the future procedure, not least because paragraph 4 in its recommendation for a referral was unclear as to whether it was addressed to all three submitting States Parties or just Côte d’Ivoire.
1073. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran recalled the first multinational nomination Novruz and its belief that a country’s name must be included in the title if all the requirements of the file were to be met, therefore advising that Côte d’Ivoire be deleted from the title, while postponing the inclusion of Côte d’Ivoire until a subsequent cycle.
1074. The Secretary remarked that the file raise two issues owing to the fact that three countries presented a nomination but only two managed to successfully satisfy the requirements. Firstly, the Secretary drew attention to paragraph 1 in which all three countries were cited (a requirement since it referred to the original title of the nomination file), while in paragraph 3, the decision proposed to the Committee that the inscription concern only Mali and Burkina Faso, the consequence of which would result in the corresponding change in the title. Secondly, in paragraph 4, the Committee proposed to Côte d’Ivoire to provide the missing information. The Secretary added that the three countries could re-submit the nomination to replace the nomination the Committee could now inscribe with just the two countries, which was the principle of multinational nominations, as they could be expanded to include other countries.
1075. The Chairperson proceeded with the adoption of the draft decision. The delegation of Morocco drew attention to the some errors in the description of the balafon in the French version, which was duly corrected.
1076. The delegation of China felt that there was some confusion on the specific procedures, which were reflected in paragraphs 3 and 4, as paragraph 4 invited the submitting State Parties (in the plural form) to resubmit the nomination in a subsequent cycle, suggesting that the three countries should resubmit a revised nomination, which contradicted with paragraph 3 in which the nomination by Mali and Burkina Faso be inscribed. The delegation drew attention to paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives, in which it states that a State Party wishing to join a nomination had to approach all the States Parties concerned and submit the nomination according to the established procedures in which the original nomination is replaced with the revised nomination.
1077. The Secretary explained that the Subsidiary Body had also raised the same issue and thus took the initiative, and in doing so bore the responsibility of finding a creative solution. Had the Subsidiary Body rigourously adhered to the procedure, and one of the States Parties failed to comply with the criteria, then theoretically the entire nomination would either be rejected or referred, even if two of the submitting States Parties had fully complied. The Subsidiary Body also took into account that no African nominations had been submitted in Nairobi, while this was its only nomination in the current cycle. With this in mind, the Subsidiary Body accepted the nomination based on the compliance of two States Parties while inviting the third State Party to provide additional information so that the entire nomination could be inscribed at a later date with all three States Parties.
1078. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was not convinced of the rationale behind the decision since the nomination would be referred back when all the submitting States Parties resubmit a new nomination in a subsequent cycle. Thus, it appeared better to maintain the same procedure, as had been the case with other multinational nominations.
1079. The Secretary explained that this was the first time such a situation had occurred in which one submitting State Party did not succeed in meeting the requirements. Thus, the Committee had to decide on whether to reject the nomination until such time as the nomination file was complete, or accept the multinational nomination by two States Parties until Côte d’Ivoire could join the inscription.
1080. Thinking of the consequences, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran asked what would happen should Côte d’Ivoire not fulfil a greater number of criteria, thus insisting on maintaining the same procedure.
1081. Responding to the question by Iran, the Secretary explained that the element would be inscribed for Burkina Faso and Mali, and Côte d’Ivoire would not join the nomination.
1082. The Legal Adviser drew attention to the latter part of paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives that states, ‘In the event that the Committee, on the basis of the new nomination file, decides not to inscribe the element, the original inscription shall remain intact.’ The Committee thus faced a new interpretation of the paragraph and would consider that the element – subject of a multinational file, and now bi-national – would be inscribed definitively. The Legal Adviser added that the inscription would serve as a precedent and be beneficial in dealing with this type of nomination file; the Committee were therefore able to freely interpret the Operational Directives in this regard. In addition, Côte d’Ivoire would have to bear the sanction of having to wait another four years, recalling that multinational nominations were considered a priority. However, should the Committee decide to adopt the decision, Côte d’Ivoire could submit the information in time for the next Committee session and thereby add its name to the inscription.
1083. The delegation of Grenada was of the understanding that upon inscription Côte d’Ivoire would be removed from the title.
1084. The delegation of Kenya wished for Africa to be judged on the same terms as other files, even though Africa was a priority. The delegation spoke of the huge efforts made by the two submitting States Parties to meet all the criteria, while Côte d’Ivoire were unable to achieve the same due to reasons beyond its control with the hope that it will be able to do so at a later date. The delegation therefore fully supported the recommendation and decision. The delegation of Cyprus fully supported the remarks by Kenya. The delegation of Spain also supported Kenya, urging the Committee to be consistent in its mandate to ensure a representative and diverse list of intangible cultural heritage, and supporting States Parties in their efforts, adding that the nomination available on the website could reflect the decision accordingly.
1085. The delegation of Morocco felt that a literal interpretation should be applied of the Convention in that a multinational nomination should be sent back when one submitting State Party fell short. Nonetheless, given the explanation by the Legal Adviser, the delegation sought flexibility in the rules and thus supported inscription as recommended.
1086. The delegation of Niger believed that the Committee should welcome the efforts undertaken by the three submitting States Parties in preparing the nomination, which was exemplary in its approach, echoing its support for inscription.
1087. Taking into consideration the efforts by the submitting States, the delegation of Madagascar joined the other Members in their support of inscription. Noting a consensus, the delegation of Italy suggested moving to the decision. The delegation of Jordan spoke of the spirit of solidarity and of the Convention represented by the nomination and also supported the decision.
1088. The Chairperson moved to the adoption as a whole. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.29 to inscribe Cultural practices and expressions linked to the balafon of the Senufo communities of Mali and Burkina Faso on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1089. The delegation of Mali gave thanks to the Chairperson, the Secretariat, the Subsidiary Body and the Committee for the kind words expressed. The delegation appreciated the decision, adding that it will continue to strengthen its implementation of the Convention, which included changing the legal framework in 2010 to integrate intangible cultural heritage as defined in the Convention. The delegation of Burkina Faso repeated its thanks, paying tribute to all the States Parties that had elements inscribed, as well as those withdrawing files so as to help reach consensus. The delegation reiterated that Côte d’Ivoire was unable to provide the additional information for reasons beyond its control but that it was continuing to work towards obtaining the information for the next cycle.
1090. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Mariachi, string music, song and trumpet [draft decision 6.COM 13.30] submitted by Mexico. Mariachi is a traditional music and fundamental element of Mexican culture, transmitting values, heritage, history and different Indian languages. Traditional Mariachi ensembles include trumpets, violins, the vihuela and guitarrón (bass guitar), and may have four or more musicians who wear regional costumes adapted from the charro costume. Modern Mariachi music includes a wide repertoire of songs from different regions of the country and musical genres. Musicians learn by ear from father to son and through performances at festive, religious and civil events. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. This music tradition is transmitted through generations, from fathers to sons, among the groups practising the Mariachi. The nomination demonstrated the community’s participation and strong commitment towards safeguarding Mariachi. Its inscription would contribute to intercultural dialogue through musical expressions.
1091. The Chairperson noted that this was one of the nominations that the Body identified as providing a good model of how a nomination should be presented.
1092. The delegation of Italy spoke of the nomination as a perfect example of how to prepare a nomination, suggesting that States Parties examine the file as a capacity-building exercise. The delegation therefore congratulated Mexico for the inscription and for providing an exemplary model. 
1093. The Chairperson moved to the adoption as a whole. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.30 to inscribe Mariachi, string music, song and trumpet on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1094. The delegation of Mexico thanked Indonesia and its people for the warm welcome and the Subsidiary Body and the Committee for the high regard in which they held the nomination, expressing its gratitude on behalf of the Mariachi community and the Mexican people, not least because the music was an emblematic tradition of Mexico and a cultural marker of national identity. The delegation was fully committed to working with the community to safeguard and disseminate Mariachi. [Mariachi musicians playing live] 
1095. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Al ‘azi, elegy, processional march and poetry [draft decision 6.COM 13.36] submitted by Oman. Al ‘azi is a genre of sung poetry performed in the northern regions of the Sultanate of Oman and long regarded as the heritage, practice and collective memory of tribal Bedouin communities of the Omani desert. During processions, poets brandish swords while singing and reciting improvised poems in a Bedouin dialect or in Arabic. These describe historical events and relationships with other tribes. Al ‘azi is composed for and performed during social occasions and is transmitted among family and tribal groups. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criterion R.5 was satisfied, but that the other four criteria needed additional information. In R.1, the Body found that there was not enough information about the element to understand it well. In addition, the community was identified as the entire country of Oman, making it difficult to understand the social and cultural functions of the element within the community. From the information in the form, the Body could not get an understanding of the poetry’s meaning, its social function when performed, or how it was transmitted. Since criterion R.2 is directly related to criterion R.1 there was insufficient information about the community and the element to judge how inscription will contribute to the visibility of intangible cultural heritage in general. After a long debate about the merits of R.3, the Body decided that the community involvement in the elaboration and implementation of the safeguarding measures was uncertain. There was also concern that some of the measures were not well targeted to the specificities of the nominated element. Regarding R.4, the Body found no clear evidence that the community had been widely and actively involved in the elaboration of the nomination.
1096. The delegation of Morocco honoured Oman for having withdrawn its second nomination, acknowledging that the information in R.1 was not well worded or in the right place and conceding that R.1 and R.2 would possibly have to be revised, but that the groups of practitioners were well identified in R.4. With regard to R.3, the delegation drew attention to the cited duplication of safeguarding measures, which was no longer the case with the withdrawal of its Al-Maydaan nomination.
1097. The delegation of Paraguay concurred with the observations by Morocco that the file should be read differently given the new situation as a result of its withdrawal of the second file, suggesting postponing discussion on the file to allow for its re-examination. The delegations of Morocco and Jordan supported the proposal. The Chairperson suspended the debate and proceeded with draft decision 6.COM 13.39.
1098. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Fado, urban popular song of Portugal [draft decision 6.COM 13.39] submitted by Portugal. A symbol of identity, Fado music is widely sung in Lisbon and represents a distinctly Portuguese multicultural synthesis of Afro-Brazilian music, local genres of song and dance, rural music, and urban song patterns of the early nineteenth century. Fado is typically performed by a solo male or female singer, accompanied by an acoustic guitar and the Portuguese guitarra, a pear-shaped twelve-stringed cittern. It is performed professionally and informally in grass-root associations and often transmitted over successive generations within the same families. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. This music expression gives a sense of identity and continuity to the communities of bearers. The proposal demonstrated that the bearers, along with specialists and specialized institutions, participated in the nomination and the safeguarding measures.
1099. The Chairperson noted that this file could serve as a model for future submissions.
1100. The delegation of Paraguay congratulated the State Party and accepted the decision. The delegation of Spain also thanked Portugal for presenting the element.
1101. The Chairperson moved to the adoption as a whole. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.39 to inscribe Fado, urban popular song of Portugal on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1102. The delegation of Portugal thanked the Chairperson and the Indonesian government for its gracious hospitality, the Committee for its decision, the Secretariat for its unerring support, and the Subsidiary Body for its recommendation and for identifying the nomination as worthy of recognition. The delegation spoke of the years of hard work carried out by a dedicated team in the preparation of the file, working together with the Fado community and colleagues at the UNESCO National Commission. The Mayor of Lisbon spoke of the joy and pride felt by the people from Lisbon as well as by all Portuguese, but that it was particularly dedicated to the practitioners and scholars of Fado, and above all to the community that supported and participated in the nomination process with the responsibility to promote and preserve Fado.
1103. The Chairperson adjourned the session.
[Monday 28 November, morning session]
1104. The Chairperson reminded the Committee that it was very behind in its schedule, limiting the interventions to 1 minute. It was recalled that five files had been suspended: four from Japan (6.COM 13.23, 6.COM 13.24, 6.COM 13.26, 13.28) and one from Oman (6.COM 13.36), proposing to continue with document 13 and the remaining 9 elements before returning to the suspended files. The Chairperson announced a new schedule in which the present session could be extended until 8.30 pm, suggesting that the electoral groups meet to discuss the forthcoming agenda items 12 [Establishment of a Consultative Body], 14 [Establishment of a Subsidiary Body], and 24 [Election of the members of the Bureau].
1105. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the first of Korean nominations on Craftsmanship of Najeon, mother-of-pearl inlay [draft decision 6.COM 13.40] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Najeon is the decorative craft of inlaying carefully cut pieces of mother-of-pearl into the lacquer-covered surface of objects such as wardrobes, cabinets, chests, tables and jewellery boxes. Techniques and traditional methods of najeon require extensive production time and finely-honed skills that are transmitted through apprenticeships or handed down to new generations as a part of family businesses. Tongyeong City is renowned for lacquer-ware with mother-of-pearl inlay, and its practitioners take great pride in their art and this regional heritage. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.3, R.4, and R.5 were satisfied but R.1 needed additional information. It was found that the description overly focused on a technical description and did not provide enough information concerning the meaning of the element to its community, and how it conveyed a sense of identity. In R.2, opinions were divided between Yes and referral. For those advocating the referral option, they considered that further information was needed to say how the inscription of this element could contribute to the visibility of intangible cultural heritage in general.
1106. The Chairperson understood that the nomination would be referred if there was insufficient information to satisfy criterion R.1, regardless of the decision in R.2. With no comments, the Chairperson moved to the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. The Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 1 and 2 (with the Yes option in R.2), and paragraph 3 (with the removal of the refer option in R.2), and paragraph 4 were also adopted. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.40 to refer the nomination of Craftsmanship of Najeon, mother-of-pearl inlay.
1107. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the second of the Republic of Korea’s nominations on Jultagi, tightrope walking [draft decision 6.COM 13.41] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Traditional Korean Jultagi is a distinctive form of tightrope walking that is accompanied by music and witty dialogue between the tightrope walker and an earthbound clown. The tightrope walker executes a variety of acrobatic feats along with jokes, mimicry, songs and dance, while a clown engages the tightrope walker in humorous banter and musicians play to accompany the entertainment. The Jultagi Safeguarding Association in Gyeonggi Province oversees the transmission of skills through apprenticeships with masters, public classes and summer camps. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. The community of bearers participated in the nomination through the Preservation Association and masters, and they play an active role in the safeguarding measures of this performing art.
1108. With no comments, and turning to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.41 to inscribe Jultagi, tightrope walking on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1109. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Royal cuisine of the Joseon dynasty [draft decision 6.COM 13.42] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Today’s traditional Korean cuisine derives largely from the royal cuisine of the Joseon dynasty (1392-1910), originally served exclusively to the royal family. Composed of nearly 350 main and side dishes, rice cakes, desserts and beverages, the cuisine is based on the principles of cosmic harmony and balance. It employs diverse cooking methods like scalding, steaming, boiling, roasting, blending, pickling and fermenting. Two designated masters and two institutes are systematizing recipes, training practitioners and researching the food of the Joseon Dynasty. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.3 and R.5 were satisfied, but that R.1, R.2 and R.4 needed additional information. In R.1, the Body wondered about the subject of the nomination, as it was unclear as to whether it was the dishes, spices, or ingredients. Moreover, there was no clear description of the community other than the two master chefs who learned the recipes and teach at culinary institutes. Additionally, there was no information concerning the element’s its social or cultural functions. In R.2, which is fundamentally connected to R.1, the Body maintained that the element was not well defined and the description of community unconvincing, thus, it was not obvious how inscription would increase visibility. In R.4, the Subsidiary Body noted that the community involvement and consent was limited to the two master chefs and the two institutions where they teach, deciding that there should be a wider range of consents.
1110. The delegation of Spain felt that this form of gastronomy had been passed from the palace, to the academy, to the street, whose generosity to permeate the community should be welcomed. Moreover, the culinary skills and tradition were passed from masters to students, and had very much influenced the way Koreans cook and appreciate food today.
1111. With no further comments the Chairperson moved to the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, pronouncing adopted paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.42 to refer Royal cuisine of the Joseon dynasty.
1112. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Seokjeon Daeje, ceremony in honour of great Confucian scholars [draft decision 6.COM 13.43] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Seokjeon Daeje is a traditional rite that pays tribute to the teachings and virtues of Confucius and other ancient sages and scholars. Held twice yearly in the second and eighth lunar months at the Confucian shrine in Sungkyunkwan, it involves twenty-seven officiants, forty-two musicians and sixty-four dancers. The ceremony is characterized by observances of ritual etiquette and order and performances of traditional music and dance based on Confucian ideals. The ceremony is transmitted through apprenticeships, lectures and courses given at two institutions. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.4 and R.5 were satisfied, but that R.1, R.2 and R.3 needed additional information. In R.1 the Body decided that the information presented on the element was weak as the description of what the ritual is or how it functions within the community. The Body had examined another nomination – since withdrawn – concerning a similar ceremony from another country, and it was resolute to apply the same standard to both on an equitable basis. Again, criterion R.2, and R.1 are intertwined and R.2 relied on R.1 having a well-defined element and a clear description of the community in order to adequately respond to how it will increase the visibility of intangible cultural heritage. With regard to R.3, the Body saw the safeguarding measures as having too much emphasis on promoting tourism and focusing only on the musical aspects of the ritual and not on the larger phenomenon. Consequently, the Body recommended a referral.
1113. With no further comments the Chairperson moved to the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. The Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.43 to refer Seokjeon Daeje, ceremony in honour of great Confucian scholars.
1114. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Taekkyeon, a traditional Korean martial art [draft decision 6.COM 13.44] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Taekkyeon is a traditional Korean martial art that makes use of fluid, rhythmic dance-like movements to strike an opponent, while teaching consideration and moderation. The graceful movements are gentle and circular but can explode with enormous flexibility and strength, employing a variety of offensive and defensive skills. As part of seasonal farming-related traditions, Taekkyeon serves to facilitate community integration and promotes public health. A great number of people practice it as a daily activity and the Korean Taekkyeon Association promotes its transmission. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. The proposal demonstrated that the Taekkyeon had been passed down from masters to disciples and also through practice at associations. The Body found in particular that the nomination described a wide range of financial and other measures to safeguard this martial art.
1115. With no comments, and turning to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.44 to inscribe Taekkyeon, a traditional Korean martial art on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1116. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Weaving of Mosi in the Hansan region [draft decision 6.COM 13.45] submitted by the Republic of Korea. Weaving of Mosi is a process involving harvesting, boiling and bleaching ramie plants, spinning yarn from the fibre, and weaving it on traditional looms. Weaving is transmitted in women-led family operations where mothers transmit techniques and skills to their daughters or daughters-in-law. The region of Hansan, Republic of Korea, boasts fertile land and sea winds that allow ramie plants to thrive. Mosi cloth is used to produce a variety of clothing from dress suits and military uniforms to mourning garments. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criteria R.1, R.2, R.4 and R.5 were satisfied, but that R.3 needed additional information. In the case of criterion R.3, the Body felt that further information was needed with regard to safeguarding measures that can ensure the continuity of the traditional craftsmanship, while also ensuring that the communities of weavers themselves exercise control over intensified production and trade in ramie fabric. The Body also wished to see more information on how this intensified production will meet the Convention’s requirement for sustainable development, particularly environmental sustainability.
1117. The delegation of Morocco congratulated the Republic of Korea for the inscription of the two previous elements, adding that they raised the issue of how the phenomena of professionalization and commercialization can be measured as there was no clear dividing line, expressing concern as to whether the safeguarding measures could meet the criteria.
1118. The delegation of Cyprus agreed with the remarks by Morocco and sought clarification from the submitting State on the criteria. 
1119. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran felt that this file was similar to other files with only one unfulfilled criterion. The delegation therefore sought clarification from the Republic of Korea on its safeguarding measures in R.3.
1120. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that it had presented measures to prevent the element from being the subject of over-commercialization and it quoted directly from the nomination, ‘policies to expand the farmland available for ramie cultivation will be adopted to secure a stable material supply and marks-of-origin regulations will be introduced. Specifically, the Korean government already designated a registered Geographical Indication for Hansan ramie in 2006, based on WTO’s TRIPS (Trade Related Intellectual Properties), and will adopt a traceability system using RFID tags in order to protect the products of ramie practitioners.’ The delegation explained that because of these measures, the community practitioners were the assured beneficiaries, adding that since the file was originally submitted safeguarding measures were currently being carried out.
1121. Congratulating the Republic of Korea for the nomination, the delegation of Azerbaijan noted that the specific concern raised in R.3, which questioned the role of the communities in the production of the materials, was addressed in the proposed safeguarding measures, as confirmed by the Republic of Korea.
1122. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran sought an explanation from the Subsidiary Body’s on its different interpretation in R.3.
1123. The Vice-Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body replied that the Body’s working methodology had already been explained, adding that the Republic of Korea [member of the Subsidiary Body) did not have the opportunity to respond to its concern as it was unable to participate in its deliberations. The Vice-Chairperson also conceded that the Body had been divided on this matter, but appreciated the information provided by the submitting State. However, it was noted that the element had demonstrated a tendency towards over-commercialize, raising the question of traditional craftsmanship versus industrialization processes replicating the element’s production. Thus, the question was how the communities would be involved in managing the activities related to the over-production of the element and its trademark.
1124. The delegation of Indonesia wished to hear from the submitting State on the concern voiced on community participation on the safeguarding measures.
1125. The delegation of the Republic of Korea assured the Committee that the community had actively participated in the safeguarding measures, as had been confirmed by the Vice-Chairperson, and the concern appeared to be more related to commercialization, which had been addressed in the nomination form in which it describes the introduction of a specific geographic identification system for ramie, as well as a traceability system for the ramie products so that only designated communities could draw benefit.
1126. The Chairperson wished to move forward on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, with any amendments to be presented at that time. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 1. Criterion R.1, R.3, R.4, and R.5 in paragraph 2 were also adopted.
1127. The delegation of Morocco did not believe that the discussion on commercialization had been closed and that R.3 was in fact fulfilled. The delegation suggested maintaining the first part of the criteria and adding that the safeguarding measures promoted transmission and viability for future generations.
1128. The Chairperson thanked Morocco for its constructive amendment. The Secretary read the paragraph in R.3, which would be subsequently re-introduced in paragraph 2, ‘Ongoing and future safeguarding measures show the commitment of the State and the communities to safeguard the element and promote the viability and transmission of the element to future generations.’
1129. Following the explanation by the Republic of Korea and the fact that the information was contained in the nomination file, the delegation of Azerbaijan supported the amendment and wording. The delegations of Indonesia, Italy and Kenya also supported the amendment.
1130. The delegation of China was unconvinced by the amendment since the information provided by the Republic of Korea did not respond to the concern, adding that it was in fact confused by the suggestion of positive commercialization as this equated with over-commercialization, which was common in this form of handicrafts.
1131. The delegation of Jordan also supported the amendment.
1132. The delegation of Grenada noted that the submitting State was also concerned about this aspect and how the community would respond to the development of the production. The delegation recalled that the issue of commercialization was taken into consideration during the negotiations of the Convention with some States Parties wishing to link the development of handicrafts with property rights, as had been achieved with the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), requesting that Korea take this into consideration in its future report.
1133. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was also unconvinced with the explanation provided, echoing the remarks by China.
1134. The delegation of Morocco understood the reservations, proposing to re-introduce the deleted latter part of paragraph 3 into a new paragraph, which would draw the State’s attention to this particular issue, adding that nevertheless it did not jeopardize the essence of what was explained on community participation.
1135. The delegation of Spain supported the amendment. The delegation of Grenada was in favour of the amendment, but invited Korea to provide detailed information on this point in their periodic report, according to Art. 29 of the Convention.

1136. The delegation of Italy supported the amendment by Morocco and Grenada. The delegation of Burkina Faso concurred with Italy. The delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Croatia, Cyprus, Indonesia and Jordan supported the new amendment. The delegation of Italy drew attention to the different language versions.
1137. The delegation of China appreciated the efforts by Morocco but did not feel that the amendment addressed the concern, but was willing to go along with the majority.
1138. The Secretary read out the revised amendment on R.3, which read, ‘Ongoing and future safeguarding measures show the commitment of the State and the communities to safeguard the element and promote the viability and transmission of the element to future generations’, which was duly adopted. The proposed new paragraph 3 read as follows, ‘Requests the State Party to ensure that the communities will control intensified production and trade in ramie fabric, without compromising the continuity of the traditional craftsmanship or the natural resources used in its manufacture, and to address this issue in its periodic report’, which was duly adopted. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 4, which would now recommend inscription of the element. The delegation of Grenada corrected the paragraph to ‘Weaving of Mosi’.
1139. With no further comments, paragraph 4 was adopted. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.45 to inscribe Weaving of Mosi (fine ramie) in the Hansan region to the Representative List.
1140. The delegation of the Republic of Korea expressed gratitude to the government of Indonesia for its hospitality and to the Secretariat for its hard work. The delegation also thanked the Subsidiary Body for its dedication. As Korea had been a member of the Subsidiary Body for three years, it was well aware of the challenging work carried out, and was pleased to share three more important elements of Korean heritage with other communities. The delegation regretted that the Committee had not accepted the three other elements, particularly as there were large communities behind the nominations, acknowledging nonetheless that re-writing files was not a waste of time but a good opportunity to better safeguard and enhance the elements concerned.
1141. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Festivity of ‘la Mare de Déu de la Salut’ of Algemesí [draft decision 6.COM 13.46] submitted by Spain. The Festivity of ‘la Mare de Déu de la Salut’ is a series of activities and performances celebrated every 7 and 8 September in Algemesí, Spain. These commence with ringing the bell of Basílica Menor de San Jaime followed by a parade. During the two days, almost 1,400 people participate in theatre, music, dance and performances organized in the historical areas of the city. All costumes, ornaments and accessories are handcrafted, and the dances and musical scores are passed by the townspeople from generation to generation. The festival brings together dance, music and religious ceremonies. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. The proposal demonstrated the participation of the practitioners and bearers in the nomination and also efforts of stakeholders to safeguard the festivity.
1142. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson proposed adoption of the decision as a whole. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.46 to inscribe Festivity of ‘la Mare de Déu de la Salut’ of Algemesí to the Representative List.
1143. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Fiesta of the patios in Cordova [draft decision 6.COM 13.47] submitted by Spain. For twelve days at the beginning of May, the city of Cordova celebrates the Fiesta of the patios when residents decorate their shared patios with abundant arrays of plants, carefully designed and attractively arranged for public viewing. The fiesta has two prominent elements: the ‘Patio Competition’ and the ‘Festival of the Patios of Cordova’. The competition awards prizes to patios in different categories based on their decorations. The festival consists of performances, normally in larger patios, of traditional Cordovan folk singing and dancing. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that criterion R.3 was satisfied, but that criterion R.4 required additional information, and criteria R.1, R.2 and R.5 did not fulfil the criteria. The Chairperson explained that this was one of the most difficult and complex decisions, arrived after long debate and compromise. It found certain flaws that made it impossible for the Body to find that the criteria were satisfied. From the description in the nomination, it was understood to be a civic festival organized within an historical site – something that doubtless constitutes an important safeguarding strategy for the built heritage of Historic Cordova – but the Body had trouble finding the intangible cultural heritage within the nomination. It was obvious that residents of the patio houses in Cordova were attached sentimentally and psychologically to their homes. The nomination did not, however, show how the Fiesta of the patios constituted intangible cultural heritage. Thus, it went without saying that its inscription on the Representative List would not contribute to ensuring proper understanding of intangible heritage, and since promoting visibility of intangible cultural heritage is a fundamental of the List, criterion R.2 was deemed to be unsatisfied. With regard to R.5, it was concluded that the criterion was not satisfied, i.e. it was not the subject of a referral. The Chairperson suggested that a comparison be made with a referred file. A recommendation of No was adopted even though there was ample information provided in the file; the information provided made reference to the Tourism Register of Andalusia, and the houses were inscribed as built heritage and not as intangible cultural heritage.
1144. The Chairperson recognized that this was the first time the Committee had dealt with such a situation in this cycle.
1145. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was not convinced about the argumentation presented by the Subsidiary Body, particularly with regard to the identification of the element, as the element was a manifestation of intangible cultural heritage within a special space, it therefore sought further information from the submitting State.
1146. The delegation of Morocco recognized that the examination of this nomination file was difficult for the Subsidiary Body, remarking that the file emphasized urban and architectural aspects over anthropological aspects such that the space where the festival took place took precedence over the festival, which is at the heart of intangible cultural heritage and its social transmission from generation to generation. Nevertheless, this did not diminish from the fact that the element constituted intangible cultural heritage albeit it was not well presented as such. The delegation would therefore propose an amendment in this sense. 
1147. The delegation of Japan sought an explanation from the Subsidiary Body on its judgement in R.5, as the report suggested that the element had not been included in any inventory, as well as background information from the submitting State. 
1148. The delegation of Cuba remarked that there was more detailed information on R.4, in which the owners of the patios and the communities, as well as the two associations were directly involved in the nomination and were concerned with the development and safeguard of the patio heritage, with the festival representing the highest expression of this heritage. Moreover, a commission had been established to evaluate and prepare the nomination with the approbation of the entire community of Cordova.
1149. The delegation of Venezuela concurred with Morocco and sought more information from Spain on three points. Firstly, the delegation sought concrete examples on how the community manifested its sense of identity and belonging to the patio heritage. Secondly, it was stated that the owners of the patios had been ‘informed’, so how did they participate? And thirdly, how did the submitting State include both intangible and tangible aspects of the element on the inventory?
1150. The delegation of Spain explained that the element was inscribed in the inventory of intangible cultural heritage of Andalucia held by the Ministry of Culture. Additionally, 13,000 individuals had participated in the elaboration of the inventory, while Andalucian law in this regard stipulates that cultural heritage be included in this list, which was applied to the patio heritage in all its associated aspects – tangible and intangible. In response to the question by Venezuela, the delegation explained that letters and documentation collected by the municipality were shared with the community of which it had full ownership.
1151. The delegation of Italy felt that the explanation given by Spain was sufficient to support the inscription of the element.
1152. The delegation of Niger described the case as awkward as the State Party believed that the element was intangible cultural heritage, while it was noted in the conclusions that the Subsidiary Body did not consider it to be the case. The delegation sought further explanations from the State in this regard and on the inventories.
1153. The delegation of Paraguay noted that criteria R.1 and R.2 for inscription had now been clarified by Spain, further noting that the Subsidiary Body questioned whether the nomination constituted intangible cultural heritage even though it was clear that based on its definition in Art. 2 of the Convention, the community of 1,000 people recognized the element as part of its heritage with the patio serving as a spatial expression of life shared by the community. The physical space was therefore a place of traditional representation and ritual, as can be found among Latin American heritage.
1154. The Chairperson appealed to the Committee to give specific information, while focusing on the draft decision for its later adoption. 
1155. The delegation of Venezuela asked Spain to clarify the issues of community participation and its free and informed, prior consent.
1156. The delegation of Jordan noted that the intangible cultural heritage aspect was not adequately presented in the framework of ceremonies and events, adding that Spain had orally provided important information, which should be included in the file. The delegation conceded that it appeared that the element was inscribed on a national registry and a national list of intangible cultural heritage, but was unsure whether the new material would enable a re-examination of the decision.
1157. Noting the difficulty in reaching consensus, the delegation of Cyprus found the information provided by Spain to be satisfactory, suggesting that the file be referred for additional information and not rejected.
1158. The delegation of Azerbaijan appreciated that the conclusions on R.1 and R.2 were based on the quality of the information contained in the file rather than on a judgement on the quality of the element itself. The delegation supported the files resubmission in a subsequent cycle.
1159. The delegation of Italy appreciated the remark by Paraguay on the integrated approach between tangible heritage, i.e. the patios, and the intangible heritage, i.e. the festival. In this way, the participation of the community would be assured as the patio space could be considered a meeting place of several communities, emphasizing R.2 as a result of the ensuing visibility and the promotion of dialogue.
1160. The delegation of the Republic of Korea endorsed the recommendation by the Subsidiary Body. However, it was open and flexible and would follow the consensus from ‘not to inscribe’ to ‘refer’. The delegation recognized that the festival had an element of tangible heritage, surmising that the issue centred around the presentation of the nomination file with the submitting State placing greater emphasis on the tangible aspects.
1161. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran echoed the remarks that recognized the element as a prominent example of intangible cultural heritage, which highlighted its link to tangible heritage through the space in which it was performed. Moreover, should the submitting State be given the opportunity to respond to all the criteria, the delegation was sure that the element could move one step closer to inscription, and possibly even inscription outright.
1162. The delegation of Croatia congratulated Spain for such an interesting phenomenon of intangible cultural heritage, adding that it was satisfied with the submitting State’s explanation in R.5, and supported giving Spain an opportunity to elaborate further on R.1 and R.2.
1163. The delegation of Spain explained that the community participated in many different ways with representatives from all the sectors involved in the work of the commission, which was established to prepare the nomination while the municipality coordinated the actions. The two community associations participated throughout the entire process, and the owners of the patios held meetings, conducted workshops and surveys. With regard to R.1, the delegation explained that the festival was covered by Art. 2 of the Convention as a traditional social and ritual practice that was part of Cordova’s identity, coinciding with the arrival of spring. The patio was a place of performing arts, representing a way of life.
1164. The delegation of China supported the recommendation to refer.
1165. The Chairperson turned to the draft decision. The delegation of Morocco proposed an amendment to paragraph 3, which read, ‘decides that the information provided in nomination file 00362, Fiesta of the patios in Cordova, is not sufficient to allow the Committee to determine whether the criteria for inscription on the Representative List are satisfied’ And ‘R.1: The submitting State should provide more information to identify more clearly the manner in which the Fiesta of the patios provides a sense of identity and continuity to the Cordovan community’; and ‘R.2: The submitting State should demonstrate more clearly how the inscription of the Fiesta of the patios can contribute to a wider visibility of the intangible cultural heritage.’ R.3 would remain unchanged; and ‘R.5: The submitting State is requested to demonstrate that the element is included in an inventory of intangible cultural heritage present in its territory, as defined in Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention.’ The paragraph would therefore be changed to, ‘decides to refer’.
1166. The Chairperson noted a consensus towards a referral. The Chairperson proceeded with the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis.
1167. The delegation of the Republic of Korea appreciated the amendment by Morocco to accommodate the sentiments of the Committee, and asked that the Secretariat read out the paragraphs, placed accordingly in the draft decision. With no comments, criterion R.1 was pronounced adopted.
1168. The delegation of Albania supported the amendment by Morocco, suggesting that ‘on the Representative List’ be added in R.2. The delegation of Kenya also supported the amendment but wished to replace ‘can’ by ‘will’ in R.2. The delegation of Paraguay suggested replacing, ‘demonstrate more clearly’ with ‘provide more information to clarify’. With no further comments, criterion R.2 and R.4 were pronounced adopted.
1169. The delegation of Albania proposed to include ‘in the national inventory’ in criterion R.5. The delegation of Grenada wondered whether ‘an’ or ‘the’ was more appropriate. The Secretary suggested referring to the wording of the Operational Directives, which stated ‘an inventory of intangible cultural heritage present in its territory’, which was accepted by Albania. With no further comments, criterion R.5 was pronounced adopted. The delegation of Morocco wished to align paragraph 3 with the criteria on the Representative List that ‘are satisfied’. The Secretary read out paragraph 4, which was duly adopted.
1170. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.47 to refer Fiesta of the patios in Cordova.
1171. On behalf of the government, the delegation of Spain thanked the Subsidiary Body for its work and the Committee for having inscribed Festivity of ‘la Mare de Déu de la Salut’ of Algemesí on the Representative List, adding that it was an honour and a privilege to receive this international recognition, and it reiterated its commitment to tangible and intangible heritage. The delegation conveyed thanks from the Valencian community, explaining that Mare de Déu was an excellent testimony to the intangible cultural heritage of Valencia whose processions at the heart of the city’s life continued to ensure its sense of collective belonging and Valencian identity since medieval times transmitted with pride through the generations. The delegation also conveyed thanks from the citizens of Cordova for giving them the opportunity to ensure that the nomination would be fully improved for inscription in a subsequent cycle.
1172. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body introduced the next nomination on Ceremonial Keşkek tradition [draft decision 6.COM 13.48] submitted by Turkey. Keşkek is a traditional Turkish ceremonial wheat and meat dish prepared for wedding ceremonies, circumcisions and religious holidays. Women and men work together to prepare the dish in huge cauldrons, then serve it to the guests. Many community members participate in the various chores from selecting the wheat to saying blessings and prayers to carrying the wheat and to cooking it. The celebrations also include entertainment such as plays and musical performances. The cooking tradition is safeguarded and transmitted by master cooks to apprentices. The Subsidiary Body found that the nomination demonstrated that all criteria were satisfied. The ceremony, transmitted through generations, marked festive events and social ties among the communities. The proposal demonstrated the commitment of the communities and the State to safeguarding the tradition. In R.5, the element was included in the Turkish National Inventory of the Intangible Cultural Heritage.
1173. The Chairperson proceeded with the adoption of the decision as a whole. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.48 to inscribe Ceremonial Keşkek tradition on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.
1174. The delegation of Turkey thanked Indonesia for its hospitality, and the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their sterling work in fulfilling their arduous tasks. The delegation thanked the Committee for its decision to inscribe the element. With regard to the nomination, which was withdrawn [Craftmanship, practices and beliefs of Nazar Boncuğu charms], the delegation added that it followed the recommendation by the Subsidiary Body and accepted its expertise, which included a recommendation for a more robust nomination in the form of a multinational nomination in association with other States practising the element in their territories. With regard to the Ceremonial Keşkek tradition, the element highlighted the importance of sharing between men and women among the Anatolian Turks, focusing on rites of marriage in the community. Turkey did not put forward a nomination on the kebab after following the advice of the experts, but added that this element on Turkey’s culinary heritage demonstrated a good example of sharing and equality through the transmission of cultural heritage. 
1175. The Chairperson returned to the five suspended nominations: four from Japan and one from Oman. The Chairperson appreciated the need to fully discuss the issues in order to have a good understanding of the similarities and differences within the nominations, while the suspensions allowed for consultations among Committee members based on materials provided by the Secretariat. The Chairperson opened the discussion on the issues raised by these nominations, beginning with Chichibu Matsuri no Yatai-gyoji to Kagura, Chichibu autumn festival of floats and kagura.
1176. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran believed that the issue of similarities and differences deserved a debate in order to come to a general idea, suggesting that the experts among the observers be given an opportunity to provide their input. Given the time constraints, the Chairperson declined the proposal.
1177. The delegation of China considered the examination of nomination files to be systematic and meticulous work such that the Committee had decided to establish a subsidiary body so that it may present recommendations to the Committee. The delegation added that these recommendations did not in any way constitute a judgement on the element itself since their assessment was based on factual and material information contained in the file. Furthermore, the referral option afforded submitting States Parties additional time to perfect their nominations, adding that from the very first referral, the Committee had established an understanding in this regard. However, the delegation was upset to note a number of inconsistencies throughout the sessions. As a statutory organ, the Committee should maintain its consistency and conform to the spirit and the principles of the Convention, or risk losing its credibility.
1178. The delegation of the Republic of Korea appreciated China’s intervention, insisting that a direction should be taken in terms of practices and guidelines that the Committee should follow, and so facilitate the examination of the suspended files.
1179. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran acknowledged the issue of similarities between files as crucial and that it had consequences in the future. The delegation believed that it was the practitioners who could consider whether or not an element was similar to another element, adding that it felt uncomfortable about having to judge the element in this regard. In this vein, the delegation explained that a signed letter of consent on the part of the community could determine whether indeed there were any similarities with other elements.
1180. The Chairperson noted that the remarks concerned the working method as well as whether information provided in the file satisfied the requirements. The Chairperson recalled that the examinations of the files had been suspended to allow Committee members to consult among themselves so as to focus on the decisions based on personal expertise and experience. The Chairperson gave the example of batik in Indonesia that was practised in various ways in different communities, yet Indonesia chose to inscribe the element as Indonesian batik. The Chairperson appealed to the Committee to concentrate on the task at hand.
1181. As member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation of Venezuela wished to highlight a few points. With regard to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the examination centred on the urgency of its safeguarding, and in the Representative List, the Body sought information within the nomination on how the element could increase the visibility of the intangible cultural heritage. It was therefore important to bear in mind the ethno-centrism inherent in the process and the effect this may have on the Subsidiary Body and the Committee, which made it difficult to comprehend the subtleties and nuances of the different cultural elements. The delegation emphasized the responsibility borne by the submitting States when it submits a nomination that would be subject to a recommendation to inscribe the element or not. The members of the Subsidiary Body therefore had to be extremely vigilant in ensuring objectivity in the analysis, while ensuring that more efforts were made by the submitting States Parties with regard to the community’s participation and their authentic needs.
1182. The delegation of Spain appreciated the uniqueness and specificities of the cultural elements, and that it was important that States Parties understood these specificities in order to understand the similarities and differences in the variety of cultural expressions. The delegation suggested tackling the nominations in a less harsh manner vis-à-vis the communities. The delegation proposed that criterion R.1 should be drafted in a more specific way with the State having to justify the claim to the element’s specificity and give more thorough details on the manner in which the community supports it. In this way, the community would also understand the way in which the Committee had examined the element.
1183. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought the Committee’s opinion on adopting a methodology to the Subsidiary Body’s recommendation (to avoid similarities in the nomination files) by checking the ‘similar’ nomination files.
1184. The Chairperson recalled that in discussions of the files, Spain had specifically asked to pinpoint the similarities and differences, which may facilitate the decision-making process by providing concrete suggestions based on factual information contained in the file.
1185. The delegation of Morocco was convinced that R.1 was justified in the four elements. However, the problem arose in R.2 with regard to similarities with other elements inscribed on the Representative List, yet there were no guidelines in the Operational Directives regarding similarities and differences that would allow the Committee to adjudicate either way. 
1186. The delegation of Croatia appreciated Japan’s nominations and acknowledged that the elements could be inscribed on the Representative List in their own right. However, the message behind the Subsidiary Body recommendation was to find a way for the submitting State to present the similarities or differences within the file so that it would be better understood and appreciated.
1187. The delegation of Cyprus conceded that it was a difficult task to differentiate between the similarities and differences within the files, suggesting the submitting State submit more information in this regard so that it would facilitate the distinction among files in their subsequent re-examination.
1188. The delegation of the Republic of Korea understood that its earlier proposal was rejected by the Committee, nevertheless, it shared the analysis by Morocco with regard to R.1, and that it could be changed in a positive way, as the element was undoubtedly intangible cultural heritage, while in R.2 more information was required for inscription. The delegation echoed the comment by Cyprus that it was not the Committee’s task to determine the similarities or differences within the file.
1189. The delegation of China added that the Committee was not questioning the merit of the elements, adding that the debate should not be re-opened on how the criteria were or were not satisfied, proposing that a working group be established to discuss the issues of criteria, methodology of the advisory bodies, and so on. The delegation supported the Chairperson’s proposal to move to the decisions.
1190. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that Japan’s nominations raised the issue of having to identify the specificity of the files, adding that it supported the proposal by Morocco, but that the Committee should not exclude the possibility of broadening the scope of an already inscribed element, or emphasize to a greater extent the specificities of the proposed element in a later resubmission.
1191. The delegation of Albania noted that the Committee were unable to reach consensus on the recommendation by the Subsidiary Body, suggesting that the Chairperson move forward with the adoption of the decisions, allowing Committee members to present their amendment at that time.
1192. The Chairperson closed the general debate and moved to draft decision 6.COM 13.23. With no comments, paragraph 1 was adopted.
1193. The delegation of Morocco considered that criterion R.1 was fulfilled. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported Morocco and suggested that criterion R.1 be moved from paragraph 3 to paragraph 2. With no comments, criteria R.3, R.4 and R.5 in paragraph 2 were adopted.
1194. The Secretary noted two amendments: firstly, to change the wording in R.1, secondly, to move R.1 into paragraph 2 with the fulfilled criteria. The delegation of Spain and Italy supported the proposal by Morocco. The Secretary sought appropriate wording for R.1.
1195. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the following, ‘A ritual event recreated by practitioners in response to changing times, the Chichibu festival integrates several expressions such as dance, theatre and music, and is constantly transmitted by the Chichibu community as a symbol of its local identity.’ The delegations of Morocco, Spain Italy, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Grenada, Jordan, Islamic Republic of Iran, Albania and Oman supported the amendment. Criterion R.1 was duly adopted.
1196. The delegation of Burkina Faso also joined the consensus, however, the option of adding a nomination to an already inscribed element to broaden its scope should not be closed.
1197. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested that Burkina Faso provide a concrete proposal, and that the Chairperson should now move to the adoption of the decision if there were no objections. In criterion R.2, the delegation of Morocco wondered whether the Committee could endorse a position on similarity, finding problematic the formulation in R.2.
1198. The delegation of Italy believed that R.2 was satisfied and therefore proposed to move the criterion into paragraph 2. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that with no concrete proposals, the Chairperson should move forward to adoption, not least because the issue had been largely debated. With no comments or amendments, criterion R.2 was pronounced adopted. The delegation of Italy sought clarity. The Secretary explained that with no forthcoming proposals, R.2 was adopted as it stood in paragraph 3. The delegation of Italy explained that it had been preparing an amendment. The Chairperson did not realize that this was the case before R.2 was adopted.
1199. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported Italy’s remarks to prepare an amendment then seek adoption. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that the draft decisions had been suspended precisely to give Committee members time to think and prepare proposals. The delegation of China strongly supported Korea.
1200. From a procedural perspective, the delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the adoption of paragraph 2 did not extend to the reservations made in R.2. The delegation of Albania urged the Chairperson to rule in this regard. The Chairperson ruled that R.2 had already been adopted. The delegation of Italy explained that it had proposed an amendment before the Chairperson moved to the adoption and therefore it was unable to present its amendment.
1201. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 4, which was pronounced adopted.
1202. The delegation of Morocco questioned the working procedure, adding that the amendment by Italy should be discussed so as to see how it would affect the decision. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported Morocco. The Chairperson explained that ample time had been given to the Committee to draft amendments.
1203. Moving to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.23 to refer Chichibu Matsuri no Yatai-gyoji to Kagura, Chichibu autumn festival of floats and Kagura.
1204. The Chairperson moved to draft decision 6.COM 13.24 on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments, paragraph 1 was pronounced adopted. With no comments, R.3, R.4 and R.5 in paragraph 2 were adopted.
1205. In the same way as for the previous nomination, the delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the following amendment in R.1, ‘Hon-minoshi has been handed down for many generations in the Warabi community as livelihood constituting local pride and identity’. Criterion R.1 would then join paragraph 2. With no comments or objections, R.1 was adopted and moved to paragraph 2. 
1206. The delegation of Spain believed that since criterion R.1 had been met then criterion R.2 had also been met, proposing the following, ‘decides that Hon-minoshi, papermaking in the Mino region of Gifu Prefecture could contribute to the visibility and awareness of the significance of intangible cultural heritage more broadly and could foster mutual understanding between practitioners of handmade paper and masters.’
1207. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that a previous decision had already been adopted in this regard, reminding the Committee to consider maintaining consistency. The delegation explained that it had initially been in favour of inscribing the elements, but on condition that some of the guidelines be changed.
1208. The delegation of Italy supported the amendment by Spain. The delegation of China supported the remarks by Korea to retain the original paragraph. The delegation of Venezuela agreed with Korea’s proposal.
1209. The delegation of Italy believed that R.2 was linked to R.1 and with R.1 already adopted it supported the amendment by Spain.
1210. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran joined China and Korea. The Chairperson pronounced adopted criterion R.2 [in its original form]. With no comments, paragraph 4 was adopted.
1211. Moving to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.24 to refer Hon-minoshi, papermaking in the Mino region of Gifu Prefecture.
1212. The Chairperson moved to the draft decision 6.COM 13.26 on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments, paragraph 1 was pronounced adopted.
1213. The delegation of Morocco believed that criterion R.1 was met. The delegation of the Republic of Korea had an amendment in R.1. With no comments, R.3, R.4 and R.5 in paragraph 2 were adopted.
1214. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the following amendment in R.1, which read, ‘Oga no Namahage is an expression of Japan’s folk belief that takes place at the end of each year, is passed on from generation to generation and is recognized by the community as part of its intangible cultural heritage.’ With no comments or objections, R.1 was adopted and moved to paragraph 2. Turning to paragraph 3 and criterion R.2, with no comments, criterion R.2 was pronounced adopted. Paragraph 4 was also adopted.
1215. Moving to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.26 to refer Oga no Namahage, New Year visiting of masked deities in Oga, Akita.
1216. The Chairperson moved to draft decision 6.COM 13.28 on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. With no comments, paragraph 1 was pronounced adopted. With no comments, R.3, R.4 and R.5 in paragraph 2 were adopted.
1217. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the following amendment in R.1, which read, ‘Constantly recreated by its community, the festival of Takayama demonstrates widespread social inclusion, particularly with the involvement of children and provides the community with a sense of identity and continuity.’ With no comments or objections, R.1 was adopted and moved to paragraph 2. The delegation of the Republic of Korea was informed by Japan to delete the reference to children, in conformity with the facts the reference was duly deleted. Turning to paragraph 3 and criterion R.2, with no comments, criterion R.2 was pronounced adopted. Paragraph 4 was also adopted.
1218. Moving to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 13.28 to refer Takayama Matsuri no Yatai Gyoji, Takayama spring and autumn float festivals.
1219. The delegation of Japan was happy for the two inscriptions on the Representative List, and expressed thanks to the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their dedication to the examination of the nomination files. The delegation spoke of the contribution of the elements to raising awareness of intangible cultural heritage and the recognition of its importance and the promotion of dialogue. These inscriptions were encouraging for their respective communities to make further efforts to transmit the element. With regard to the referred files, the delegation thanked the Committee for its thorough and rich examination, even though it was a disappointment, particularly to the communities concerned. However, the delegation recognized that the examination was a positive step towards better implementation of the Convention and it would work further to attain that goal.
1220. The Chairperson congratulated Japan for its inscriptions and for its positive and encouraging words. The Chairperson appealed to the Committee members wishing to make an amendment to prepare their proposals in time. The session was adjourned.
[Monday 28 November, afternoon session]
1221. The Chairperson resumed the discussion on draft decision 6.COM 13.36 and the nomination on Al ‘azi, elegy, processional march and poetry. The delegation of Morocco informed the Committee that it had submitted two amendments to the Secretariat.
1222. The Chairperson first presented the amendment in R.3. The delegation of Kenya, Italy, Jordan, Paraguay and Spain supported the amendment. The delegation of Albania sought an explanation from Morocco on its amendment.
1223. The delegation of Morocco believed that there was sufficient information contained in the nomination to justify community consent in R.4, and that safeguarding measures in R.3 were presented through documentation, awareness-raising, and the training of young people, adding that the concern of the Subsidiary Body with regard to the duplication of safeguarding measures was no longer relevant given the withdrawal of the second nomination.
1224. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the amendment but wished to compare it to the original recommendation and hear remarks from Subsidiary Body members.
1225. The delegation of Azerbaijan supported the amendment. The delegation of Niger supported the amendment even though it asked Oman to provide some clarification.
1226. With regard to the referral in R.3, the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body explained that it was partly due to the duplication but also because the safeguarding measures were unsatisfactory. Having withdrawn its file, the duplication issue had been removed. With regard to R.4, the Chairperson explained that the identity of those submitting the letters of consent was unclear, with the Subsidiary Body’s greatest concerns related to R.1 and R.2.
1227. The delegation of Oman noted that the issue of duplication had been settled, adding that several of the Omani folk traditions differed in many respects but were all an integral part of the intangible cultural heritage of Oman and as such were subject to safeguarding measures. With regards to their repetition, the delegation spoke of its surprise with the decision, not least because the priority was the safeguarding of the element and not whether the safeguarding measures were similar.
1228. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether there were other amendments to the draft decision. The Chairperson confirmed that there were other amendments.
1229. With regard to R.3, the delegation of Albania was surprised that Subsidiary Body members were supporting amendments to their own recommendations, adding that duplication of safeguarding measures was not disqualifying in itself, asking the Subsidiary Body whether it considered the safeguarding measures to be satisfactory.
1230. The Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body reiterated that the safeguarding measures did not specifically address the element and were rather general. She explained that the safeguarding measures may be the same at the State level with an overarching policy on safeguarding but the safeguarding measures should also involve the communities and therefore had to be specific to the element and the community, even if some measures could be shared. 
1231. In light of the change of situation, the delegation of the Republic of Korea acknowledged the need for a change in the text and was willing to go along with the consensus. The delegation of Croatia supported the amendment but with revised language.
1232. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed new wording, which read, ‘while identifying the need to improve them’. The Chairperson believed that the question was whether the criterion was met and not whether they needed improvement.
1233. The Legal Adviser noted that the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body had conferred the decision to the Committee based on the fact that the second nomination had been withdrawn by Oman, which had a bearing on the decision with regard to the duplication of safeguarding measures. Thus, the Subsidiary Body no longer had a collective task to perform and the question of procedure could therefore not be raised. With regard to the Committee’s powers to assess the compliance of the nomination within a specific criterion, the Legal Adviser remarked that Korea’s amendment suggested that it had doubts on the compliance of R.3, asking that Korea explain its proposal.
1234. The delegation of the Republic of Korea withdrew its amendment and voiced support for Morocco’s amendment. The delegations of Venezuela and Indonesia also supported the amendment.
1235. The Chairperson introduced the amendment to R.4. The delegations of Spain, Italy, Jordan, Islamic Republic of Iran, Venezuela, Kenya, Indonesia, Azerbaijan, Madagascar all supported the amendment by Morocco.
1236. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed new wording, which read, ‘leading practitioners and groups of Al ‘azi’. The Secretary read out the amendment in R.4, ‘leading practitioners and groups of Al ‘azi have provided evidence of the free, prior and informed consent in the preparation of the nomination’.
1237. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted paragraphs 1 and 2 (with the amendments by Morocco in R.3 and Korea in R.4), as well as paragraph 3 and 4. With no further objections, the Chairperson adopted Decision 6.COM 13.36 to refer Al ‘azi, elegy, processional march and poetry.
1238. The delegation of Oman thanked Indonesia for its warm hospitality, thanking also the Secretariat and the Committee whose decision it appreciated, expressing confidence in the Subsidiary Body though it encouraged greater attention in the examination of files as well as training for States Parties in terms of nominations and inventories. The delegation assured the Committee that the additional information would be forthcoming.
1239. The Chairperson thanked Oman and was confident that it would return with a more convincing nomination file. The Chairperson then turned to the chapeau of Decision 6.COM 13, which had yet to be discussed.
1240. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked that amendments to the Committee be received in written form. However, if there were no statements forthcoming, the delegation proposed moving to the draft decision, withdrawing its own proposal.
1241. The delegation of Japan informed the Committee that it had submitted to the Secretariat two amendments in paragraph 7.
1242. The Chairperson moved to the draft decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. Paragraphs 1 and 2 were pronounced adopted.
1243. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to know whether there was an addendum or corrigendum to the document cited in paragraph 3. The Secretary confirmed the document as ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13+add. Paragraph 3 was duly adopted.
1244. The Chairperson introduced paragraph 4. The delegation of Italy wished to highlight the fact that this was the first cycle in which a nomination received a referral on the basis of R.2 alone, recalling that the previous Subsidiary Body had remarked that no nominations had been rejected on this basis. The delegation returned to the previously stated logic that if R.1 had been satisfied then logically R.2 was equally satisfied. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested returning later to paragraph 4.
1245. The Chairperson then turned to paragraph 5, which was duly adopted. The Secretary read out a new paragraph tabled by Azerbaijan, which read, ‘considers that each nomination should constitute a unique and original document and reminds submitting States Parties that duplication of text from another nomination or use of previously published material without proper attribution is not acceptable’, adding that this was the same paragraph adopted for the mechanism of the Consultative Body for the Urgent Safeguarding List. The delegation of the Republic of Korea concurred with the adoption of the new paragraph [now paragraph 6].
1246. The Chairperson turned to paragraph 7 [originally paragraph 6]. With no comments or objections paragraph 7 was adopted. The Secretary then read aloud a new paragraph proposed by China, which read, ‘Taking note that States Parties have withdrawn some of their nomination files, decides that the future examination and evaluation take full advantage of the previous Subsidiary Body’s observation upon re-submission of the withdrawn files in a subsequent cycle.’
1247. With regards to the rationale, the delegation of China explained that the tremendous efforts of the Subsidiary Body and the Committee should be recognized and the recommendations used in the re-submission and potential inscription of the files.
1248. The delegation of the Republic of Korea felt that the language could be better formulated, asking to whom did ‘decides’ refer.
1249. The delegation of China explained that it was still unsure whether the Consultative Body would replace the Subsidiary Body therefore the subject of the sentence was the Committee and the advisory body. The Chairperson suggested inserting ‘consideration’ in place of ‘advantage’. The delegation of China concurred.
1250. The delegation of Morocco appreciated the spirit of the proposed amendment, though wished to propose some amendments in the French version.
1251. The delegation of Kenya supported the idea behind the proposal, particularly as a lot of time had been spent deliberating, which additionally would help the Secretariat.
1252. The delegation of Burkina Faso also understood the idea, returning to its earlier comment that paid tribute to those States Parties for withdrawing files, but also expressed reservations on the wording, with a suggestion to remove ‘examination’ in the French version.
1253. The delegation of Albania appreciated the spirit but was of the understanding that withdrawn files would have to recommence the process and was thus uncomfortable that the Committee was deciding on the future actions of the Subsidiary Body or even the Consultative Body, adding that it was common sense that the advisory bodies would take note of the fact without a decision taken on this matter, and thus the delegation was not in favour of the amendment.
1254. The Secretary understood that if China was proposing the amendment it was because of doubts raised in the decisions adopted in China’s nomination files that had requested additional information on criteria that had not previously been problematic and could therefore have been accepted. In essence, a State Party that had withdrawn its nomination file, and that had benefitted from examination by the Subsidiary Body, should only have to rework the criteria that were considered problematic. In this way, problems won’t arise on criteria that had previously been satisfied and the examination of the re-submitted file would remain coherent with the previous opinion. The Secretariat felt that the wording in the amendment could perhaps be better expressed. The delegation of China confirmed the interpretation of its amendment and sought assistance on the wording.
1255. The delegation of the Republic of Korea endorsed the remarks by the Secretary, acknowledging that China had in fact withdrawn three nominations in order to facilitate the work of the Committee and the Secretariat – an action that should be appreciated. The delegation therefore proposed, ‘Considers that observations by the previous Subsidiary Body should be taken in full consideration at the time of examination of nomination files upon the re-submission of those files in the future.’
1256. The delegation of Croatia supported the amendment. The delegation of Italy proposed another formulation, which read, ‘Recalls to the States Parties that referred files will be examined only with respect to the unsatisfied criteria in a subsequent cycle.’ In this way, giving the next Subsidiary Body a clear term of reference.
1257. The delegation of Morocco found that the amendment by Italy better addressed the concern raised by China, adding that it did not mention withdrawn files because the Committee had yet to examine those files and had therefore not yet pronounced on the criteria.
1258. The delegation of Azerbaijan appreciated the rational behind the amendment by China, but wished to make the point in more general terms without making reference to withdrawn or referred files, adding that Korea’s amendment matched the concern. The delegation proposed to replace ‘observations’ with ‘recommendations’.
1259. The delegation of Grenada found that the two amendments addressed two different issues and agreed with Italy’s amendment supported by Morocco. However, after listening to Albania, felt that observations should be taken into consideration as much as possible but not necessarily in ‘full consideration’, adding that the Convention was young and concerns and issues were evolving and required different appreciations.
1260. The delegation of Cyprus supported Italy’s amendment on referred files previously examined, which should only take into account criteria that had not been met.
1261. The delegation of Burkina Faso appreciated China’s concerns, remarking that the Subsidiary Body in its examination consulted the submitted documentation, and it could be assumed that the new Subsidiary Body examining the withdrawn files – re-submitted later – would also make use of the existing documentation, suggesting to retain only Italy’s amendment on the referred files.
1262. The delegation of Spain agreed with the amendment by Italy, adding that the unsatisfied criteria had to be examined in accordance with the recommendations and comments made by the previous Subsidiary Body, proposing, ‘Taking into account the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body made when examining the nomination files.’ The delegation believed that the criteria should be taken into account on its initial appreciation and not on criteria as they evolve in the future.
1263. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed to go along with Italy’s amendment.
1264. The delegation of Japan understood the concern expressed by China, agreeing with the wise amendment by Grenada to Korea’s proposal and adding that it would go along with Italy’s original proposal if the majority followed.
1265. The delegation of the Republic of Korea welcomed Grenada’s amendment, adding that the two paragraphs were compatible, suggesting the adoption of Grenada’s proposal followed by Italy’s proposal, which could be re-worded, and suggesting ‘recalls’. 
1266. The delegation of China appreciated the contribution by Italy, but did not believe that it reflected its idea, as the paragraphs appeared to address two different points. It was happy to go along with Korea’s proposal amended by Grenada.
1267. The Chairperson confirmed that the proposal by Italy would not replace the proposal by China as they were indeed speaking of two different things. The delegation of Italy concurred with this understanding.
1268. The delegation of Morocco was willing to go along with the two paragraphs proposed by Korea and Italy. However, for the sake of consistency, the delegation recommended that ‘examination’ be used correctly, i.e. the advisory bodies carry out ‘evaluations’, while the Committee ‘examines’.
1269. The delegation of Albania remarked that Korea’s proposal should refer to ‘evaluation’, while Italy’s amendment should have both ‘evaluation’ (to be mentioned first), followed by ‘examination’. The delegation of Kenya concurred with China’s understanding that the two paragraphs were different.
1270. The delegation of Jordan supported Italy’s proposal, which it found logical, and agreed that the second and third points could be separated.
1271. The Chairperson wished to deal with one paragraph at a time, beginning with the proposal by Korea.
1272. The delegation of Azerbaijan believed that Korea’s proposal reflected both nominations on withdrawals and referrals, while the amendment by Italy was not required. The Chairperson was of the understanding that, unlike referrals, withdrawn files had not been evaluated by the Committee and were therefore distinctly different. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed with the Chairperson’s interpretation.
1273. The Secretary read out paragraph 8, ‘Considers that recommendations by the previous Subsidiary Bodies should be taken into consideration as much as possible at the time of evaluation of nomination files upon their resubmission in the future.’
1274. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran understood that Albania wished to have both ‘evaluation’ and ‘examination’ mentioned in the paragraph. The Chairperson clarified that this pertained to paragraph 9.
1275. The delegation of Croatia understood that the original amendment had been changed on the basis of China’s concern on withdrawn files yet this was not reflected in the paragraph. The Chairperson explained that the paragraph was general in scope to take on board both referred and withdrawn files. The delegation of Croatia concurred.
1276. The delegation of Japan returned to the correct use of ‘examination’, not ‘evaluation’. The Secretary explained that the Committee had to chose between the Convention (in which the Committee ‘examines’) and the Operational Directives (in which the Committee ‘evaluates’). Therefore Albania was proposing to align the text of the Operational Directives to the Convention. The delegation of Japan agreed to follow the suggestion.
1277. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 8, and turned to paragraph 9, which was read out by the Secretary, ‘Recalls to States Parties that referred files will be evaluated and examined only with respect to the unsatisfied criteria in a subsequent cycle, taking into account the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body made when evaluating the nomination files.’
1278. The delegation of Italy believed that the Committee should be clear on the use of either ‘evaluation or ‘examination’, as paragraph 9, in citing both, accepts that there is a difference in interpretation. With regard to the Operational Directives, ‘examination’ is carried out by the Subsidiary Body, while ‘evaluation’ is carried out by the Committee. The delegation wished to see the same principle applied to the previous paragraph. The Chairperson explained that there was a discrepancy between Art. 7(g) of the Convention (in which the Committee ‘examines’ requests) and the Operational Directives (in which the Committee is said to ‘evaluate’).
1279. The Legal Adviser remarked that States Parties had the right to its own interpretation, adding that the General Assembly had approved the Operational Directives after lengthy sessions and it was not the time to make distinctions between ‘examine’ and ‘evaluate’, as both ‘examine’ and ‘evaluate’ were within the remit of the Committee. The Legal Adviser noted that some States Parties wished to refer only to the Convention, where ‘examine’ is used, nevertheless the current decision would not correct the Operational Directives. The Legal Adviser therefore advised using both words without going into detail, as ‘examination’ also implied action to ensure conformity in the nominations and requests, adding that there was no glossary in the Convention.
1280. The delegation of China drew attention to the adopted decisions of the referred files in which the last paragraph clearly stated that the files would be dealt with in a subsequent cycle, while paragraph 4 of the present draft decision also made reference to referrals. Thus, the delegation did not feel it necessary to repeat the issue in another separate paragraph, which was largely redundant.
1281. The delegation of Italy remarked on the difference between the English version (where ‘examine’ had been deleted) and the French version (where ‘examine’ had not been deleted).
1282. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran agreed to the whole paragraph.
1283. The delegation of Grenada found confusing the amendment proposed by Spain because the Committee had taken decisions in some files that were different to the recommendations by the Subsidiary Body.
1284. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that the second paragraph had merit and therefore supported it, though it questioned the wording ‘Recalls to States Parties’.
1285. The delegation of Japan had the same sentiment as Grenada with regard to how to deal with the recommendations of the Subsidiary Body and the decisions based on its recommendations.
1286. The delegation of Spain explained that the amendment had been proposed when there was an either/or situation between the two paragraphs, and as the first paragraph had been adopted and covered referrals, it was happy to withdraw its amendment.
1287. The Secretary read out paragraph 9, ‘Recalls to States Parties that referred files will be evaluated and examined only with respect to the unsatisfied criteria in a subsequent cycle.’
1288. The delegation of the Republic of Korea felt that ‘recalls’ assumed a reference to something that had already occurred, proposing instead, ‘Underlines that referred files…’.
1289. The Secretary remarked that the paragraph should clearly apply when nominations had not been changed in the other criteria, however, if there were any changes to the other criteria then the Subsidiary Body and the Committee should be given the possibility to examine revised text, adding that the Secretariat would compare the original and referred versions and check that the approved criteria remained identical.
1290. Following the explanation, the delegation of Albania proposed adding to the paragraph, ‘it being understood that the paragraphs concerning the satisfied criteria should remain unchanged.’ The delegation of Morocco supported Albania’s amendment and proposed an alignment of the amendment to the French version. The delegation of Grenada agreed that the satisfied criteria should remain unchanged, but they also should be aligned if required.
1291. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Oman supported Albania’s proposal. The delegation of the Republic of Korea also agreed with the amendment but added that States Parties may wish to revise the criteria to reflect changes. The Chairperson confirmed that this was the same concern expressed by Grenada.
1292. The delegation of Grenada proposed adding, ‘except necessary alignment to changes in satisfied criteria’. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested replacing ‘should’ with ‘might’. Thus, the prerogative remained with the submitting States Parties.
1293. The delegation of Croatia felt that it was unreasonable to change criteria when they were not referred, suggesting that Albania’s proposal be maintained. The Chairperson explained that submission might take years, for example, in the case of safeguarding measures that took a long time to develop.
1294. The Secretary read out paragraph 8, ‘Underlines that referred files will be evaluated and examined only with respect to the unsatisfied criteria in a subsequent cycle, it being understood that the paragraphs concerning the satisfied criteria should or might remain unchanged, except necessary alignment to changes in unsatisfied criteria.’
1295. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that for the sake of simplicity its proposal replace Grenada’s proposal. The delegation of Cyprus agreed that Grenada’s amendment should be withdrawn, as it was more difficult to understand.
1296. The delegation of Grenada explained that the use of ‘might’ gave the submitting States Parties the right to change any of the paragraphs in the file.
1297. The delegation of Indonesia believed that it was understood that the satisfied criteria may not be changed by the submitting State but that it might occur, and that it was the obligation of the Subsidiary Body and the Committee to examine the whole submission to ensure compliance in the satisfying criteria. The delegation therefore supported Grenada.
1298. The delegation of the Republic of Korea gave the example of safeguarding measures that the submitting State may wish to update in its later submission, adding that the State Party should be given the opportunity to do this or else the information would be outdated. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported Korea’s position.
1299. The delegation of Grenada could accept to withdraw its amendment but to keep Albania’s amendment unchanged, adding that possible changes should only occur for the sake of alignment, since referrals only sought additional information.
1300. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that its amendment in the use of ‘might’ accommodated Grenada’s proposal. The delegation of Kenya felt that it was important to specify the organ examining the referred files. The Chairperson confirmed that in this case it was both the Subsidiary Body and the Committee. The delegation of the Republic of Korea hoped that the amendment would satisfy all the members of the Committee.
1301. The delegation of Morocco suggested, ‘Underlines that referred files will be evaluated by the Subsidiary Body and examined by the Committee…’, and supported the ‘might’ amendment by Korea, which took on board Grenada’s concern. The delegation of Spain returned to the issue of ‘examination’ by the Subsidiary Body, as stipulated in the Operational Directives, suggesting that ‘examination’ and ‘evaluation’ be used alongside each other in the paragraph, and read, ‘evaluated and examined by the Subsidiary Body and the Committee’. The Chairperson concurred.
1302. The delegation of Croatia felt that the meaning behind ‘should’ and ‘might’ were different and that ‘might’ allowed the submitting State Party to change the criteria, which implied that the file would have to be re-examined in its entirety. The delegation of Grenada recalled that the referral was a new process and that the proposed amendment allowed the submitting State to change any part of its nomination file, as outlined by Croatia.
1303. The Secretary explained that it would depend on when the submitting State was ready to resubmit its file, which might not be in a subsequent cycle, and in that time, safeguarding measures and inventories might have been updated and the nomination would therefore take on board such changes in the situation, particularly with regard to criteria R.3 and R.5. The delegation of the Republic of Korea concurred with the explanation given by the Secretary, particularly for files resubmitted at a much later date. The delegation of Morocco supported the flexibility, as it was not known when the files would be resubmitted.
1304. The delegation of Italy drew attention to differences in the two language versions, suggesting that the English version be read out. The Secretary read out the following, ‘Underlines that referred files will be evaluated and examined by the Subsidiary Body and the Committee only with respect to the unsatisfied criteria in a subsequent cycle, it being understood that the paragraphs concerning the satisfied criteria might remain unchanged.’ With no further comments, paragraph 9 was adopted.
1305. The delegation of Japan informed the Committee that it had submitted an amendment to paragraph 10 [originally paragraph 7], which would continue after ‘Representative List’, and would read, ‘and decides to establish an ad hoc expert group to consider what the right scale or scope of an element should be and to prepare concrete guidelines to States Parties.’
1306. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran also had an amendment, which it wished to place before paragraph 10, as it was related to the paragraphs already formulated. The Chairperson proposed to proceed first with Japan’s proposal. The Islamic Republic of Iran agreed. The Chairperson remarked that the financial considerations of the expert meeting should also be kept in mind.
1307. The delegation of Cyprus sought clarification on whether another working group would be established following the examination of files by the Subsidiary Body and the Committee. The delegation of Japan explained that the rationale stemmed from the long discussions on similarities between files and over-generalized and specific elements, as there was no clear and useful guidance in terms of scope or scale, which would help in the preparation of new nomination files. There was no intention to examine nomination files.
1308. The delegation of Paraguay supported Cyprus, as it believed that the proposal should come under item 15, as it would in effect establish another mechanism in the evaluation of nominations, and it was against the amendment. Moreover, the Subsidiary Body made up of States Parties applied their own methods of consultation and examination.
1309. The delegation of Spain wished to link the amendment to item 15, which was related to a broader series of nominations and multinational nominations, and it supported the deletion of the entire paragraph 10.
1310. The delegation of Italy believed that the amendment was important but proposed to reformulate the amendment, which read, ‘Requests the Secretariat to propose, for its seventh session, in light of the debate of the Committee, guidelines for the treatment of nominations similar to other elements already inscribed.’
1311. The delegation of Cyprus was not against the principle of a working group, but agreed with Spain that this point would be better dealt with under item 15. The delegation drew attention to an error in the French version of paragraph 9.
1312. The delegation of Japan wished to replace ‘expert group’ to ‘working group’, recalling the report of the Subsidiary Body, which asked that the Committee give due consideration to the scale and scope of generalized and specific elements.
1313. The Legal Adviser had a legal concern about the inclusion of the proposal in the draft decision, as the financial aspects as well as the mandate of the meeting had first to be established, not least because the working group was a subsidiary body of the Committee. Moreover, items dealing with directives were linked to item 16 [Reflection on the criteria for inscription on the Lists], which had provided debate to the working group under item 15 on working methods of the Committee and whether the criteria should be reviewed or not.
1314. The delegation of Japan was prepared to withdraw its amendment, providing that it maintained its right to open the discussion under item 15. The delegation of Italy also agreed.
1315. The delegation of the Republic of Korea concurred with the remarks by the Legal Adviser. The delegation recalled the working procedure, noting that there was no general debate on Japan’s amendment prior to its proposal during the debate of the draft decision.
1316. With no further comments, paragraph 10 [originally paragraph 7] was pronounced adopted.
1317. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran explained that it acknowledged the tremendous amount of work that evaluations by the Subsidiary Body entailed, and therefore sought to have a better procedure for exchanges of information so that submitting States were better informed, in a timely manner, about the state and conditions of their nominations.
1318. The Secretary believed that Iran’s proposal was introducing an element to the Operational Directives that had been deleted by the Committee and the General Assembly in its last session. The Secretary drew attention to paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives [Timetable – Overview of procedures] in which phase 2 related to the examination of the files by the advisory bodies, followed by the Secretariat’s transmission of the examination reports to members of the Committee four weeks prior to its session. Thus, there was no information exchange foreseen, since the Committee had proposed its deletion in its last session. The Secretary explained that if the Committee wished to return to the former procedure then it would have to propose to amend the Operational Directives once more.
1319. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran understood the explanation, but recalled the previous day’s discussion concerning the different levels of treatment of files reflected in the Secretariat’s letters, and thus it wished to ensure that all States Parties would benefit from information exchanges or guidelines.
1320. The delegation of Cyprus believed that this could also be discussed under agenda item 15. The delegation of the Republic of Korea concurred with Cyprus, adding that it should be accompanied with a concrete amendment proposal to the Operational Directives for consideration by the General Assembly. The delegation of Iran was willing to withdraw its amendment and would raise the issue at a later time.
1321. The Secretary introduced a new amendment proposed by Azerbaijan, which was in line with the adopted decision 6.COM 7, which read, ‘Underlines that nominations to the Representative List should concentrate on the situation of the element within the territory(ies) of the submitting State(s), while acknowledging the existence of same or similar elements outside its(their) territory(ies), and further decides that submitting States should not refer to the viability of such intangible cultural heritage outside of their territories or characterize the safeguarding efforts of other States.’
1322. The delegation of the Republic of Korea recognized a similar paragraph previously adopted, but wondered whether the Committee had deliberated this issue with respect to a particular nomination file during the present session, if not, the paragraph previously adopted under the Urgent Safeguarding List would suffice.
1323. The Secretary explained that this amendment was first submitted in line with the Urgent Safeguarding List, but the amendment sought to extend the rule to the Representative List even though the Secretariat had informed Azerbaijan that it could not refer to the Representative List in the context of a case in the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1324. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that the amendment had already been adopted in a decision relative to the Urgent Safeguarding List and it did not feel that it needed to be repeated.
1325. The delegation of Azerbaijan explained that it wished to reflect this amendment in this specific draft decision, and concurred with the Secretary that the amendment had been presented in the context of the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1326. The delegation of the Republic of Korea repeated the working method in which the Committee should base its work on the issues that arose during the general debate or during the evaluation of files. Thus, it sought its deletion. The delegation of Paraguay supported Korea.
1327. The Chairperson remarked that the amendment was anticipating a situation that had not yet occurred. The delegation of Azerbaijan understood Korea’s concern, but explained that the amendment was a preventative measure to ensure that it would not occur in the future, and therefore should be applicable to both Lists, as had been agreed in the previous session.
1328. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed to go along with the amendment if there were no objections.
1329. With no further comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 11, and moved to paragraph 12.
1330. The delegation of Japan explained that it had submitted an amendment that proposed a clarification of the procedure that would extend inscription to other similar elements when States Parties wished to propose an inscription on the List.
1331. The Secretary explained that the paragraph referred to a national nomination and could only be extended to other elements within its own territory, as there was no specific mechanism, and it was the prerogative of the State to consider the option.
1332. The delegation of Japan agreed with the explanation regarding national elements, but in the example of multinational files, the new inscription would replace the original inscription unless the Committee decided not to inscribe the new element, in which case the original inscription would remain intact. The delegation therefore suggested that the procedure of examination of the element on an extended basis be clarified in the Operational Directives.
1333. The Legal Adviser appreciated that the paragraphs of the draft decision were recommendations to the States Parties, and that they secured the prerogative of the State should it wish to update an inscription or add a new element, but the original file would always remain on the Representative List. The Legal Adviser explained that improvements to the working methods could be dealt with under item 15, while this decision was related to the present item.
1334. The delegation of Japan was of the understanding that the State Party could keep the original nomination file on the Representative List, which was confirmed by the Legal Adviser. Mr Proschan explained that the purpose of the paragraph was to allow States to consider the possibility of accepting a new nomination for a larger element should the situation arise. Moreover, under the Operational Directives, the Committee had an obligation to update the List and could consider replacing an already existing element with the new expanded element, dependent on the willingness of the State to withdraw the older inscription. However, as the situation had yet to arise, Mr Proschan explained that the general invitation in the paragraph might suffice at the present time, but that it might also be pursued in the Operational Directives if the Committee so wished and presented to the General Assembly. Mr Proschan made clear that in any case, the rights of the inscribed element remained intact.
1335. The delegation of Japan remarked that the submitting State first had to decide on the basis of an extended proposal in order that it might consult with the communities concerned, which therefore required a clear indication of the conditions of an inscription on an extended basis before it could propose such an inscription.
1336. The delegation of the Republic of Korea fully understood the concern by Japan. However, the delegation sought to move forward with the draft decision, as without a concrete proposal the Committee could not open a general debate on the issue. The delegation of Japan reiterated that it had submitted a draft amendment to the paragraph, but that it was not projected on the screen.
1337. The Legal Adviser replied that proposed changes to the Operational Directives could be brought to the discussion under item 15 or on the agenda of the General Assembly. Furthermore, the discussion centred on a hypothetical situation, which would only call for a review of the working methods so that hypothetical situations could be considered a subject of decisions. Nonetheless, the prerogative of States Parties to the Convention had to be maintained and secured. The legal Adviser urged Japan to place its trust on the process.
1338. The delegation of Italy understood Japan’s concern and suggested deleting the paragraph if it posed a problem to Japan. In this way, the issue could be dealt with under item 15.
1339. The Committee approved the deletion of the paragraph, which was adopted. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 12. With no comments, the paragraph was adopted, and the Chairperson moved to paragraph 13.
1340. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed a minor amendment, which read, ‘Encourages States Parties to submit multinational nominations while recognizing their complexity they present to the collaborating States Parties and communities.’ The delegation of Grenada proposed to re-draft, ‘their complexity they’. With no further comments, paragraph 13 was adopted.
1341. The Secretary explained that the following amendments proposed by Morocco were the same as those previously adopted by the Committee in decision 6.COM 7. 
1342. The delegation of Morocco explained that the amendment concerned consistency in the use of language, suggesting that the lengthy paragraph be split into two, separated at the latter part of the paragraph, which would read, ‘Emphasizes that it is the communities, groups and, where appropriate, individuals who should be the primary beneficiaries of the inscription of an element on the Representative List and of the increased visibility and benefits that may arise.’
1343. With no comments, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 13 and 14. The Chairperson returned to suspended paragraph 4.
1344. The delegation of the Republic of Korea added that following adoption of paragraph 4, the Secretariat could be asked to rearrange the order of the paragraphs. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced adopted paragraph 4.
1345. The delegation of Italy took the opportunity to thank Ms Park for her extraordinary work as Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body, which was carried out at the highest level of professionalism and fairness, adding that working under her guidance was an important experience from both a professional and human perspective. The delegation also wished to thank Ms Duvelle and all her team for the tireless and hard work they carried out during the Subsidiary Body sessions, working well into the night.
1346. The Chairperson expressed his congratulations and thanks to the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their hard work and consistently high professional standard.
1347. Turning to the decision as a whole, the Chairperson declared adopted 6.COM 13.
1348. The delegation of Grenada also very much appreciated the work carried out by the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body. The delegation also expressed reservations on the adoption of a paragraph that allowed States Parties with referred nomination files to change any of the paragraphs, while restricting the evaluation of criteria by the Subsidiary Body and the Committee to criteria that were referred. The delegation of Albania also supported the remarks by Grenada, adding that its adoption might have serious consequences since the Subsidiary Body would only be evaluating the referred criteria, while giving States Parties the possibility to change criteria already evaluated.
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1349. The Chairperson introduced the next item concerning the report of the working group established at the fifth Committee session in Nairobi (Decision 5.COM 7), following debates begun in Abu Dhabi in 2009 and continued during a series of working group meetings in early 2010. The Chairperson presented the two relevant working documents: the report of the working group [ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/15] and its summary records [ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/INF.15]. He explained that the core of the issue was how to process the large number of submitted files, with solutions identified in Nairobi such as limiting the number of files and prioritizing files. The capacity of the existing system to ensure the proper implementation and credibility of the Convention was said to be at stake. He noted that in the fourth cycle of inscriptions, starting from 31 March 2011, 214 files had been submitted for the four mechanisms of the Convention; additional work in the form of periodic reports, NGO accreditation requests, international assistance up to US$25,000, preparatory assistance, and emblem and patronage requests was also to be accomplished. The open-ended working group that convened from 12 to 13 September 2011 in Paris had to cope with this overall context. The Chairperson invited the Chairperson of the Working Group, Mr Chérif Khaznadar of France, to present his report.
1350. Mr Chérif Khaznadar reiterated that the purpose of the meeting of the working group was to discuss ways to improve measures to deal with the high number of nominations to the Representative List, in line with the decision taken by the Committee in Nairobi. Mr Khaznadar referred to the summary records of the working group meeting, comprising transcripts of the meeting, adding that 18 States Members of the Committee, 45 other States Parties, and 1 State non-party to the Convention had participated. He reported that the Secretariat had also received contributions from the States Parties on the same topic, prior to the meeting, according to the decision taken in Nairobi. Thanks to the generosity of Japan, all States Parties wishing to participate in the working group were able to take part. Thus, the meeting further broadened the discussions that had begun in Abu Dhabi and Nairobi, with participants having an open opportunity to voice their opinions and present their viewpoints. The meeting had originally been planned to last for three days, but was reduced to two days since all the States Parties had spoken freely and all the issues had been aired. With regard to the issue of advisory bodies, a large majority of the States Parties were in favour of the Consultative Body being tasked as soon as possible with the examination of all four mechanisms, believing that this would strengthen the credibility of decisions taken by the Committee, as it would no longer play a dual role of judge and party. Four States Parties expressed reservations, not on the principle but on the urgency of changing the current procedure. The working group also recommended that the mandate of the members of the Consultative Body be increased from two to four years, while maintaining the selection process, i.e. to be selected by the Committee upon proposal of the Secretariat. Mr Khaznadar drew attention to the fact that he was referring to the consensual conclusions of the working group, and invited the Committee members to read the summary records where the interventions of each participant were available. On the subject of the number of files that could be treated on an annual basis, the number of 60 files had been considered a reasonable number since it would allow for in-depth assessment by the Secretariat, the Consultative Body and the Committee. In terms of the 2012 cycle, the Secretariat had received nomination files from 57 countries as well as 5 multinational files, and it was recommended that on an exceptional basis one file per country should be processed in addition to the multinational files. Each submitting State should therefore choose which file should be considered; this amounted to a total of 62 files. The majority of States Parties deplored this measure but admitted that it was necessary, considering the incapacity to deal with more files. For the following years, the figure of 60 was envisaged, but no consensus was found on the distribution and order of priority for the processing of files. A consensus was nevertheless reached for adjusting the figure on a yearly basis, in the hope that solutions could be found to the two difficult issues: the capacities of the Secretariat and those of the Committee. With regard to the criteria, the majority of States Parties chose not to debate amendments to the criteria, with the result that the meeting was brought to an early close. Lastly, the idea of a tentative list was tabled, but as it was not on the agenda of the meeting, it was not discussed.
1351. The Chairperson, noting the limited time for discussion, introduced the three topics for debate: i) Examining bodies and roles, with messages drawn from Mr Khaznadar’s report on the importance of having credible, independent expert evaluation, the distribution of labour between advisory bodies providing recommendations and the Committee taking decisions, and the importance of continuity (longer rotation); ii) Capacity of the system with regard to the Committee, the advisory bodies, the Secretariat and the States Parties; and iii) Expected results and outcome of the debate, leading to proposals to revise the Operational Directives (for the General Assembly in June 2012) and to shared expectations for the 2012 cycle. The Chairperson informed the Committee that Albania had proposed a written amendment.
1352. The delegation of Albania explained that the mechanism for the Representative List should be changed in order to ensure the same level of rigorous examination of nomination files to the Representative List as of those to other mechanisms, as well as to enable the Committee to benefit from independent expert advice to carry out its duties in full responsibility. In this context, the amendment proposed replacing the Subsidiary Body with the current Consultative Body, which would better guarantee independence and expertise while avoiding any appearance of a conflict of interest; the integrity of the members of the Subsidiary Body was in no way questioned, as their work to date was considered to be excellent. However, from an external point of view, the procedure was not credible; it was deemed necessary to avoid that Subsidiary Body members – representatives of States Parties – defend their own recommendations as a Body at the Committee meeting where they represent their State during discussions on the nominations to the Representative List, therefore calling into question the credibility of the process. The Consultative Body, comprising six independent experts and six accredited NGOs, would work on all the nominations in the same cycle, in line with the Operational Directives. To ensure independence of the body, the members would be appointed by the Secretariat on the principle of fair and equitable geographic distribution in the same way as the panel in the 2005 Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions. Furthermore, the amendment sought to extend the mandate of Consultative Body members from two to four years, renewing a quarter of its members each year so as to guarantee continuity and consistency of its advice to the Committee from one year to another and between the two lists. The delegation concluded by quoting the Director-General of UNESCO in her speech when she said: ‘Giving an independent Consultative Body the preliminary examination of all the nomination files, including the Representative List, ensuring that it is fairly and geographically distributed and renewed on an annual basis, will help the Committee to benefit from the independent opinions handed down by experts and to take fully informed decisions on the nomination files.’
1353. The delegation of Kenya thanked Albania for its amendment but also for its consensual approach during the working group meeting, which ensured that the different opinions of the various groups were represented. Despite the fact that Subsidiary Body members had shown loyalty to the Committee, the delegation acknowledged the deficiency of the procedure and therefore endorsed the amendment, although it did not yet wish to pronounce on the modality of appointment of members to the Consultative Body.
1354. The delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked Mr Khaznadar for the report and Albania for its amendment, adding that some countries had in fact expressed reservations at the working group. Firstly, concerning the point on rigorous expert and independent opinion, the delegation remarked that the examination process within the Subsidiary Body was not carried out by a sole member of a delegation, but that the delegation mandated experts to thoroughly examine the files, resulting in a more rigorous examination by the Subsidiary Body. Thus, added value could be achieved by maintaining the Subsidiary Body. Secondly, with regard to the conflict of interest, the delegation explained that the problem resided in the fact that submitting States Parties could also serve as Subsidiary Body members, but the submitting State Party was excluded from the examination process during discussion of its files and therefore it could not influence its examination. The rationale behind changing from the Subsidiary Body to the Consultative Body was to confer more power on the Committee, on the basis that it was difficult for the Committee to change opinions proposed by its own members that were also part of the Subsidiary Body. However, the debates during the present session had shown that opinions could be changed, even when emanating from within the Committee itself. Nevertheless, the delegation was open and flexible to any change, adding that the Consultative Body was in its first year of operation while the Subsidiary Body was in its third year, during which nothing had been proven wrong or right; it suggested that changes should be made at a later date rather than in haste.
1355. The delegation of Paraguay supported the remarks by the Republic of Korea, informing the Committee that it had drafted a proposal along the same lines, adding that there hadn’t been enough time to properly assess the functioning of the advisory bodies. Moreover, the bodies were merely mechanisms that the Committee established for advice on the nomination files. The delegation’s proposal sought to maintain both bodies and create an open ended working group – to include Committee members – to analyse and recommend potential changes to the Operational Directives for the Committee’s seventh session, which would provide the time needed to determine which of the two mechanisms was more effective.
1356. The delegation of Indonesia appreciated the proposal by Albania, however it supported the remarks by the Republic of Korea, adding that it did not wish to replace the Subsidiary Body with the Consultative Body because the recommendations from the advisory bodies were both conducted in a highly professional and impartial manner; the credibility of the Subsidiary Body was not less than that of the Consultative Body.
1357. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that the quality of the work was never in doubt, but that more time was required to discuss the issue, recalling that in Abu Dhabi discussions were held on increasing membership to the Subsidiary Body to better streamline the process, although following working group discussions a Consultative Body was set up instead. It was noted that one member of the Consultative Body was absent during the examination process, but the situation would have been worse if it had occurred with the Subsidiary Body.
1358. The delegation of Italy supported the proposal by Albania, Kenya and other States, as it believed that a single advisory body would result in a more efficient mechanism and would thus facilitate the training of new members. Moreover, the professionalism of the Consultative Body had been tested and proven during the present session with its careful, in-depth examination; this did not challenge the responsibility of States Parties, which are still responsible for the final decision through the Intergovernmental Committee.
1359. The delegation of China recalled that prior to the working group meeting, States Parties were asked to provide reflections on the criteria of the two lists; an opportunity that China took when submitting its comments. However, the delegation regretted the early close of the meeting – from three days to one and a half days – before having taken on board all the viewpoints, as the majority had concluded that there was no apparent need for further discussion; the burden had thus been transferred to the Committee. The delegation found that the report did not reflect all the viewpoints of the group and focused on the majority position, despite the fact that some States Parties had expressed reservations. The delegation thus cautioned the Committee about adopting a hasty decision.
1360. The delegation of Venezuela spoke of the professional work carried out by the Subsidiary Body and disagreed with the proposal by Albania, recalling that members of the Committee were appointed as experts in intangible cultural heritage and as such were carrying out their advisory work with the nomination files with teams of experts within each country. Thus, the opportunity for different countries to meet within the Subsidiary Body did not replace the work of the Intergovernmental Committee, while it should be acknowledged that we face the challenge of 212 pending nomination files.
1361. The delegation of Niger endorsed the proposal by Albania, which did not question the task or competence of the Subsidiary Body, adding that members of the Consultative Body would be selected on the basis of their track record and experience, thus facilitating the Committee’s work.
1362. The Chairperson limited speaking time to one minute.
1363. The delegation of Japan supported the proposal by Albania, adding that the workload of the six members of the Subsidiary Body was too heavy despite the excellent work carried out. Additionally, six members (one from each region) could not cover all the domains, it noted, adding that the invitation extended to outside expertise was timely, as it also reduced the Secretariat’s burden since it also had to provide support to the Subsidiary Body.
1364. As a member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation of Croatia concurred with the observations by the Republic of Korea, adding that its national delegation comprised six experts from different cultural institutions who were also working on capacity-building initiatives at the national level. The delegation also noted that the Committee had reversed decisions from both advisory bodies, concluding that the Committee’s decisions were not affected by the origin of the recommendations it received. He also wanted to acknowledge the Consultative Body for its good work and was sorry it had been necessary to reverse some of its recommendations.
1365. Given the importance of the discussion, the delegation of Albania suggested that the one-minute limit was inadequate to express a viewpoint fully. The Chairperson extended the time limit to two minutes.
1366. The delegation of Azerbaijan did not doubt the competence of the Subsidiary Body even though it supported its replacement by the Consultative Body, adding that it had proved its efficiency and, more importantly, its independence, and would thus provide a solid basis for future improvement to the methodology. The delegation also supported a mandate for the Consultative Body of four years with a quarter of its members replaced every year. With regard to the ceiling, the delegation understood that this reflected the reality and the limited capacity of the Committee, the Consultative Body and the Secretariat (whose burden of work it acknowledged). Moreover, the limited time for plenary sessions had underscored the lack of time required to evaluate nomination files adequately. Additionally, the imposition of a ceiling required the establishment of a list of priorities, beginning with multi-national files followed by files to the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1367. The delegation of Morocco agreed with the principle expressed by Albania, which was to clarify the work of the bodies of the Convention – the implementation of which was still in its infancy. The delegation acknowledged the professional work of both the advisory bodies, but thought that the time spent in implementation was insufficient to draw lessons. The delegation acknowledged that after an evaluation of the consultative work, the process may be harmonized, but wondered whether the intervention was perhaps too early; it was nevertheless willing to go along with the consensus.
1368. The Director of the Division of Cultural Expressions and Heritage, Ms Galia Saouma-Forero, wished to clarify the UNESCO Director-General’s opening remarks when she mentioned with satisfaction the growing consensus for a Consultative Body. Firstly, the Director-General pays great attention to the credibility of the evaluation process, with no appearance of a conflict of interest, as applied to the other cultural conventions, i.e. the 1972 and 2005 Conventions. Secondly, UNESCO thinks that the involvement of NGOs and external experts in its debates is an added value, as occurs in other intergovernmental organizations. The other aspect was related to cost-cutting, as the cost for two bodies was greater than with one.
1369. The delegation of Albania noted the recurrent issue of adequate elapsed time in implementation and the suggestion that the Consultative Body had not been thoroughly tested. She believed that time was not part of the problem, reminding the Committee that it had been asked to adopt a recommendation that would be put forward to the General Assembly in 2012 concerning amendments to the Operational Directives. The issue could not wait a further three years as the credibility of the Convention was at stake. Governmental experts are not – by definition – independent, and will not become independent with more time. The delegation reiterated that the procedure was in question, not the work or the result.
1370. Referring to the issue of credibility, the delegation of Paraguay suggested that in this case Article 7 (g) of the Convention
 should be deleted as this conferred to the Committee the duty to examine requests submitted by States Parties. Thus, Article 7 should be put to the General Assembly to be amended in order that States Members of the Committee could not present nomination files. Additionally, the Consultative Body, whose members do not come from States Parties, would not resolve the issue of credibility. The delegation believed in the expertise of experts trained within State institutions.
1371. In his advisory capacity on behalf of the Committee, the Secretariat and the General Assembly, the Legal Adviser wished to add that only the General Assembly could change the Operational Directives based on a clear decision provided by the Committee reflecting the viewpoints of Members, whether a consensus was reached or not. With regard to the remark by Paraguay on Article 7, the Legal Adviser explained that the Committee had a duty to examine the nomination files, regardless of the source of recommendations (from the Consultative Body or Subsidiary Body), as the Committee’s examinations are based on recommendations in both cases. The Legal Adviser drew attention to Article 8 of the Convention, which uses the plural in paragraph 3 where it states, ‘The Committee may establish, on a temporary basis, whatever ad hoc consultative bodies it deems necessary to carry out its task’, adding that it should be used in direct association with Article 9, which states, ‘The Committee shall propose to the General Assembly the accreditation of non-governmental organizations with recognized competence in the field of the intangible cultural heritage to act in an advisory capacity to the Committee.’ The Legal Adviser explained that at the beginning of the Convention process certain States Parties did not wish to have NGOs alone working in an advisory capacity because there were not enough NGOs in their regions that could be accredited to carry out this task. At this time, the Legal Adviser proposed to establish a system that would address that imbalance, and hence the establishment of the Subsidiary Body on a temporary basis. However, now there were more than a hundred accredited NGOs that should play a consultative role, under the authority of the Committee. The Legal Adviser further explained that the final decision would rest with the General Assembly and whether it wished to retain or not the spirit of the Convention. He recalled that at the beginning of the drafting of the Convention, the option to create a mixed expert organ, composed of intergovernmental experts and experts from NGOs, was tabled. During the drafting process the intergovernmental meeting rejected the option of a mixed organ composed of NGOs and Committee Members, and the current system was put in place, which gives exclusively consultative functions to NGOs. Individual independent experts had been accepted on an exceptional basis because of the lack of accredited NGOs in some regions. The temporary situation should be terminated as over a hundred accredited NGOs could now play an advisory role. Furthermore, the Subsidiary Body, which was set up on a temporary basis, could no longer sustainably carry out the work, given the burgeoning workload. The Legal Adviser urged the Committee to arrive at a consensus that would allow the General Assembly to take a final decision in June next.
1372. Returning to the remark by Cyprus on the absence of one member of the Subsidiary Body, the delegation of the Republic of Korea clarified that the Subsidiary Body exists as six States Parties not individuals, with each State Party constituting its own group of co-examiners who could replace absentees. Conversely, the Consultative Body members could not be replaced, with the result that one member was absent in the current cycle. With regard to the Secretariat’s workload, the delegation explained that this emanated from the large number of files, which would remain high regardless of the advisory body to which the files are transferred. With regard to cost-cutting, the delegation accepted that additional efforts were required to organize two meetings, however, each file examined by the Consultative Body was said to cost US$2400 in addition to board and travel expenses for each of the members, whereas Subsidiary Body members are not paid to examine their files.
1373. The delegation of Venezuela explained that prior to assuming its responsibility as representative of the Latin America and Caribbean Group on the Subsidiary Body, it had invited Mexico to join its internal meetings, and together had established a working method that saved valuable resources by conferring responsibilities to designated national bodies. The Subsidiary Body had demonstrated its success. Referring to the comments by the Legal Adviser, the delegation acknowledged that accredited NGOs had an advisory function that the Committee should consider, but they could not in any way replace the work of the Subsidiary Body.
1374. The Chairperson reiterated the need to arrive at a consensus, noting that six States Parties had expressed support for the amendment concerning the Consultative Body, two States Parties were not in favour, two States Parties wished for more time and one State Party was open to a consensus. The Chairperson recalled that the decision comprised three parts: first concerning the Consultative Body versus Subsidiary Body, second concerning the ceiling or limitation of nomination files, and third concerning the proposals to take to the General Assembly; he proposed to move to the second topic.
1375. In response to the remark by the Republic of Korea that experts were involved in the Subsidiary Body’s work other than those participating in its meetings, the delegation of Japan explained that it was unaware of the fact that such a mechanism could be introduced without prior consultation with Member States, particularly as there was a need for transparency.
1376. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that a State Party was represented by several people and institutions working within the field of intangible cultural heritage, clarifying that the team put together to examine the nomination files was not independent experts but representatives of national institutes of culture.
1377. The delegation of Japan urged the Committee to resolve the issue before the next General Assembly.
1378. The delegation of Spain believed that the debate was crucial for the future strategy of the Convention, and was surprised that some States Parties doubted the independence of the experts serving on the Subsidiary Body, in which it had complete trust. The delegation also believed that a mechanism that was so strategic to the Convention should not be changed, proposing an open-ended working group that would draw conclusions to take on board what it felt was the majority opinion.
1379. The delegation of the Czech Republic fully supported the amendment by Albania, believing that a 12-member Consultative Body would lead to greater transparency and efficiency in the assessment of files. The delegation remarked that the current cycle revealed the work of both advisory bodies, and it appreciated the Subsidiary Body’s work, but it also understood the position expressed by Japan as the members of the Consultative Body were named persons who were available to the Committee if there were a need to discuss their opinions, which was not the case for Subsidiary Body members.
1380. The delegation of Grenada supported the solid proposal by Albania, remarking that the Committee should always seek to achieve consensus. The delegation conceded that perfection was difficult to achieve, but maintained that the rationale and best practices presented by the Albanian amendment would benefit the Convention, its credibility and its effectiveness. Regarding Spain’s proposal to have another open-ended working group meeting, the delegation recalled that such a meeting had already taken place in September 2011 and regretted the Committee’s inability to agree despite the many long discussions and debates, suggesting that the Committee members should demonstrate greater flexibility.
1381. The delegation of Burkina Faso supported the comments by Grenada, adding that it had felt uneasy disputing some of the recommendations made by the Subsidiary Body on the Representative List, not least because the Committee had conferred its responsibility to the Subsidiary Body, which in a sense meant that the Committee was judging itself. The delegation was therefore in favour of Albania’s proposal.
1382. The delegation of Madagascar congratulated the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat for their work, adding that the amendment by Albania would not jeopardize the credibility of examination of the nomination files, as the body would comprise competent professionals. Moreover conferring the responsibility on the Consultative Body would enable States Parties to focus more on their own nominations.
1383. Responding to the remark by China, Mr Khaznadar explained that all the interventions of the working group meeting had been transcribed in its summary record. He reminded the Committee of the Chengdu meeting where the idea of the Subsidiary Body was born because there were not enough accredited NGOs to compose a Consultative Body at that time – as explained by the Legal Adviser – and it was thus seen as a temporary measure until such a time as a Consultative Body could be constituted.
1384. The Chairperson made note that 19 States Parties had expressed their opinions.
1385. The delegation of Jordan acknowledged that the Convention was in its infancy and that the Committee was divided, however it did not think that the time was ripe to shift the work of the Subsidiary Body to the Consultative Body, not least because some questions remained unanswered, for example, the appointment of members to the Consultative Body. The delegation was not opposed to the idea put forward by Albania, however, if consensus was achieved. The delegation drew attention to the fact that there was under-representation of NGOs in Electoral Group V (b).
1386. The delegation of Spain asked the Secretariat to clarify the number of accredited NGOs from Africa and the Arab region. The delegation sought an intermediate solution that would satisfy all the members of the Committee, for example, the Subsidiary Body could be drawn from States Parties that were not Committee members, which would attenuate the credibility issue arising from a possible conflict of interest, although it doubted whether this really justified a change in the procedure with the high number of nominations still pending.
1387. The delegation of Paraguay remarked that the Committee had the final decision in inscribing an element on a list regardless of the recommendations, thus there was no conflict of interest as the Committee was mandated to take such a decision; fair geographical representation was important in the process of examination. The delegation noted that six States Parties favoured the Republic of Korea’s position.
1388. The delegation of China was not against any proposal that would help to improve the working methods and credibility of the Subsidiary Body and the Committee, acknowledging their excellent work and valuable experience. However, it saw no apparent problem with the current system, adding that the work of the Subsidiary Body was supported by a team of national experts, while it was too early to evaluate the work of the Consultative Body. Responding to the clarification by Mr Khaznadar, the delegation noted that the report of the working group, and not the summary records, was the basis on which the Committee would make its decision. Regarding the extraordinary session in Chengdu, the delegation acknowledged that the Subsidiary Body was indeed set up because of the lack of accredited NGOs at that time. The delegation insisted that the more than 100 NGOs remained geographically imbalanced.
1389. The Secretary responded that there were 97 NGOs accredited by the General Assembly, with an additional 32 NGOs recommended by the Committee in Nairobi, and a possible 27 NGOs to be recommended in the current session, totalling 156 accredited NGOs at the time of the fourth General Assembly. With regard to the regional groups, 5 NGOs are already accredited in Group V (a), with an additional 13 NGOs being recommended for accreditation, totalling 18 accredited NGOs in June 2012. With regard to Group V (b), 1 NGO is accredited, and 2 are recommended for accreditation, totalling 3. With regard to Group III, 9 are accredited and 3 recommended for accreditation, totalling 12.
1390. Summarizing, the Chairperson announced that 11 States Parties supported the shift of the Representative List to the Consultative Body, 2 States Parties were against, 2 States Parties preferred to wait, and 1 State Party called for a working group.
1391. The delegation of Spain reiterated that it did not support the amendment, adding that the number of accredited NGOs remained limited to those currently accredited since the recommended NGOs could only be operational after the General Assembly.
1392. The delegation of Cyprus reminded the Committee that in addition to accredited NGOs the Consultative Body also comprised six independent experts – one from each geographical group as for the accredited NGOs. The delegation spoke of the evaluation of files submitted by a State Party serving as member of the Subsidiary Body, who would be excluded from the examination of its own files, whereas in the Consultative Body, all the members would be present regardless of their geographical region.
1393. The Secretary clarified that the recusal rule applied to members of the Consultative Body as well as members of the Subsidiary Body, be they experts citizens of the submitting country or member of NGOs whose headquarters were based in that country.
1394. The Chairperson closed the discussion on the first topic of the debate and opened the second topic on the capacity of the system.
1395. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that the roles of the Secretariat, the advisory bodies and the Committee should first be defined.
1396. Ms Galia Saouma-Forero noted that the Committee members had fully expressed their opinions on their role as well as that of the advisory bodies, which was to provide assistance in the examination of the files. She invited the Secretary to briefly explain the Secretariat’s several functions and available human resources, adding that it had often been commended for the quality of its services and appreciated for its great working capacity and resilience.
1397. The Secretary projected the section’s organizational chart on the screen, with four units comprising twelve permanent staff members headed by the Secretary: i) a first unit (with three staff members) was responsible for the organization of the five or six yearly statutory meetings, for receiving and recording nominations, and for knowledge and information management; ii) the second unit (with three staff members) was responsible for the in-depth examination of the nomination files and of the planning, monitoring and evaluation of the Section’s programmes and fund-raising; iii) a third unit (with three staff members) was responsible exclusively for the capacity-building programme; and iv) the fourth unit (with two staff members) was responsible for the visibility and promotion of the Convention, publications and documentation, and logo requests. There were three permanent positions that were currently vacant, but thanks to the generous contribution by Azerbaijan, China, Italy, Japan and Spain, there were five additional temporary staff members. Another category of staff with two temporary members was funded through the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund’s sub-fund for capacity-building and knowledge management. Finally, regular programme funds provided administrative and support staff responsible for the organization of the many meetings and processing of files. Thus, in total there were 27 staff members, but only 12 permanent positions.
1398. The Secretary emphasized the enormous amount of work that the evaluation of the nomination files to the mechanisms entailed. In addition, the Secretariat was involved in the ongoing capacity-building programme (with a US$10 million fund), which States Parties considered to be extremely important. The staff levels over time were projected on the screen: in 2006 there were 13 professionals, now there were only 9; support staff had increased slightly, while temporary staff positions were increasingly covered by extrabudgetary funding. Furthermore, the workload was steadily increasing while UNESCO’s human resources were decreasing over time, with the result that a backlog had ensued.
1399. The Secretary then displayed the work cycle, which begins in April and terminates in November of the following year with the Committee meeting. From April to June, the Secretariat is to treat the files and send letters for additional information to the submitting States Parties; submitting States are to send their revised nominations in September, which are again registered and translated by the Secretariat, in order for the Subsidiary Body or the Consultative Body to start its work in December or January. The examination process ends following the advisory bodies’ meetings scheduled in May; the Secretariat then is to draft the reports and recommendations together with the documents on other topics for the Committee, which meets in November. For the 2012 cycle, 31 March 2011 was the only deadline adhered to, at which time States Parties had submitted their files (214 files, to which we can add today the 11 referred files, totalling 225 files). The Secretary informed the Committee that the letters requesting additional information to the States Parties on the 2012 files had not yet been drafted because the Secretariat was still working on the files from 2011 in an effort to ensure that they were ready for the advisory bodies and Committee. Thus, the submitting States Parties would begin to receive letters from the Secretariat in January, adding that the States would have less than three months to revise their files; otherwise, their delivery to the advisory bodies would be delayed. Owing to the bottleneck, the Secretary explained that some files may not receive the fullest possible treatment despite best efforts to do the maximum.
1400. The delegation of Albania introduced the second topic of debate, adding that a responsible attitude should be adopted that realistically reflected the work capacities of the Committee. The delegation wished to remind the Committee that it was the sole organ responsible for inscribing elements on the two lists and the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, and approving international assistance requests greater than US$25,000, as stipulated in Article 7 of the Convention. However, it had been established that the Committee could only examine a limited number of files each year to ensure control of the inscriptions, and not become a simple rubber stamp. Regardless of the working methods adopted, the non-limitation of nominations was not sustainable. It was also necessary to take into account the working capacity of the Secretariat. Thus, introducing a yearly ceiling was considered necessary for all the mechanisms, while taking into account the priority criteria adopted in Abu Dhabi and Nairobi. Moreover, all States Parties should be able to propose at least one file for one of the mechanisms of their choice. It was suggested that within the ceiling, the Committee examine one file from each submitting State or possibly two, when the total number of submitting States was less than the ceiling, with priority granted to multinational files and files from non-represented or under-represented States. Moreover, the same mechanism would be used to prioritize should the number of submitted files be greater than the ceiling. In this way, all States Parties should benefit, as they were free to choose the mechanism according to their own national priorities. In the long term, geographic balance would be achieved. The delegation insisted that a ceiling had to be adopted for practical reasons and for the sake of good governance, and in no way for reasons of outstanding universal value or any other selection criteria. The delegation reiterated that inscription to the two lists may be limited by time, but that intangible cultural heritage was unlimited.
1401. The delegation of Cyprus appreciated the huge workload of the Secretariat, thanking the staff for its excellent work. However, the delegation sought clarification from the Secretariat from the moment the files were registered, suggesting that the Secretariat send the submitting State Party a standard letter confirming reception of the nomination file. The delegation acknowledged that the reports were drafted by the Secretariat, but asked whether the advisory bodies could take on that function in its place. Regarding priorities, the delegation wondered why the Urgent Safeguarding List was not mentioned since this was clearly a priority. Additionally, geographical representation was unlikely with the inscription of one element per country.
1402. The Secretary clarified that files, comprising the form, photos, and any accompanying documentation, were registered once received by the Secretariat and then examined for language, signatures and so on, which although seemingly minor often called for correspondence with States in order to clarify certain points. This is followed by a technical examination, i.e. photos of publishable quality, documentation that may be lacking, followed by a thorough reading of the file. The Secretary made it clear that the Secretariat did not examine the files to check whether the criteria were satisfied, as this was not within its mandate. Through this preliminary examination, the Secretariat would arrive at a number of observations, which it shared with the submitting State Party in order to help the State in remedying the shortfalls. Moreover, the Secretariat did not intervene again once the file was revised and re-submitted by the State Party unless it was missing mandatory elements.
1403. The delegation of Cyprus accepted that the Secretariat provides States Parties with a lot of support in the preparation of their files, but suggested that in order to free up valuable time, the Secretariat should simply acknowledge receipt of the file with only a cursory glance at the file to ensure compliance at the most basic level, i.e. signatures, accompanying documentation, and so on. The delegation added that the Chairperson of the Subsidiary Body should draft the reports, and thus it would benefit from more autonomy.
1404. The delegation of Grenada acknowledged the important preliminary examination work undertaken by the Secretariat, including translation, suggesting that it should not be carried out on the referred files, as they would be considered as complete, with the onus on the submitting State Party to ensure that it provide any missing information to satisfy a criterion. The delegation did not agree with Cyprus that only technical work should be carried out on all files, as this penalized those States Parties with less experience of the Convention and that required greater support. A distinction should be made between those States Parties with and without experience.
1405. The delegation of Kenya spoke of the greater good that the Convention sought to achieve, expressing concern however on the human resources issue that required a unified approach with a broad overview of the situation, suggesting that a study be carried out within UNESCO to help provide concrete solutions. The delegation remarked on the importance of geographical balance, while the ceiling should not be confused with the human resources issue, adding that Africa could not accept one nomination per year not least because of all the challenges it faced. The delegation called for affirmative action so as to accommodate the interests of all.
1406. Referring to the question of prioritization of the Urgent Safeguarding List, the delegation of Albania replied that the question and therefore the answer was political and, with the need for a ceiling, the issue was whether priority should be granted to under-represented States so that they may select a list, or whether the Committee should decide to prioritize the Urgent Safeguarding List, which would alter the selection of files, with both options equally defendable. The delegation concluded by inviting the Committee and observers to first provide their opinions on the role of the Secretariat, adding that it believed that the Secretariat should work in-depth on the files.
1407. The delegation of Morocco spoke in favour of a ceiling, though the way this would be established was clearly a complex calculation depending on the priorities, of which the Urgent Safeguarding List was clearly one. The delegation sought the introduction of flexibility into the threshold so as to facilitate inscription. With regard to the Secretariat, the delegation recognized its mammoth workload and the restricted team, observing nonetheless that it was important that it process the files not only on a technical level but on a case-by-case basis, not least because this was the first level of analysis, which ensured that the advisory bodies received complete, quality files.
1408. The delegation of Croatia also praised the Secretariat for the work it carried out, adding that it was important that it be given the possibility to undertake a technical and thorough examination of the files.
1409. The delegation of Burkina Faso believed that all the States Parties agreed on the necessity of a ceiling, as this allowed for a more thorough assessment of the submitted files by all the organs, as obviously more files take more time. The delegation remarked that the principal objective was to ensure the safeguarding of the elements for the sake of the communities and not their inscription on the lists, adding that the States Parties themselves were responsible for the situation.
1410. The delegation of Niger thanked the Secretariat for the support it provided to States Parties to help them improve their files, adding that from a pragmatic point of view it favoured a limit on submissions. The delegation recalled a saying in Niger that said ‘only the owner of a house knows where the water runs through it’. In this way, it was up to the countries to decide on their priorities and which elements they wished to put forward.
1411. The delegation of Kenya proposed that a study be undertaken to look at possible solutions to implement the recommendations that emerged from the working group meeting. The delegation also proposed temporary measures on the ceiling, which would not be fixed but decided on the basis of the past participation of States Parties and the distribution of elements across the different mechanisms. Also, capacity building should be taken into account so as to help States Parties continue their work on safeguarding their intangible cultural heritage.
1412. The delegation of Cyprus agreed with Grenada that the Secretariat should help non-represented countries by corresponding and sharing information with these States. On the political aspects of the issues, the delegation rather thought it was the role and raison d’être of the Convention to safeguard intangible cultural heritage.
1413. In principle, the delegation of Italy favoured a ceiling and the granting of priorities, urging the Committee to move forward.
1414. The delegation of Spain supported the idea of a ceiling with the main priority being the urgent safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage and the second one being equitable geographic representation, as some regions have a wealth of intangible cultural heritage but remain under-represented, adding that it hoped funds would be directed to the those regions. The delegation thanked the Secretariat for the enormous amount of work it carried out despite being under-staffed, calling for greater efforts to be made to bolster the Secretariat and so help under-represented countries.
1415. Ms Galia Saouma-Forero was happy to note that the work of the Secretariat was appreciated, observing that its burden of work had to be aligned with the means at its disposal so that it could carry out its mandate, and adding that the rotation of staff demonstrated the strain that the staff had to endure and the resilience required. She cited the strengthening of capacities, the development of safeguarding plans, and the prioritization of Africa as priorities as well as the lists. The Committee should therefore respond to improving the human resources of the Secretariat, adding that UNESCO has been unable to increase staff numbers as a whole, and its financial situation had recently worsened. She spoke of innovative means to strengthen the Secretariat on a longer term basis, for example a minimum of four years, as new members in the team had to adapt to the workings of the Convention. She thanked Spain for supporting that stance.
1416. The Chairperson advised the Committee to digest the debate and review the amendment with a view to developing ideas or suggestions that would contribute towards the drafting of a decision that would be brought to the General Assembly.
1417. The delegation of Italy wondered whether the work would be completed given the time constraints, as other agenda items were still pending, and suggested another night session. The Secretary explained that a night session could not take place the following day as interpreters would be leaving at the close of the meeting at 6:00 p.m. sharp. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested discussing current item 15 after the discussions of the other agenda items.
1418. The Chairperson thought the suggestion was a good one, and adjourned the evening session.
[Tuesday 29 November, morning session]
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ESTABLISHMENT OF A CONSULTATIVE BODY FOR THE EXAMINATION IN 2012 OF NOMINATIONS FOR INSCRIPTION ON THE LIST OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN NEED OF URGENT SAFEGUARDING, PROPOSALS TO THE REGISTER OF BEST SAFEGUARDING PRACTICES AND REQUESTS FOR INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE GREATER THAN US$25,000, AND ADOPTION OF ITS TERMS OF REFERENCE
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1419. Owing to time constraints and being the last day of the meeting, the Chairperson announced a revision of the timetable, proposing to begin with item 12 [Establishment of a Consultative Body], item 14 [establishment of the Subsidiary Body], and item 23 [Date and venue of the seventh session], which were obligatory under the Rules of Procedure. The Chairperson informed the Committee that Grenada had sent an official invitation to the UNESCO Director-General offering to host the seventh session of the Committee in 2012, adding that the Minister of State of Grenada, Mr Arley Gill, was present and would later speak about its invitation. The Chairperson continued that item 20 [Draft plan for the use of the resources of the Fund] should also be the subject of a clear decision that would be put forward to the General Assembly in June 2012. Finally, the decision on item 15 [Report of the open ended intergovernmental working group] was also pending adoption. The Chairperson also spoke of item 19 [Accreditation of NGOs], which proposed the recommendation of NGOs to the General Assembly, notably, six NGOs from Group V(a) and one NGO from Group V(b) – two underrepresented regional groups. The Chairperson announced that the remaining items could be considered without debate with the adoption of the decisions, or their suspension until the next Committee session: item 16 [Reflection on the criteria for inscription on the Lists]; item 17 [Mechanism for sharing information]; item 18 [Treatment of correspondence], item 21 [Proposals for the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the Convention], and item 22 [use of the emblem]. The meeting would end with agenda item 26 and the adoption of the list of decisions, which would be projected on the screen and adopted as a whole. The decision would then be made available online. 
1420. Before introducing item 12, the Secretary made reference to document 14 on the establishment of the Subsidiary Body, which provided a clear explanation of the system of membership in which all members of the Committee were eligible for election. However, the Secretary informed the Committee that since the publication of the document, UNESCO had encountered a number of financial difficulties with the result that activities had enormously slowed down, which would take some time before returning to normal. In addition, this had affected the operational capacity of the Secretariat, which may have an impact on the date of the Subsidiary Body’s meeting and may not take place before June 2012. In this case, the electoral groups might wish to select from Committee members whose terms of office continued through to 2014. 
1421. The delegation of the Republic of Korea hoped that the Committee appreciated the serious situation facing UNESCO and proposed that the Subsidiary Body immediately begin its work once the Subsidiary Body had been established, as had been the case in 2009 when the Subsidiary Body met during the Committee session, so that members could discuss the working methods and so facilitate the work of both the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body.
1422. The Secretary remarked that the issue would be raised in item 14, and introduced item 12 and document 12. The Secretary explained that the Operational Directives provide that files for the Urgent Safeguarding List, Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and International Assistance greater than US$25,000 are to be examined by a consultative body that the Committee appoints. The Secretariat cited paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, which specifies, ‘the Committee shall select six independent experts and six accredited NGOs as members of the Consultative Body at each session, taking into consideration equitable geographical representation and various domains of intangible cultural heritage. The duration of office of a member of the Consultative Body shall not exceed 24 months. Every year, the Committee shall renew half of the members of the Consultative Body’. The Committee established a Consultative Body for the first time in November 2010, whose results had been made known in the present session. The Committee had to put into place a system of rotation, while avoiding the establishment of a standing body. The solution proposed was that each year the Committee should re-establish the Consultative Body for a mandate of one year, re-adopting its terms of reference and re-appointing half of its members. A draft set of terms of reference was presented for the Committee’s consideration in Annex 1 of working document 12, whose structure and content closely resembles the terms of reference adopted in 2010, and that it shall cease to exist when its submits its report to the Committee in 2012. The Secretary proposed dealing first with the adoption of the terms of reference, followed by the appointment of the six experts and the six accredited NGOs.
1423. The Chairperson drew attention to the fact that the terms of reference closely corresponded to the language of the Operational Directives, proposing to begin immediately with the paragraphs of the terms of reference in Annex 1 of the working document.
1424. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether any changes had been made since the previous terms of reference, proposing that the decision is adopted as a whole if not.
1425. The Chairperson confirmed that no changes had been made. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Annex I. The Chairperson then turned to the selection of the twelve members of the Consultative Body.
1426. The Secretary explained that, as specified in the terms of reference, six of the members should be accredited NGOs and six should be experts serving in their personal capacity, while the principle of equitable geographic representation should be kept in mind as well as the appointment of members reflecting diverse experience of the different domains of intangible heritage. In conformity with paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, the Committee shall renew half of the members of the Consultative Body. The Secretariat consequently proposed all experts and NGOs that had already served on the Consultative Body as well as additional candidates. At least two candidate experts and two candidate NGOs were proposed from each electoral group, except for the case of electoral group V(b) where only one NGO had been accredited to date. Annex II of the working document presented the names of the candidate experts and accredited NGOs, four from each electoral group, together with a brief description of their respective competence and the domain(s) in which they have experience. The Secretary further explained that the NGO candidates had been taken from the pool of 97 organizations that were accredited by the General Assembly in June 2010. For the candidate experts, the Secretariat drew upon its database of some 1300 names, more than one-third of whom were recommended by States Parties over the past few years. In both cases, priority was given to those that already had prior experience examining Urgent Safeguarding List nominations or International Assistance requests in previous cycles. In certain regions where there was a lack of experienced examiners, the Secretariat drew upon the names of experts who had followed the Convention closely or participated in UNESCO expert meetings and training workshops and who had broad knowledge of intangible cultural heritage domains. Following contact with the Secretariat, all those contacted except one confirmed their availability and agreed to present their names, as presented in Annex II. The Committee was however free to appoint accredited NGOs or individual experts other than those identified by the Secretariat. The Operational Directives required that the Committee renew half the Body’s members, i.e. three NGOs and three individual experts, and reappoint 6 incumbents. In two cases, in electoral group II and III, the name of an incumbent was not presented. In Group III, the appointed person was unable to carry out his task, thus there was a vacant seat. In the case of Group II, the Czech Ethnological Society had indicated that it was unable to serve another term.
1427. On behalf of Group I, the delegation of Cyprus proposed the NGO, Maison des cultures du monde (France), and independent expert Mr Egil Sigmund Bakka (Norway).
1428. On behalf of Group II, the delegation of Azerbaijan proposed the NGO, International Council for Traditional Music (Slovenia), and independent expert, Ms Rusudan Tsurtsumia (Georgia).
1429. On behalf of Group III, the delegation of Grenada proposed the NGO, Centro de Trabalho Indigenista – CTI (Brazil), and independent expert, Ms Soledad Mujica (Peru). The delegation also informed the Committee that Group III had agreed that for the sake of equitable and diverse representation of culture and expertise, the Consultative Body would be composed of one member from the Caribbean and one member from Latin America from November 2012.
1430.  On behalf of Group IV, the delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the NGO, Centre for Research, Support and Development of Culture (A&C) (Viet Nam), and independent expert, Mr Rahul Goswami (India).
1431. On behalf of Group V(a), the delegation of Niger proposed the NGO African Cultural Regeneration Institute – ACRI (Kenya) and independent expert, Ms Claudine-Augée Angoué (Gabon).
1432. On behalf of Group V(b), the delegation of Jordan proposed the NGO Association Cont’Act pour l’éducation et les cultures (Morocco) and independent expert, Mr Abderrahman Ayoub (Tunisia).
1433. The Secretary was happy to note that two groups had decided to reappoint members and two groups had appointed new members, with the result that the Operational Directives had been respected with six reappointed members and six new members. 
1434. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 12.
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1435. The Chairperson proceeded to the next item and the establishment of the Subsidiary Body that will take on the task of examining nominations to the Representative List for possible inscription in November 2012. The Chairperson explained that the terms of reference largely repeated the language of the previous decision to establish the present Subsidiary Body. Members of the new Body also had to be identified, and the Chairperson recalled the composition of the Body in the 2011: group I – Italy; group II – Croatia; group III – Venezuela; group IV – Republic of Korea; group Va – Kenya; group Vb – Jordan. As the Subsidiary Body would complete its work before the next General Assembly in 2012, all the current members were eligible for selection.
1436. The Secretary recalled that the Committee had to select one member per electoral group, while keeping in mind the continuity of the body in that the Committee may wish to maintain half its members. The Secretariat added that it would do its best to ensure that the Subsidiary Body meeting took place before June, but that it could not be guaranteed owing to the processing of the work. By way of an example, the Secretary explained that the person responsible for documenting and registering the nominations would not have her post renewed, which would hamper the processing of nominations, adding that operations throughout UNESCO were being affected. Thus, in case the Subsidiary Body had to meet later than June, the Committee members selected would require a mandate until 2014. The Secretary reminded the Committee that the delegations of Korea and Kenya were outgoing Committee and Subsidiary Body members.
1437. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether the elected Subsidiary Body members, following election of its new members, could work until the next Committee session even though they were not members of the Committee after the General Assembly. 
1438. The Legal Adviser explained that because membership of the Subsidiary Body was related to the membership of the Committee, Subsidiary Body members had to be eligible during the period of the Subsidiary Body meeting. Thus, if they were no longer members of the Committee, they could not then serve on the Subsidiary Body. The Committee was therefore obliged to select members to the Subsidiary Body from Committee members whose terms of reference remained valid until the next General Assembly, if the meeting of the Subsidiary Body was to take place before the meeting of the General Assembly. However, if the meeting was to take place after the General Assembly, and with some of the Subsidiary Body members outgoing, it might affect the geographical balance of the Body. The Legal Adviser further explained that the Committee could select Subsidiary Body members from those members with a mandate until 2014, which was said to be the safest solution so as to meet the terms of validity of the Subsidiary Body.
1439. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought a clear mandate from the Committee to the Subsidiary Body that would allow it to continue its work until the next Committee session. The delegation explained that because some members were outgoing they would not therefore serve in the Committee in its next session, which implied that different Committee members would be examining nomination files evaluated by the Subsidiary Body from the previous cycle.
1440. The delegation of Paraguay shared the same concerns as Korea, as three Committee members from its electoral Group III were also outgoing, requesting that the Subsidiary Body members be able to complete its work before the General Assembly although it acknowledged that it might not be possible given the current situation. The delegation of Cyprus sought clarification from Paraguay on whether it implied that all the members from Group III would be leaving the Committee in 2012.
1441. Responding to the question on electoral Group III, the delegation of Grenada explained that only three of its members were outgoing, but for the sake of continuity, and in view of the experience of the incumbent representative from Venezuela, the group wished to have the membership renewed, even though it could appoint another member. The delegation asked the Secretariat what would be required to enable the Subsidiary Body meeting to take place before the General Assembly, and what could be recommended by the Committee to the Director-General in this regard.
1442. The delegation of Paraguay further explained that three members were outgoing, with Nicaragua remaining, adding that Nicaragua was also changing its representative. 
1443. To be sure that the meeting is held before the General Assembly or early June at the latest, the Secretary explained that all the files would have to be received by mid-February by the latest so that the Subsidiary Body could begin its examination work up until the end of April. With regard to the Secretariat’s work cycle, it would have to submit the files as revised by the submitting States Parties, which assumed that the Secretariat had screened the files and sent letters to the States, giving them one month in which to respond with revisions. The Secretary reiterated that the Secretariat was already working on an extremely tight schedule with the added burden arising from the contractual restrictions of the temporary members of staff (or half the workforce) as a result of the current difficulties facing UNESCO, which only worsened the situation. The Secretary also clarified that the organization of the meeting itself was not the constraining factor but rather the delay in the process including the backlog. 
1444. In view of the exceptional circumstances, the delegation of Albania asked whether the step involving the letters by the Secretariat could be scrapped so as to speed up the process.
1445. The Secretary concurred that this would indeed speed up the working process, but it might also result in all or most of the files being rejected, as none of the files originally submitted were acceptable. The Secretary pointed out that the Secretariat could submit the files in their original state to the Subsidiary Body but that Niger, for example, had expressed its wish to review its file.
1446. The delegation of Cyprus concurred with the remarks regarding Group III, as the same situation arose in Group I with two outgoing members, thus proposing that the same Subsidiary Body members remained, which in the case of Group I was Spain.
1447. The delegation of the Republic of Korea returned to its earlier statement and proposal that immediately after the establishment of the Subsidiary Body, the appointed Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur in the present session could immediately begin its preparatory work with the Secretariat through electronic means with the hope that the work would be completed before the General Assembly. The Committee could therefore decide to grant a special mandate to the Subsidiary Body until the Committee’s next session on an extraordinary basis.
1448. The Legal Adviser explained that he could not rubber stamp approvals to exceptional solutions, as this contravened the Rule 21.2 of the Rules of Procedure, which clearly stated that only States Parties of the Committee could be appointed in subsidiary bodies. Thus, if the validity of one of the members of the Committee was questioned during the General Assembly then the Subsidiary Body would not be able to convene a meeting and have a credible mandate, further questioning its recommendations. The other solution would be to radically change the Subsidiary Body and set up an exceptional Consultative Body through Rule 20 [on ad hoc consultative bodies], as the Committee could set up any ad hoc bodies it wished, according to Article 8.3
 of the Convention. Outlining the options, the Legal Adviser explained that the Committee could request the Secretariat to organize the meeting before the General Assembly. However, if the Subsidiary Body failed to meet before the General Assembly then it would make it difficult to proceed with the examination of files in the cycle. Alternatively, the Committee could elect members whose mandates enabled the Subsidiary Body to carry out its task in a fully legal manner.
1449. In view of the exceptional situation, the delegation of Spain suggested that the States Parties take on more work in order to alleviate the Secretariat’s workload. The Subsidiary Body could meet, as suggested by Korea, and then meet electronically in order to speed up the process, while the preliminary examination of the files by the Secretariat could be carried out within the intermediary period between the two meetings. In this way, the Secretariat could work alongside the Subsidiary Body so that the submitting States Parties would have the same time delay to correct their nomination files and ensure their completion, adding that it was the duty of the Subsidiary Body to support the Secretariat, which would be achieved through a more flexible working method, for example, through video-conferencing or online meetings. The delegation reiterated its appreciation of the work carried out by the Secretariat.
1450. Responding to Cyprus, the delegation of Grenada remarked that Group III was not the sole group encountering a problem and it was in fact a general problem. The delegation also wished to thank Spain for offering creative solutions, adding that even the more experienced members were not always familiar with the technical and substantive issues, believing that the preliminary examination should be carried out by the Secretariat, as this would be more rapid and effective. The delegation asked the Secretariat whether it could first tackle the files to the Subsidiary Body as a priority, or indeed whether it had other recommendations that could be addressed to the Director-General.
1451. The delegation of Burkina Faso acknowledged the issue with respect to the legal status of the Subsidiary Body in which the members were not members of the Committee, suggesting that the Committee take the advice of the Legal Adviser and extend the mandate of the current members to 2014 unless there was the possibility of establishing an ad hoc body. The delegation suggested that the electoral groups discuss their options in order to ascertain to what extent they could elect members.
1452. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that this problem would not be encountered with the Consultative Body.
1453. The delegation of the Republic of Korea shared the views expressed by Spain, suggesting a two-way solution that anticipated the situation explained by the Secretary. Firstly, the Subsidiary Body should meet immediately after its establishment, and secondly, the Committee should decide to suspend the application of the Rules concerned and allow the Subsidiary Body to work until its next session on an exceptional basis.
1454. The delegation of Kenya remarked that Africa did not have a problem in this regard, but nevertheless did not wish the Secretariat to work exclusively on the nomination files at the expense of capacity-building, which remained a very important area of work. The delegation proposed a short pause to allow groups to consult, requesting that the Secretariat provide some ideas in order to come to a solution.
1455. In order to get a better picture of the situation, the delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested that each electoral group mention the member that it sought to appoint. The Chairperson proceeded with the suggestion.
1456. On behalf of Group I, the delegation of Cyprus proposed Spain, as Cyprus and Italy were outgoing members.
1457. Following the intervention by Korea, the delegation of Grenada, raised a point of order, and in line with Rule 49
 of the Rules of Procedure [on suspension] proposed to suspend Rule 21.2
 on an exceptional basis.
1458. The delegation of the Republic of Korea raised a point of order as the electoral groups were asked to provide their candidate, which would give a clearer picture, before moving on to the proposal by Grenada.
1459. The Legal Adviser explained that the Chairperson had not rejected the proposal by Korea so the point of order was respected and there was no room for a vote, while the point of order by Grenada was for the suspension of the meeting, adding up to two different points. The ruling of the Chairperson was therefore in conformity.
1460. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that Grenada had proposed the suspension of a Rule of Procedure, and the reason it went ahead with its point of order and was not a call to suspend the meeting.
1461. Ms Saouma-Forero felt that the Committee could take an informed decision once it knew who the electoral groups would appoint as members, thereby revealing the options open to the Committee, which included the suspension of Rule 21.2 and the innovative proposal that would implicate the Subsidiary Body in a new role in the preparatory examination of the files following its registration by the Secretariat. The practice had been that there was no relationship between members of the Subsidiary Body and the submitting States Parties, which also had to be taken into consideration.
1462. In an effort to move forward, the Chairperson proposed to first identify the candidates in each electoral group, followed by the proposal by Grenada to suspend Rule 21.2.
1463. On behalf of Group II, the delegation of Croatia had considered renewing its membership.
1464. The delegation of Paraguay spoke of the need to bolster the capacity of the Secretariat, and on behalf of Group III, proposed Grenada.
1465. On behalf of Group IV, the delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the Islamic Republic of Iran.
1466. The delegation of Cyprus understood that Iran was a Committee member until 2012 and therefore could not become a member of the Subsidiary Body.
1467. On behalf of Group V(a), the delegation of Niger proposed Burkina Faso.
1468. The delegation of Jordan first wished to thank the Secretariat for its hard work despite of all the difficulties, adding that the Committee should provide greater support to the Secretariat with the States Parties sharing the workload. On behalf of Group V(b), the delegation proposed Morocco.
1469. The delegation of Paraguay wished to apply Rule 49 of the Rules of the Procedure so that Committee members in the next session could continue as Subsidiary Body members even if they were outgoing.
1470. Summarizing, the Secretary noted the following proposed candidates: Group I – Spain: Group II – Croatia; Group III – Grenada; Group IV – Islamic Republic of Iran; Group V(a) – Burkina Faso; Group V(b) – Morocco. The Secretary remarked that there would be five new members to the Subsidiary Body with one member renewing membership. The Secretary explained that the 2-day training meeting planned by the Secretariat, when new members would be given sample nomination files for training purposes, would struggle to be effective given the scale of membership renewal, adding that only Iran had a mandate until 2012, while the others had a mandate until 2014.
1471. Raising a point of order, the delegation of Azerbaijan informed the Committee that Croatia also had a mandate until 2012 and that the group had not yet decided on its candidate.
1472. The delegation of Grenada concurred that the issue of continuity was a real problem, and the reason why Group III wished to retain Venezuela, but was afraid of taking the risk alone. However, in the event that Rule 21.2 was suspended on an exceptional basis, the group would appoint Venezuela instead of Grenada.
1473. The Chairperson wished to establish the legal basis for the suspension.
1474. The delegation of Italy wished to suspend the Rule 21.2 in accordance with Art. 7(g) of the Convention, which stated that the decision rested with the Committee.
1475. The Legal Adviser added that it was not linked to the Rules of the Procedure, which was the exclusive authority of the Committee and could therefore be suspended, according to the Convention and the decision of the Committee. The Legal Adviser confirmed that the composition would be valid because the Committee decided as a whole to suspend the Rule on an exceptional basis, adding that the Committee had to adapt under exceptional circumstances and only for the purpose of the Subsidiary Body.
1476. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed adoption by consensus.
1477. The Chairperson asked whether there were any objections to the suspension. There were no objections.
1478. The delegation of Grenada explained that the problem resided in the use of the Operational Directives, and the reason why the amendment submitted by Albania was important, but nevertheless it was up to the Committee in its next session to examine the files.
1479. The Chairperson moved to the adoption of the terms of reference. The Secretary explained that they would be exactly the same as previously applied, except for the last paragraph, which indicated the specific cycle. With no comments or objections the Chairperson pronounced adopted the Annex to decision 6.COM 14.
1480. The Chairperson sought the appointed Subsidiary Body members from the electoral groups.
1481. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that a decision had not yet been made in Group II and was concerned about the continuity of the Subsidiary Body, suggesting in that case that Croatia maintain its seat.
1482. The Subsidiary Body members were pronounced as follows: Group I – Spain; Group II – Croatia; Group III – Venezuela; Group IV – Islamic Republic of Iran; Group V(a) – Burkina Faso; Group V(b) – Morocco.
1483. The Chairperson congratulated the Committee. The Secretary read out the new paragraph 4, ‘Having suspended the application of Rule 21.2 of its Rules of Procedure until its next session.’ The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the wording and wished to add after Rules of Procedure, ‘on an exceptional basis until its next session’.
1484. The delegation of Grenada wished to replace ‘examination’ by ‘evaluation’.
1485. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wondered whether the sentence would be better as ‘decides to suspend’.
1486. The delegation of Paraguay added that for legislative reasons the article should mention the mandate and therefore Rule 49 of its Rules of Procedure.
1487. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested ‘in accordance with the Rule 49 of its Rules of Procedure’, and deleting ‘its Rules of Procedure’. The Secretary read out the amended paragraph, ‘Decides, in accordance with Rule 49 of its Rules of Procedure, to suspend the application of Rule 21.2, on an exceptional basis, until its next session.’
1488. With no further comments, paragraph 4 was adopted. The Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6. COM 14.
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1489. The Chairperson continued the morning session with agenda item 15, recalling that discussions on the subject had been a long process culminating in the current Committee session. The Chairperson informed the Committee that the delegations of Albania, Italy, Japan and Spain had submitted amendments, and suggested moving forward through the decision on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis.
1490. The delegation of Albania agreed with the procedure, and announced the withdrawal of its amendment proposing specific revisions in the Operational Directives so that the Committee could instead examine the proposed draft decision in document 6.COM 15.
1491. The Chairperson thanked Albania for its understanding. The delegation of Japan sought clarification from Albania on why it had decided to withdraw its amendment.
1492. The delegation of Albania explained that the amendment concerned the wording of revised Operational Directives, but believed that the debate would be made easier by basing the discussion on the proposed draft decision, which reflected the results of the working group. In addition, the wording of the amendment could be presented at the next General Assembly, while the decision by the Committee would be taken on the principles rather than on specific proposed wording.
1493. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that it would be difficult to offset any changes in the principles or guidelines, as the impact of amendments would not be known. The delegation informed the Committee that it had submitted a proposed amendment to the Committee for review, adding that the amendment had the support of some of the Committee members.
1494. With draft Decision 6.COM 15 presented on the screen, the Chairperson began to go through the text paragraph-by-paragraph. With no objections or comments, the Chairperson pronounced paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 adopted by the Committee.
1495. The Chairperson then proposed to consider the amendment proposed by the delegation of the Republic of Korea for paragraph 4. The Republic of Korea proposed moving to the adoption of paragraph 4, as its amendment would come as paragraphs 4bis and 4ter. Original paragraph 4 was read aloud by the Secretary and the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 4 adopted by the Committee.
1496. On the amendments proposed by the Republic of Korea
, the delegation of Japan sought clarification on the integration of the amendments in the draft decision since it did not represent the views expressed during the discussion.
1497. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested that for the sake of clarity amendments be marked on-screen with the name of the Committee member submitting the amendment, as well as those supporting it.
1498. The delegation of Cyprus did not understand the amendment proposed by the Republic of Korea since it was not related to paragraph 4, and because all the States Parties had been invited to send their points of view through the written consultation and open-ended working group.
1499. The Secretary explained that the amendment did not replace paragraph 4, which had just been adopted, but was an additional paragraph, which would become paragraph 5 if adopted. The Secretary read out the amendment presented by the Republic of Korea and supported by Paraguay, Spain and Indonesia: ‘Regrets that the report of the open-ended intergovernmental working group does not fully reflect all the views expressed in the meeting in a balanced way.’
1500. The delegation of Albania did not support the proposed amendment, adding that the report was not imbalanced and cited the majority trend, while all the interventions were contained in the summary records of the working group as well as the written statements submitted by the States Parties. The delegation of Japan followed the same line as Albania, for the reasons previously explained by the Chairperson of the working group.
1501. The delegation of China joined with the States Parties supporting the amendment of the Republic of Korea, believing that many other participants also felt the same way regarding the meeting’s conclusions. The delegations of Venezuela and Croatia supported the amendment by the Republic of Korea.
1502. The delegation of Italy supported the position expressed by Albania and Japan, and did not agree with the wording of the Korean amendment. The delegation of Cyprus also supported the position by Albania, and suggested deleting this paragraph. The delegation of Azerbaijan further supported the position by Albania and others.
1503. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran and the delegation of Cuba supported the amendment by the Republic of Korea.
1504. To the question of Italy asking why the opponents to the amendment did not appear on the screen, the Chairperson explained that the procedure for amendments to the decision was that they would be carried by simple majority, and that there was no need to show other than the nine Members supporting the amendment.
1505. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the explanation.
1506. The delegation of Jordan found the report to be balanced and did not support the amendments.
1507. The Chairperson, seeing no more support for the amendment, asked the Republic of Korea if it was ready to withdraw its amendment.
1508. The delegation of the Republic of Korea clarified that the majority would be based on Committee members present and voting, and asserted that the amendment had a majority of support, suggesting that members propose alternative wording that would reflect their sentiment regarding the report.
1509. The Legal Adviser explained that it could not be assumed that the amendment by the Republic of Korea had the majority. It was therefore up to the Chairperson to move to a vote if the Committee so desired, while a point of order could only refer to the way the vote was conducted and not to justify a position; the commencement of a vote would also close the debate. As stipulated in the Rules of Procedure, the Legal Adviser explained that the Secretary would count the show of hands, with those abstaining not figuring into the total.
1510. As a point of order, the delegation of Albania asked who had requested the vote and who seconded the request.
1511. The Legal Adviser explained that the Republic of Korea had presumed it had the majority based on the names alongside the amendment projected on the screen, adding that the Rules of the Procedure would be followed should a vote be requested.
1512. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought to accommodate the general sentiment of the Committee so was flexible to any concrete proposal.
1513. The delegation of Morocco sought a solution to the deadlock, reiterating that it was too early to change the Operational Directives. With regard to the amendment by the Republic of Korea, the delegation proposed a statement along the lines of ‘regretted that there was no consensus during the session on the assessment of the report of the open-ended working group’. Owing to the lack of time, the delegation proposed that on this specific item 15, two options be put forward to the General Assembly so that it could take the decision.
1514. The delegation of the Republic of Korea was open to the concrete proposal by Morocco.
1515. The delegation of Cyprus believed that consensus on the paragraph had not been reached and called for a vote.
1516. The delegation of Albania felt that the paragraph should not be confused with the subsequent paragraphs that refer to the replacement of the Subsidiary Body with the Consultative Body. The delegation understood that some members were against this idea, but believed that this was not the right place to reflect this issue, adding that the working group report was one and a half pages long and therefore did not express all the viewpoints, which were noted in the summary records, adding that the substantive issue was the replacement of the advisory body and that the debate should take place on that specific issue.
1517. The delegation of the Republic of Korea reiterated that some Committee members were not satisfied with the report, yet it was open to concrete proposals to amend the wording.
1518. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the working group report noted that 48 States Parties participated in the meeting, adding that it supported the proposal by Morocco.
1519. The delegation of Morocco reiterated its proposal, cited as ‘regrets that there has been no consensus within the Committee on the report on the intergovernmental open-ended working group on possible measures to improve the treatment of nominations to the Representative List by the Committee, the Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat’, which referred not to the report but to the fact that consensus had not been reached concerning that report during the Committee session.
1520. The delegation of Grenada regretted that precious time was spent on a report that had no statutory bearing, emphasizing that it was the recommendations and discussions of the Committee that would be presented to the General Assembly. The delegation of Cyprus disagreed with the wording proposed by Morocco, insisting that the paragraph should not be maintained.
1521. The delegation of Albania supported the remark by Grenada. With regard to the wording, the delegation felt that it did describe the situation albeit it was the first time that it had come across the expression ‘regrets that there has been no consensus’, even if it stated a fact. The delegation of Japan suggested in response that the word ‘regrets’ be replaced with ‘notes’, as it was a fact that consensus had not been reached.
1522. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the amendments by Morocco and Japan as reflecting the situation.
1523. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 4.bis (new 5), as proposed by the Republic of Korea and amended by Morocco and Japan, adopted by the Committee.
1524. The Secretary continued with the second amendment introduced by the Republic of Korea: ‘4.ter. Considers that any revision in the Operational Directives has significant implications and should be based upon, to the greatest extent possible, broad consultations and consensus.’
1525. The delegation of Albania found the first part correct if not self-evident, while the latter part implied that consultations had not been sought, even though the process had begun in Nairobi and was followed by the working group in which experts from around the world had participated, including consultations among delegations and regional groups. Thus, the delegation considered the amendment unacceptable. The delegation of Grenada strongly supported the remarks by Albania, as there were numerous consultations, including written consultation, in a very good and exceptional process.
1526. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that its amendment confirmed the will of the Committee and was therefore an important principle.
1527. The delegation of Italy also supported the position of Albania and Grenada, noting that the consultations were indeed broad in scope, including the written consultation and the working group. The delegation of Kenya agreed, proposing to delete ‘broad consultations’.
1528. The delegation of Spain explained that many of the Committee members had raised doubts on the validity of the report, which purportedly reflected broad opinion but whose recommendations did not correspond to what occurred in the meeting. The delegation spoke of this highly strategic issue as critical to the future of the Convention, suggesting that the Chairperson open the floor to observers for their opinion, for example Mexico or Colombia.
1529. The Chairperson replied that, according to the customary practice of the Committee, observers could not take the floor during debates on decisions.
1530. The delegation of Cyprus did not agree with maintaining paragraph 4.ter, even taking into account Kenya’s amendment. The delegation of Burkina Faso remarked that the amendment was redundant because the Operational Directives could not be revised without broad consultations; the delegation was therefore in favour of the suppression of the paragraph.
1531. The delegation of Paraguay supported the amendment, explaining that the wording employed in the amendment was strong but important because it formed the basis of institution building, which was still in its infancy with regard to intangible cultural heritage.
1532. The delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that China and Croatia had agreed to co-sponsor the amendment, adding that it had taken note of the remarks and would consider amendments to the latter part of the sentence.
1533. The delegations of Morocco and the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the amendment on condition that it include the remark by Kenya. The delegation of Venezuela believed that the paragraph reflected the level of concern and compromise, as well as the importance of amending the Operational Directives.
1534. The delegation of Italy asked the Chairperson to grant the request by Spain to allow Colombia to speak, which was declined by the Chairperson since the Committee was still debating a decision.
1535. The delegation of Croatia wished to add Croatia to the list of co-sponsors. The delegations of Jordan and Cuba supported the amendment as a whole, while the delegation of Oman supported the amendment by Kenya.
1536. The delegation of Kenya confirmed its proposal to delete ‘broad consultations’, as the process had indeed involved broad consultation.
1537. The Secretary read aloud the amendment by the Republic of Korea as revised by Kenya: ‘Considers that any revision in the Operational Directives has significant implications and should be based upon consensus, to the greatest extent possible.’
1538. The delegation of the Republic of Korea accepted the revised amendment.
1539. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 4.ter (new 6) adopted by the Committee.
1540. The delegation of Grenada proposed to include, after this newly adopted paragraph, a new paragraph recalling decision 5.COM 7.
1541. The delegation of the Republic of Korea raised a point of order, asking whether comments could be provided before the adoption of the decision as a whole.
1542. The delegation of Grenada replied that her intervention did not concern a comment but an amendment to the decision that would read: ‘Recalls that according to Decision 5.COM 7, States Parties were invited to provide their points of view on the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body, that were circulated by the Secretariat before the open-ended intergovernmental working group held in UNESCO to discuss this issue.’
1543. In a point of order, the delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that similar wording had been employed in another paragraph, adding that to speed up discussion, States Parties should submit their amendments in written form to the Secretariat.
1544. The delegations of Albania, Italy, Cyprus and Japan supported the amendment, but there were no further expressions of support.
1545. The delegation of the Republic of Korea, supported by the co-sponsors of its amendment, objected to the paragraph but suggested that it could be considered in an earlier paragraph, although it was already alluded to there [in paragraph 4].
1546. The delegation of Albania wondered why the States Parties were objecting to a paragraph that simply recalled a fact, which was not in any way substantive, urging the Committee to move forward to the heart of the matter and the recommendation. Furthermore, it was not the prerogative of the Committee to adopt an amendment stating the importance of amending the Operational Directives.
1547. The delegation of the Republic of Korea responded that the late submission of the amendment was in fact delaying the work of the Committee, inviting Grenada to withdraw its amendment.
1548. The delegation of Grenada suggested to adopt the amendment, but suggested that it be moved at the end of paragraph 4 when adopting the whole decision.
1549. The delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed to the proposal by Grenada but only when the draft decision was revisited before the adoption of the decision as a whole.
1550. The Secretary read out the chapeau of the next paragraph 5 with its first sub-paragraph: ‘Recommends to the General Assembly to revise the Operational Directives for the implementation of the Convention in order that: a. the examination of nominations to the Representative List be carried out by the Consultative Body foreseen in paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, so that it examines all files submitted during a cycle (nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, nominations to the Representative List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000).’
1551. The delegation of China did not see the necessity to enter into the detail of possible amendments to the Operational Directives following the adoption of the two new paragraphs introduced by the Republic of Korea, and proposed deleting paragraph 5.a. The delegation of the Republic of Korea also supported the deletion of 5.a.
1552. The delegation of Albania sought clarification on the link between the content of 5.a, which had been debated for almost a year, and the general paragraphs just adopted.
1553. Raising a point of order, the delegation of the Republic of Korea stated that the discussions were already heard during the general debate and need not be repeated.
1554. Underlining that this did not indeed constitute a point of order, the delegation of Albania wished to finish her statement and supported paragraph 5.a, adding that the issue of independent experts was not related to honesty or democracy but was itself a UNESCO classification; governmental experts were category 2 representatives of governments, taking instructions from their governments, while independent experts were category 6 experts, working in a personal capacity.
1555. The delegation of Grenada also failed to see the relationship between the general paragraphs and the deletion of 5.a, and was in favour of retaining the paragraph. The delegation of Italy concurred with Albania and Grenada.
1556. The delegation of Spain believed that the paragraph should be deleted based on the earlier discussion and adoption of the paragraphs. The delegation of Paraguay added that if the Committee had not reached consensus then it could not recommend changes, and therefore the paragraph should be deleted. The delegations of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Indonesia, Croatia, Venezuela and Cuba supported the proposal by China.
1557. The delegation of Niger, while regretting that the discussion was being re-opened after what were already lengthy debates, supported maintaining the paragraph. The delegations of Azerbaijan, Kenya, Burkina Faso and Japan also supported retaining paragraph 5.a. The delegation of Cyprus also wished to retain the paragraph, as the previous paragraphs were not sufficiently explanatory.
1558. The delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that the earlier paragraphs explained the need for consensus to revise the Operational Directives, adding that the recommended paragraph had not achieved consensus.
1559. The delegation of Italy wondered whether a consensus was required to put the consensus to the General Assembly, adding that the recommendation should be adopted according to the Committee’s Rules of Procedure.
1560. The Chairperson reiterated that if an amendment failed to achieve a majority then it is considered as having failed.
1561. The delegation of Morocco reiterated its earlier proposal regarding the decision as a whole, and wondered whether two options could be put to the General Assembly with option A setting out the current proposal, and option B retaining the existing examination procedure of nominations to the Representative List.
1562. The delegation of Albania appreciated the efforts by Morocco to reach a consensus but it did not consider it advisable to provide options to the General Assembly, as these were the sole options available anyway, and would equate with not providing any recommendations. As no consensus was forthcoming, the delegation called for a vote on the issue. The delegation of Azerbaijan seconded the motion for a vote put forward by Albania.
1563. The delegation of Jordan noted the clearly divided opinion, adding that the proposal by Morocco to allow the General Assembly to decide was a reasonable solution. Raising a point of order, the delegation of Albania asked that the Chairperson clearly state the vote and the intentions to prevent any misunderstandings.
1564. Announcing the vote, the Chairperson asked that those in favour of deleting paragraph 5.a raise their nameplates.
1565. The Secretary took note of those in favour of deleting paragraph 5.a, which included Venezuela, Spain, the Republic of Korea, Paraguay, Oman, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Cuba, Croatia and China.
1566. The Secretary took note of those against deleting paragraph 5.a, which included Niger, Madagascar, Kenya, Japan, Italy, Grenada, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Burkina Faso, Azerbaijan and Albania.
1567. The Secretary announced 10 delegations in favour of deleting paragraph 5.a and 11 delegations in favour of retaining paragraph 5.a. The Chairperson announced that the motion had failed, and the Committee adopted paragraph 5.a (new 7.a).
1568. The Secretary moved to paragraph 5.b, which read, ‘the mandate of the members of the Consultative Body be extended to a maximum of four years, and its composition be renewed by one quarter each year’.
1569. With no amendments forthcoming, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 5.b (new 7.b) adopted by the Committee.
1570. The delegation of Morocco sought an explanation on the calculation of the quarter of the members of the Consultative Body.
1571. The Secretary noted the importance of the point but held that it was premature to discuss technicalities, as it was not known whether the recommendation would be adopted by the General Assembly.
1572. The Secretary read aloud paragraph 5.c: ‘a maximum ceiling of files to be treated annually is determined’.
1573. The delegation of Cyprus wished to add ‘at the previous session’ after ‘determined’.
1574. With no objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 5.c (new 7.c) adopted as amended by the Committee.
1575. The Secretary read aloud paragraph 5.d.: ‘the Committee considers on a priority basis multinational files, those files from States having no element inscribed, no proposal selected or no international assistance request approved, then files submitted by countries having few elements inscribed, proposals selected and international assistance requests approved in comparison to other submitting States during the same cycle, trying whenever possible to examine at least one nomination per submitting State, so as to be as inclusive as possible’.
1576. The Chairperson announced that Italy had proposed an amendment.
1577. The delegation of China asked whether an amendment to the first sentence of paragraph 5 should be treated before the individual subparagraphs or later. The Chairperson suggested the amendment be given in writing and treated after the examination of the subparagraphs.
1578. The delegation of Italy read aloud its proposal to split paragraph 5.d into two: ‘as regards nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000, the Committee considers on a priority basis multinational files, and files from States having no international assistance requests approved.’
1579. The Chairperson asked Italy to explain the rationale of the amendment.
1580. The delegation of Italy explained that nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000 could be considered as priorities in the examination of nomination files, adding that it preferred to split the paragraph into two parts, which would emphasize the urgency of these nomination files.
1581. The delegation of Japan noted an incoherency between the English and French text, adding that au moins should read ‘at least’. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran was not convinced of the use of ‘few’, as this was not defined, compared to ‘no’ nominations, proposing therefore to delete ‘few elements inscribed, proposals selected and international assistance requests approved’.
1582. The delegation of Grenada did not agree with the proposal by Iran, adding that the Secretariat could formulate a text that defined the ‘few’ as less elements inscribed compared to submitting States Parties in the same cycle.
1583. The Secretary explained that the wording was taken from previous decisions taken in Abu Dhabi and Nairobi on the order of priority. Thus, the priority went to those submitting States Parties with no element inscribed, followed by those with one element inscribed then two elements, and so forth, adding that the French text states ‘the least number of nominations’.
1584. The delegation of the Republic of Korea drew attention to the Operational Directives, adding that the ceiling as agreed would be set for the four mechanisms in general. However, if the proposal by Italy was to be adopted, then a ceiling should be set for each individual mechanism. Otherwise, paragraph 5.c and the two amendments proposed did not go hand-in-hand.
1585. The Chairperson concurred with the delegation of the Republic of Korea.
1586. The delegation of Cyprus wished to add to the first paragraph: ‘the Committee considers on a priority basis multinational files and Urgent Safeguarding List files’.
1587. The delegation of Italy explained that the use of ‘few’ was to emphasize prioritization, adding that it concurred with the remark by the Republic of Korea, hence its proposal for a general expression that was non-binding yet was a proposal to the General Assembly. Thus, the delegation proposed to delete ‘few’ and replace it with ‘according to the established ceiling’.
1588. The delegation of the Republic of Korea replied that proposals to the General Assembly should be concrete and clear in their message. The delegation appreciated that the emphasis was on the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance, but in this case it should be accompanied with appropriate wording. The delegation reiterated that paragraph 5.c and the amendments by Italy did not go together.
1589. Noting that there was no support for the amendment by Italy, the Chairperson requested Italy to withdraw its amendment. The delegation of Italy agreed to withdraw its amendment but invited members to consider taking on board these priorities and bringing this concern to the General Assembly. The Chairperson thanked Italy for its understanding.
1590. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran still felt uneasy with the use of ‘few’. The Secretary reiterated that the French text cited ‘the least number of elements inscribed,’ which perhaps was clearer. The delegation of Grenada approved the clarification.
1591. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that it had provided an amendment to the amendment by Italy, which had now been abandoned, so wished to include in the first sentence ‘the Committee considers on a priority basis multinational files and nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List’. The delegation of Italy supported Cyprus.
1592. The delegation of Albania understood the rationale, but felt that it did not logically fit within paragraph 5.d, as it concerned another set of priorities, explaining that paragraph 5.b was dealing with priorities based on the number of elements inscribed, as adopted in Abu Dhabi and Nairobi, while the proposal by Cyprus alluded to priority among the mechanisms of the Convention.
1593. The delegation of Cyprus explained that as all the mechanisms were mentioned as the recommendation proposed one element per country, then the Urgent Safeguarding List should be subject of a separate paragraph.
1594. The delegation of Grenada responded that not having a global ceiling would be difficult to manage, and therefore proposed mentioning the Urgent Safeguarding List in paragraph 5.e, as follows: ‘submitting States indicate the order of priority in which they wish their files to be examined, and are invited to give adequate attention to the elements to be inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List’, which invited submitting States Parties to grant priority to their elements to the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1595. The delegation of Cyprus considered the two paragraphs proposed were very different in nature, as the first considered the priorities set by the Committee, while the second considered priorities set by submitting States Parties. The delegation thought it was to the Committee to give priority to the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1596. The delegation of Grenada provided an example in which a State Party had nominated two elements (one on the Urgent Safeguarding List and one on the Representative List) but only one element could be considered, then priority should be granted to the nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1597. The delegation of Spain agreed with Italy, Cyprus and Grenada that the Urgent Safeguarding List remained a priority and supported the amendment. The delegations of Venezuela, Paraguay, Cuba, Kenya, Croatia and Oman also supported the amendment.
1598. Raising a point of order, the delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested that the Chairperson request if there were any objections to the amendment, in which case it could be adopted if there were none.
1599. For the sake of coherency, the delegation of Albania suggested going through the paragraphs in order to obtain a global vision before adoption, as every word had many implications. The delegation of Azerbaijan agreed with the introduction of the Urgent Safeguarding List in the paragraph, but held that it could be placed elsewhere, as suggested by Albania. The delegation of Italy agreed with the proposal by Albania, particularly as the amendment included international assistance requests.
1600. The Legal Adviser added that the proposed paragraphs could be compatible with paragraph 5.e on condition that at the end of 5.e this was the Committee’s priority. The Legal Adviser recommended proceeding with 5.d, as proposed by Albania, without the amendment by Cyprus, which would be transferred elsewhere.
1601. The delegation of Albania clarified that it would either be the Committee imposing the Urgent Safeguarding List as a priority, or it would be the States Parties that decided on their priorities, depending on their national situations. Assuming that some countries will not consider proposing nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List for some years, and within the ceiling Urgent Safeguarding List nominations would be considered first, would this therefore exclude some States from having any nominations to the Representative List considered?
1602. The delegation of Cyprus thanked the Legal Adviser for his advice, but the question remained why the Urgent Safeguarding List could not be included in paragraph 5.d, although it agreed that it could be included in 5.e, which would allow States Parties to set their own priorities.
1603. The Chairperson suspended the debate and adjourned the session.
[29 November 2011, afternoon session]
1604. The Chairperson resumed the session on the adoption of draft Decision 6.COM 15, recalling that if there were no support for the amendment by Italy, paragraph 5.d would be adopted.
1605. The delegation of Cyprus wished to include the reference to the Representative List in paragraph 5.d, so that all four mechanisms were included. The delegation of Grenada sought clarification. The delegation of Cyprus explained that in this way all the mechanisms would be mentioned.
1606. The delegation of Italy proposed a new amendment that drew particular attention to international assistance requests in paragraph 5.d.
1607. The Chairperson suggested that it be discussed in 5.e.
1608. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported maintaining the original version for the reasons explained by Albania.
1609. The delegation of Cyprus agreed with Italy that international assistance requests should be included in 5.d.
1610. The delegation of Albania clarified that it agreed with the intention of Cyprus, citing the paragraph from the French version, ‘… those files from States having no element inscribed on the Representative List or the Urgent Safeguarding List… or no international assistance request approved’. The delegation of Cyprus took note of the remark and correction.
1611. With no further comments or objections, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 5.d (new 7.d) adopted by the Committee.
1612. The delegation of Albania wished to propose an amendment to paragraph 5.e, which would end with, ‘States Parties are encouraged to give priority to the Urgent Safeguarding List.’ The delegation of Cyprus fully agreed with the amendment by Albania, and in line with Article 7 of the Convention, suggested including that the Committee encourages States Parties to prioritize the Urgent Safeguarding List.
1613. Taking into account the concerns of Cyprus, the delegation of Grenada proposed a new paragraph that would read: ‘Encourages submitting States Parties to give priority to the Urgent Safeguarding List when indicating the order of priority in which they wish to submit their files in case of more than one file in the same cycle.’
1614. The delegation of Cyprus agreed with the paragraph, though ‘encouraged by the Committee’ was not apparent. It was explained that because the recommendation came from the Committee it was inherently implied.
1615. The Legal Adviser suggested the use of ‘to encourage’ in place of ‘encourages’ with an indented ‘recommends to encourage’, because ‘the Committee encourages the submitting States Parties’ did not describe the mandate of the Committee, which was to grant priority to the Urgent Safeguarding List, particularly as it was up to the Committee to inscribe the elements on this list, which was not explicitly clear in the paragraph.
1616. As the Committee generally agreed to the amendment, and as the chapeau of the amendment already stated ‘in order that’, the delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed the following formulation: ‘the submitting States Parties give priority to the Urgent Safeguarding List’.
1617. The delegation of Italy wished to propose an amendment concerning priority to be given to international assistance greater than US$25,000. The Chairperson replied that it would allow the delegation to propose it at a later time.
1618. With no objections to the amendment by the Republic of Korea, the Chairperson pronounced paragraph 5.e (new 7.e) adopted by the Committee.
1619. The delegation of Japan was confused as to the outcome of the adopted decision as the text on the screen was different than the amendment by Korea. The Chairperson explained that the decision based on the amendment by Korea had already been adopted, reminding Members that this was a recommendation and not a decision.
1620. The delegation of Italy read aloud its new amendment: ‘the Committee considers on a priority basis requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000 giving preference to multinational files and files from States having no international assistance requests approved’.
1621. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that this issue had not been sufficiently discussed, which would delay the Committee’s work, requesting Italy to withdraw its amendment. The delegation of Italy wished to hear the opinion of other Members.
1622. The delegation of Indonesia believed that the Italian amendment had been accommodated in paragraph 4.d, and therefore did not support the amendment.
1623. The Chairperson asked if there were any support for this amendment. The delegation of Italy remarked that it had been given the opportunity to propose its amendment, adding that it did not consider that the amendment was reflected in paragraph 4.d.
1624. As there was no support expressed for the amendment by Italy, the Chairperson moved to the chapeau of paragraph 5, which was read aloud by the Secretary with the amendment by China [underlined]: ‘Recommends to the General Assembly to revise to consider possible revision of the Operational Directives for the implementation of the Convention, in order that regarding the following:’.
1625. The delegation of the Republic of Korea regretted that paragraph 5.a was adopted on a vote instead of by consensus and, wishing to send a message to the General Assembly, proposed a vote, citing Rule 25.2 of the Rules of Procedure that stated, ‘If one or more amendments are adopted, the amended proposal shall then be voted upon as a whole’. The delegation of Spain seconded the proposal.
1626. Referring to Rule 25.2, the Legal Adviser explained that the amendment included sub-paragraphs and the chapeau, concerning which a vote had been proposed by the Republic of Korea and seconded by Spain; however, the amendment by China had to be decided first.
1627. The delegation of the Republic of Korea requested China to withdraw its amendment, adding that the interventions would be recorded in the summary records from which the General Assembly could ascertain the positions of Committee Members. The delegation of China withdrew its proposal.
1628. Raising a point of order, the delegation of the Republic of Korea noted the absence of Oman, which had previously voted in favour of deleting paragraph 5.a, and suggested to go on to the next paragraph until all members of the Committee were in the room.
1629. The Chairperson announced the vote was taking place, and asked those in favour of adopting paragraph 5 as a whole as amended to raise their nameplates.
1630. Mr Proschan announced the following results: those in favour of adopting paragraph 5 (new 7) as amended included Albania, Azerbaijan, Burkina Faso, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Grenada, Italy, Japan, Madagascar and Niger. Those against adopting paragraph 5 (new 7) as amended included China, Croatia, Cuba, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Paraguay, the Republic of Korea, Spain and Venezuela. Mr Proschan mentioned abstentions from Jordan, Kenya and Morocco, with Nicaragua and Oman absent.
1631. The Secretary therefore announced that ten Committee Members were in favour of paragraph 5 (new 7), while nine Committee Members were against.
1632. The Chairperson thus declared paragraph 5 (new 7) adopted by the Committee.
1633. The Chairperson moved to paragraph 6: ‘Decides that for the 2012 cycle it can evaluate a maximum of 60 files out of the 214 received (nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, nominations to the Representative List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000), giving priority to multinational nominations, to nominations submitted by States having no elements inscribed, Best Practices selected or international assistance approved, then those having few, trying to the extent possible to examine at least one file per submitting State, so as to be as inclusive as possible.’
1634. The delegation of Italy proposed to introduce paragraph 6.b, cited as: ‘Decides that for the 2012 it can evaluate the files received as regards nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000.’
1635. The delegation of Albania proposed an amendment to increase the number of files from 60 to 62. With regard to the amendment by Italy, the delegation failed to see how it fit within the bigger picture. The delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the amendment by Albania based on the principle of one nomination per submitting State Party, as provided in the annex of the document [58 States Parties listed and 4 multinational files]. The delegation did not believe that the latter part of the paragraph giving priorities was required.
1636. The delegation of Cyprus supported the amendment by Italy.
1637. The delegation of Indonesia sought clarification as to whether the number of files also included the referred files.
1638. The delegation of Albania expressed concern with the proposal by the Republic of Korea to delete the last part of the paragraph, as the principle of one file per country was an important principle.
1639. The delegation of the Republic of Korea spoke of the need for constructive ambiguity, adding that the realities faced were apparent to the Committee, with the only issue being the referred files. Additionally, the annex showed 35 elements submitted to the Representative List from the Republic of Korea, with the delegation having withdrawn 10 files in order to alleviate the backlog, reducing its number of files to 25.
1640. The delegation of Japan agreed with the proposal by Albania on the number of files, and proposed to replace ‘trying’ with ‘ensuring’ in the latter part of the paragraph. The delegation of Grenada wished to retain the list of priorities, which had been determined in Abu Dhabi, as this helped guide the selection of files.
1641. The delegation of Cyprus reiterated that it supported the amendment by Italy.
1642. The delegation of Italy supported the amendment by Japan, adding that it was against the idea of a ceiling with regard to the Urgent Safeguarding List and especially to requests for international assistance.
1643. The Islamic Republic of Iran insisted on having a fixed minimum share for every country.
1644. The Chairperson cited the reference where it stated ‘to examine at least one file per submitting State’.
1645. The delegation of Morocco supported the amendment by Japan.
1646. The delegation of the Republic of Korea withdrew its amendment and gave its support to the amendment by Japan with the deletion of ‘to the extent possible’.
1647. The delegation of Azerbaijan agreed with the amendment by Japan and the Republic of Korea. The delegation of Jordan also supported the amendment by Japan. The delegation of Albania supported the proposal by Japan, but did not believe that ‘to the extent possible’ should be removed, as the paragraph had to remain coherent with the notion of an imposed limit.
1648. The Secretary explained that the ceiling corresponded to the files in 2012 with the number of submitting States Parties already known.
1649. The delegation of Spain proposed to increase the number to 70 files, enabling all the countries that do not have any inscriptions to have all of their nominations examined.
1650. With regard to the amendment by Japan, the delegation of Morocco added that ‘ensures’ did away with ambiguity, suggesting instead ‘enable insofar as possible’.
1651. The Chairperson wished to return to the question of referred files as posed by Indonesia.
1652. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested leaving the original ambiguous wording, adding that the referred files could be dealt with at a later stage, as required by the needs of the submitting States Parties. The delegation stated that it was unlikely to resubmit its referred files owing to the capacity limitations, but understood that the files would be outside of the ceiling.
1653. The delegation of Italy proposed to merge paragraphs 6.a and 6.b. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked Italy to explain the impact of its proposal. The delegation of Italy explained that its amendment would exempt nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List from the ceiling number.
1654. The Chairperson noted support for the Italian amendment from Cyprus, the Islamic Republic of Iran and Kenya.
1655. The delegation of Cyprus clarified that it supported the inclusion of paragraph 6.b.
1656. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought clarification on the impact this would have on the other nomination files.
1657. With reference to the table in the annex, the Secretary explained that in the 2012 cycle the 25 nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List plus the 12 international assistance requests would total 37 priority nomination files, with the result that not all submitting States Parties would have one nomination examined.
1658. Seeking a compromise, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested that instead of having no ceiling for the Urgent Safeguarding List it could consider a minimum of one nomination file to the Urgent Safeguarding List per submitting State Party, amounting to 20 files in the 2012 cycle.
1659. The delegation of the Republic of Korea added that the adoption of the amendment by Italy would in effect change the number of the ceiling.
1660. The Secretary reiterated that the 25 nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the 12 international assistance requests (i.e. 37 files) from the ceiling of 62 would leave 25 nomination files left for the Representative List and the Register of Best Practices based on the order of priority of countries, which was not compatible with one file per submitting State Party.
1661. The delegation of Italy agreed to withdraw its amendment.
1662. The Chairperson asked whether there was support for the number of 70 files. The delegation of Spain explained that this was equal to one file per country plus a second for the eight States Parties that do not have any elements inscribed, which would enable the non-represented States Parties to move forward.
1663. The delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that consensus could be achieved by formulating the text.
1664. There was no support expressed for the amendment by Spain, and the delegation of Spain withdrew its amendment.
1665. Mr Proschan announced that the following Committee Members had spoken in favour of a ceiling of 62 files: Albania, Azerbaijan, Burkina Faso, Grenada, Indonesia, Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Madagascar, Morocco, Niger, the Republic of Korea, and Spain.
1666. The Legal Adviser remarked that the amendment by Japan and Morocco on the replacement of ‘trying’ had yet to be decided.
1667. The Chairperson appealed to the Members to agree, as this text was not essential.
1668. The delegation of Morocco withdrew its amendment. The delegation of the Republic of Korea withdrew its amendment to delete ‘to the extent possible’, noting however that the amendment by Japan to replace ‘trying’ with ‘ensuring’ had received wide support.
1669. With no objections to the amendment by Japan, the Chairperson announced paragraph 6 (new 8) as adopted by the Committee.
1670. The Secretary read aloud paragraph 7 (new 9): ‘Requests the submitting States to indicate to the Secretariat before 15 December 2011 the order of priority in which they wish their files to be examined, in case they submitted more than one file to any of the Convention’s mechanisms for the 2012 cycle.’
1671. With no comments or objections, the Chairperson announced paragraph 7 (new 9) adopted by the Committee.
1672. The delegation of Japan drew attention to its two amendments, which had been submitted the previous day, on convening an intergovernmental working group to examine the scope and scale of elements. The delegation of the Republic of Korea noted that one of them had been withdrawn, but supported the second one.
1673. With no objections to the amendment by Japan, the Chairperson announced new paragraph 10 adopted by the Committee.
1674. The delegation of Cyprus remarked that no recommendation had been given for referrals, and asked whether or not the ceiling included referrals.
1675. Ms Galia Saouma-Forero returned to the remark by Korea on constructive ambiguities, indicating that she understood the referred files would be included in the 62 files.
1676. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran drew attention to the fact that two of its nomination files to the Urgent Safeguarding List were omitted from the list in the annex, and wished the referred files to be processed in the current cycle on a separate basis.
1677. The Chairperson added that this would be reflected in the summary records. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared Decision 6.COM 15 adopted by the Committee, as amended.
ITEM 23 OF THE AGENDA: 
DATE AND VENUE OF THE SEVENTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
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1678. The Chairperson moved to item 23 concerning the date and venue of the seventh session of the Committee in 2012, presented in document 23, adding that he had been informed that UNESCO had received an invitation from Grenada on 14 November expressing its pleasure to host the Committee’s seventh session. The Chairperson proposed that the Committee accepts Grenada’s invitation to host its seventh session and its kind offer by acclamation [The offer was accepted by acclamation]. The Chairperson took the opportunity to thank Grenada for its proposal and was particularly pleased since it would be the first time the Committee would meet in the Caribbean region.
1679. With regard to the date of the meeting the Secretary explained that the Operational Directives foresees that the Committee evaluates the nominations, proposals and requests in November every year. Furthermore, the Director-General of UNESCO would need to be consulted on her availability in November 2012, and the 40th anniversary of the World Heritage Convention would be celebrated from 5 to 8 November 2012 in Kyoto (Japan). The Secretary therefore suggested that the Secretariat would establish dates of the seventh session in consultation with the host government, the Director-General of UNESCO, and the Committee’s Bureau. The Committee would be informed as soon as the dates were fixed and made available on the website.
1680. The delegation of Kenya advised against having back-to-back meetings in order to ensure ministerial participation.
1681. With no objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 23.
1682. The Chairperson congratulated Grenada.
ITEM 24 OF THE AGENDA:
ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE BUREAU OF THE 
SEVENTH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
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1683. The Chairperson turned to the election of the next Bureau and document 24, recalling that in accordance with Rules 12 and 13 of its Rules of Procedure, the Committee shall elect its Bureau, consisting of a Chairperson, one or more Vice-chairpersons and a Rapporteur who shall remain in office until the end of the next ordinary session. In accordance with Rule 13.4, the Committee, in electing the Bureau, the Committee shall have due regard for equitable geographical representation and, inasmuch as possible, a balance among the various fields of the intangible cultural heritage.
1684. The delegation of Paraguay wished to propose as Chairperson the current Minister of Culture for Grenada, Mr Arley Gill, a specialist in maritime law and a researcher on musical expressions in the Caribbean. Furthermore, he has overseen the succession of Grenada to various conventions and has also worked towards developing new cultural festivals in Grenada.
1685. The Chairperson pronounced Mr Arley Gill as Chairperson of the seventh Committee. The Chairperson then invited proposals for the Vice-Chairpersons starting with Group I.
1686. The delegation of Cyprus noted that there were only three members from Group I in the Committee, with two outgoing members in 2012, noting that Spain was both a member of the Subsidiary Body and the Bureau. The delegation wondered whether the same country could be elected to the Bureau. Spain was therefore proposed.
1687. From Group II, the delegation of Albania proposed Azerbaijan.
1688. From Group III, the Chairperson noted that Grenada had already been elected.
1689. From Group IV, the delegation of the Republic of Korea remarked that all the members from Group IV were outgoing, including Korea and the Islamic Republic of Iran in June 2012, while Japan, China and Indonesia were to give up their seats to others in the electoral group. Thus, Korea would return later with a proposal.
1690. From Group V(a), the delegation of Niger proposed Madagascar.
1691. From Group V(b), the delegation of Jordan proposed Morocco.
1692. The Chairperson then sought nominations for the role of Rapporteur. The Secretary explained that the role of the Rapporteur was to listen to the debates and check that the decisions adopted – as presented by the Secretariat – reflected those adopted during the session. The Rapporteur then approves the set of decisions, as submitted to the Committee.
1693. The delegation of the Republic of Korea nominated the Islamic Republic of Iran. The Secretary noted that Iran’s mandate Iran ended at the next General Assembly in June 2012.
1694. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that the three other members were also outgoing, and that one of the new members from the Group elected at the General Assembly would replace Iran. The delegation spoke of convening an extraordinary session of the Committee during the General Assembly. The Chairperson accepted the nomination. 
1695. The delegation of Spain represented by Mr Ion de la Riva Guzmán de Frutos (the current Rapporteur), spoke of the role as a privilege and would be happy to remain in the role if no designations were forthcoming. However, for the sake of equitable geographic representation, he suggested a nomination from an under-represented group, i.e. Latin America, Africa or the Arab States. 
1696. The delegation of the Republic of Korea suggested that a country from Group III designate  a Rapporteur. On behalf of Group III, the delegation of Paraguay proposed Morocco.
1697. The delegation of Kenya wondered whether the nominations could be made when the new members of the Committee were elected in June 2012.
1698. The delegation of Morocco thanked Paraguay and Group III for having conferred their confidence. However, the delegation remarked that it was already a member of the Subsidiary Body, the Bureau and the Committee, and was thus already stretched, regretfully declining the appointment.
1699. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought clarification on the fact that there were two members of the Bureau from the same regional group.
1700. The Secretary explained that the rule was not strict, providing that equal geographic representation was assured as far as possible, and that a second member from the same group could become Rapporteur of the Bureau.
1701. The delegation of the Republic of Korea was happy to support the rule and returned to its proposal, adding that it required a decision to convene an extraordinary session of the Committee during the General Assembly, even if was only for five minutes.
1702. The Secretary insisted that a Rapporteur had to be elected and named, in contrast to the vice-chairpersons, which could be States. She also recommended that the Rapporteur reside in Paris where the meetings would take place, suggesting that any of the electoral groups could appoint a named person.
1703. Having consulted Rule 13.1
 of the Rules of Procedure, the delegation of Grenada asked whether this rule should be suspended to allow Iran to remain in the Bureau. The Chairperson replied that the rule must be suspended.
1704. The delegation of Spain asked whether Grenada could take up the role.
1705. Suggested by the Chairperson, the delegation of the Czech Republic declined, as it didn’t have the possibility to consult with and designate the ambassador.
1706. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed Mr Anar Karimov, Deputy Permanent Delegate of Azerbaijan to UNESCO. The delegation of Azerbaijan appreciated the proposal but declined the offer, explaining that Azerbaijan was not in a position to become Rapporteur.
1707. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether the Rapporteur had to be on the podium, not least because as a Committee member the Rapporteur (representing his or her delegation) would wish to participate in the debates. The Chairperson replied that the Rapporteur had to sit on the podium. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked to see the specific rule on the practice.
1708. The Chairperson stated that if no proposal was forthcoming, the current Rapporteur would remain in the seat [Mr Ion de la Riva Guzmán de Frutos from Spain was duly elected by acclamation].
1709. The Legal Adviser confirmed that Rule 13.1 had to be suspended, adding that it was also related to the extraordinary session when the Bureau would be elected, but only for the extraordinary session. Additionally, in the session, an immediate replacement to Iran in time for the General Assembly would be appointed, which would in fact be a double suspension to the rule.
1710. The delegation of the Republic of Korea therefore announced the suspension of the rules relating to the term of membership, as well as conferring the mandate to the Secretariat to convene an extraordinary session. In this way, one month prior to the meeting, the Secretariat would ask the States Parties if there were any objections, and with no pronounced objections, a brief extraordinary session would be convened in June 2012 where one new member would replace Iran.
1711. The Legal Adviser found complicated the procedure to convene an extraordinary session when Rule 13 could be suspended. However, there was a clear provision for the replacement of the rapporteur by the vice-chairperson, and this would allow the Committee to continue. [It was noted that Nicaragua was a vice-chairperson, but was absent from the present session]
1712. The delegation of the Republic of Korea proposed a paragraph 4 that read, ‘Proposes to suspend Rule 13.1 of its Rules of Procedure and requests the Secretariat to take the necessary actions to convene an extraordinary session during the General Assembly of States Parties in order to elect a new member of the Bureau.’
1713. Having consulted with the Secretariat on its ability to organize the session, which was positively confirmed, the Legal Adviser had no objection to the suspension, but wished to include in the paragraph, ‘on an exceptional basis’ and ‘by consensus’, demonstrating the will of the Committee.
1714. The delegation of Cyprus wondered why Group IV had chosen to elect Iran, when China, Japan and Indonesia retained their membership until 2014. It was also noted that half the members of the Bureau were both Subsidiary Body members as well as Committee members. 
1715. The delegation of Morocco remarked that the same situation arose in Group V(b) since Jordan and Oman were outgoing in 2012, while Morocco continued until 2014 and the reason why Morocco was both a member of the Bureau and the Subsidiary Body.
1716. With no further comments of objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 24.
ITEM 20 OF THE AGENDA:
DRAFT PLAN FOR THE USE OF THE RESOURCES OF THE FUND
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1717. The Chairperson moved to one of the last items on the use of the resources of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. The Chairperson recalled that one of the many functions of the Committee, as laid down in Article 7 of the Convention, was to prepare and submit to the General Assembly for its approval a draft plan for the use of the resources of the Fund. The Chairperson drew attention to working document 20, which presented a draft plan for the use of the resources of the Fund for the period 2012–2013 and the first semester of 2014 that the Committee had to examine before proposing it to the General Assembly for its approval, and the information document 20, which presented the Financial Statement for the period 1 January 2010 to 30 June 2011 established by the Bureau of the Comptroller of UNESCO.
1718. The Secretary explained that at its fourth session, the General Assembly will be requested to take a decision on a combined draft plan for the use of the resources of the Fund that covers 24 months from 1 January 2012 to 31 December 2013, as well as a provisional budget for the first six months of the next financial period, i.e. from 1 January 2014 to 30 June 2014 until the fifth session of the General Assembly. The total amount of funds available for the next financial period cannot be known until early 2012, after the closure of the 2011 accounts. As for previous financial periods, the budget presented in the draft plan annexed to the draft decision was expressed in percentages of the total amount that might be available at that time.
1719. The Secretary suggested looking briefly at the report of the current biennium in order to understand the sums. The Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund includes three kinds of restricted funds: 1) The earmarked contributions for specific purposes relating to specific projects (Article 25.5 of the Convention), a modality that was initiated by Norway last year, followed by Spain, which also made a contribution specifically dedicated to capacity-building in Central America. Japan also made a contribution to support the organization of the open ended intergovernmental working group on possible measures to improve the treatment of nominations to the Representative List by the Committee, its Subsidiary Body and the Secretariat in September last; 2) The sub-fund used exclusively for enhancing the human capacities of the Secretariat that was established by the General Assembly in June 2010 in recognition of the lack of sufficient human capacities within the Secretariat to respond to the wishes and needs of States Parties. To date, the sub-fund had received generous contributions from Japan, Republic of Korea and Spain, totalling about US$500,000. Both the funds allocated for specific projects and the sub-fund were reflected in the column labelled ‘earmarked activities’; 3) there is also a Reserve Fund that has been set aside to meet requests for assistance in case of extreme urgency, as established by the Fund’s Financial Regulations, which has not been used to date. The Secretary further explained that when the General Assembly approved the budget for the current biennium, it used US$4.78 million as its base. Expenditures prior to 30 June totalled some US$1.1 million; since then another US$500,000 had been spent, which will be reflected in the year-end report. This meant that about two thirds of the resources for which the General Assembly approved a plan for 2010-2011 will remain unspent at the end of that period, thereby confirming the trend of under-utilization of the Fund. The Secretary noted that as in 2010, States Parties had not called upon the Fund for international assistance to the extent permitted by its available resources. The fund balance therefore continued to grow in each biennium as the Fund continued to receive assessed contributions from a growing number of States Parties.
1720. The Secretary then turned to the budget proposed for the next biennium on which the draft decision was based. Referring to the table, the Secretary explained that compared to the current plan for the use of the resources of the Fund approved by the General Assembly in June 2010 (Resolution 3.GA 8), only two budget lines are proposed to be changed, adding that the first line would remain unchanged – with 54% of the resources of the Fund allocated to international assistance. Line 2 dedicated to preparatory assistance also remained unchanged as did Line 3 dedicated to ‘Other functions of the Committee’. Line 4 dedicated to the participation in the sessions of the Committee of representatives of developing States Members of the Committee who are experts in intangible cultural heritage had decreased from 6% to 3%. In the previous sessions, such funds had never been exhausted because of the limited number of eligible Committee members. Since the Committee in its last session sought greater participation of accredited NGOs from developing countries in its sessions, the funds dedicated for this purpose had to be deducted from another budget line. The Secretariat therefore identified line 4, which was already allocated to supporting participation costs in the sessions of the Committee and historically had always been in surplus. It was proposed to transfer these funds from line 4 to line 6, the former still being able to cover the needs of eligible Committee members. The other budget lines remained unchanged in the current biennium.
1721. The Secretary turned the draft decision 6.COM 20, calling the Committee’s attention to paragraph 5 in which it is proposed that the Committee delegate authority to the Bureau to approve a specific spending plan for the activities included under budget line 3, which was the same provision previously adopted in the fourth Committee session. A new possibility was presented in paragraph 6 of the draft decision because in 2011, the Secretariat had to return to the Bureau twice in five months for minor adjustments to the spending plan for these funds. In the future, in order to avoid interruption or delay in the execution of the activities approved by the Bureau, it proposed that the Committee authorize the Secretariat to make transfers between activities only under budget line 3 up to a cumulative amount of US$25,000, which is less than 3% of the initial total likely to be proposed for this purpose to the General Assembly. The Secretary added that this was similar to the latitude provided to the Director-General with respect to the Regular Programme budget. Should the Committee accept the measure, the Secretariat would then inform the Bureau in writing, at the session following such action, of the details and reasons for these transfers. Any transfers larger than that amount would of course require the Bureau’s prior approval of a revised spending plan.
1722. The Chairperson thanked the Secretary for the useful explanation of both the current state of the Fund and the various issues that the next plan must take into account. The Chairperson understood that the Committee would wish to express its opinion but given the time constraints, wondered whether the Committee could agree to go to the draft decision.
1723. The delegation of Spain sought clarification on two points, on the unspent funds in Line 4, whether it meant that last year the members of the Subsidiary Body did not spend all of the funds and whether the Subsidiary Body members could request funds this year.
1724. The Secretary explained that Line 4 was allocated to eligible Committee members for their participation not only at the Committee meetings but also at the Subsidiary Body meetings which were held twice a year, and that despite having covered the participation of eligible members to all these meetings, funds still remained unused.
1725. With regard to Line 6, the delegation of the Republic of Korea could not distinguish it between budget lines 4 and 5, requesting to know who in the present Committee benefitted from the funds in Line 6. 
1726. The Secretary outlined the difference between the three budget lines both in the current plan and in the draft plan to be submitted to the General Assembly. The Secretary explained that in the current plan Line 4 only concerned Committee Members, covering both Subsidiary Body and Committee sessions. Line 5 concerned States Parties not Members of the Committee, and Line 6 covered public or private bodies and private persons that the Committee would like to consult, which that year, included the members of the Consultative Body. In the draft plan to be submitted to the General Assembly, budget line 6 would cover not only the Rapporteur and the Chairperson of the Consultative Body, but also some accredited NGOs from developing countries that the Committee as requested by the Committee in Nairobi. The Secretary clarified that not all accredited NGOs – about one hundred – would be accommodated for from this budget but only a small number which would be selected based on their resources.
1727. The delegation of Spain wished to know which NGOs would be proposed for assistance, drawing attention to the fact that the Consultative Body was more expensive than the Subsidiary Body.
1728. The Secretary replied that she could not know which NGOs would be considered for assistance because the requests had not yet been received for the next Committee session, adding that the same judgement would be applied as in the case of States Parties not Members of the Committee, whose requests often exceed the funds available. In which case, priorities would be applied according to the List of Official Development Assistance recipients into effect. The Secretary recalled that in decision 5.COM 3, the Committee had requested the Secretariat to identify within the Plan for the use of the resources of the Fund a provision to provide assistance to some NGOs.
1729. With no further comments of objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 20 as a whole.
1730. The Chairperson closed the item by warmly thanking generous donors like Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Japan, Monaco, the Netherlands, Norway, Republic of Korea and Spain for their voluntary contributions to the Intangible Cultural Fund.
ITEM 19 OF THE AGENDA:
ACCREDITATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
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1731. The Chairperson turned to one of the Committee’s recurrent tasks: to consider requests for accreditation that were addressed by non-governmental organizations since the previous session. The Committee’s task was to consider the requests and, for those organizations satisfying the criteria adopted in the Operational Directives, recommend to the General Assembly in 2012 that it accredits them to the Committee so that they may be called upon in the future to provide advisory services i.e. as members of the Consultative Body. It was noted that representatives of 97 NGOs accredited in June 2010, or recommended in Nairobi were present in the Committee’s current session, and the Chairperson congratulated them for their interest and participation. From working document 19, the Chairperson noted organizations from six African NGOs as well as a number of NGOs from other developing countries, and he thanked those members of the Committee and other States Parties for having encouraged the NGOs present in their territories to submit such requests.
1732. The Secretary explained that this was the fourth year that the Committee had been asked to consider requests for accreditation received from NGOs, recalling that the General Assembly in 2010 accredited 97 NGOs. The Committee also recommended in Nairobi 32 additional NGOs for accreditation by the General Assembly. The NGOs recommended in the present session would also be submitted to the General Assembly. The Secretary recalled that in Nairobi, in addition to the requests presented, 22 of the requests had been considered incomplete and could therefore not be evaluated by the Committee at that time. Since then, the Secretariat had received another 56 requests, making a total of 78 requests that had been received and examined by the Secretariat during the current cycle. It was recalled that a number of Committee members had expressed concern that there were few NGO requests from Latin America and the Caribbean, and even fewer from Africa and the Arab States. The Secretariat had therefore sustained efforts to communicate to NGOs in developing countries so as to address these concerns, with more than 500 letters sent to entities around the world informing them of the procedures to request accreditation, and sending reminder letters to the 22 organizations whose requests were incomplete. The result of that outreach effort was apparent in the NGOs under consideration in the present session. It was noted that although there was one additional NGO from the Arab region this year, the representation of NGOs from the Arab region and from electoral group II remained problematic. The Secretariat looked forward to more requests in the future.
1733. The Secretary outlined the organizations presented in working document 19. It was noted that 27 NGOs had submitted complete requests for accreditation and satisfied the criteria set out in paragraph 91 of the Directives. Of those 27 NGOs, a total of 12 come from electoral group I, 2 from electoral group II, 3 from electoral group III, 3 from electoral group IV, 6 from electoral group V(a), and 1 from electoral group V(b). For all of these NGOs, the Secretariat had made their request for accreditation available on the website of the Convention since 22 October. Paragraph 6 of the working document presents the names of three NGOs that submitted complete requests for accreditation, but the Secretariat concluded that these three NGOs had not satisfied the criteria for accreditation laid out in paragraph 91 of the Operational Directives. One organization (Association pour la vie ailleurs & pour la vie maintenant) was newly established in 2009. It was recalled that the Operational Directives required that an NGO carry out appropriate activities for at least four years when being considered for accreditation. Therefore, the organization could not yet satisfy the criteria, but it may do so by November 2013. Two organizations (‘Association Action pour Jumeaux et Plus et Mères – AJPM’ and ‘Association internationale des soldats de la paix - A.I.S.P.’) did not seem to have proven competence and expertise in the field of intangible cultural heritage. Paragraph 7 of the working document presents the names of four entities that submitted requests for accreditation, but they did not appear to have the legal status of NGOs. Two of these entities were governmental bodies; one is an informal association and the other is a commercial entity. The Secretariat informed each of these entities that it did not appear to have the status of an NGO, and none of them contested the finding. Finally, paragraph 8, together with the annex of the working document, presents the names of 31 entities that had submitted incomplete requests.
1734. The Chairperson suggested beginning with the 27 NGOs in paragraph 5 that were recommended by the Secretariat for accreditation. There were no comments or objections. The Secretariat then inserted the 27 NGOs into the draft decision, recommending them to the General Assembly. With regard to the three organizations listed in paragraph 6, the Chairperson explained that a formal decision was unnecessary. There were no comments or objections. The same applied to the organizations listed in paragraphs 7 and 8. The Chairperson moved to the adoption of the decision.
1735. With no comments of objections, the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 19.
ITEM 22 OF THE AGENDA:
USE OF THE EMBLEM OF THE CONVENTION BY CATEGORY 2 CENTRES
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1736. Introducing item 22, the Chairperson added that the use of the Convention emblem increased visibility and helped raise awareness about the Convention’s core objectives.
1737. Mr Proschan explained that UNESCO currently had more than 100 category 2 institutes and centres, six of which were focused exclusively on intangible cultural heritage, and include CRESPIAL in Peru; newly established centres in Beijing, Seoul and Nakai; a centre in Tehran and one in Sofia. He explained that the Centres were authorized at the General Conference and were thus authorized to use the UNESCO logo, but not yet the Convention emblem. One of the category 2 centres: the International Research Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region based in Nakai (Japan) had requested authorization to use the Convention emblem. It is most likely that the other five category 2 centres will also ask for similar permission in the near future. According to the Operational Directives governing the use of the emblem, the Director-General may bring requests for use of the logo to the attention of the Convention’s governing bodies or ask for their authorization, adding that she had chosen to do so in this case. The draft decision therefore would authorize the Director-General to enter into agreements with each of the current and future category 2 centres to allow their use of the Convention emblem under specified circumstances. The draft decision included in its annex a model agreement that would need to be signed by the Director-General and the centres.
1738. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked how the Secretariat had prepared the model agreement in the annex.
1739. As with most documents in the section of intangible cultural heritage, Mr Proschan explained that it had been drafted and reviewed with the Bureau of Public Information (the office following the use of the UNESCO logo), and was also reviewed by the office of the Legal Adviser and the Director-General. Thus, all the necessary UNESCO bodies had approved the model agreement.
1740. The delegation of the Republic of Korea asked whether States Parties also had the possibility to review the model agreement.
1741. Mr Proschan further explained that the agreement was presently being presented to the States Parties for comments, suggestions, amendments, and so on, so that changes could be introduced, providing they were consistent with the established procedures.
1742. The Legal Adviser explained that the annex was only the codification of a practice and model that has already been used for the UNESCO logo, since it accompanied the Convention logo. There was also a long-standing practice with the World Heritage logo. The aim was therefore to authorize the Director-General to act in favour of category 2 centres. They already have the right to use the UNESCO logo. However, as these centres work in the field of intangible cultural heritage, the draft agreement was proposed and is very clear so as to authorize these centres to use the Convention emblem, and to conclude an agreement with the Director-General.
1743. The delegation of the Republic of Korea sought clarification on the basis of the adoption, i.e. whether the Committee was being asked to endorse the model agreement.
1744. The Legal Adviser explained that paragraph 5 was the basis of the Committee’s decision, which was a general authorization to use the emblem, while paragraph 6 invited the Director-General to enter into contractual agreements with category 2 centres in conformity with the model agreement annexed. In this way, category 2 centres would receive the same treatment. Thus, the Committee would in its decision endorse the annex so that centres could sign the agreement.
1745. Speaking from experience with its newly established category 2 centre, the delegation of Kenya explained that the annex presented a normal procedure, proposing that the Committee adopt the decision as a whole.
1746. The delegation of the Republic of Korea also spoke of its full confidence in the Secretariat, but wished to introduce greater latitude for States Parties when it deals with the model agreement proposed by the Secretariat. Thus, the delegation agreed with the 5 paragraphs, but in paragraph 6 proposed to insert some additional wording.
1747. The delegation of Grenada referred to paragraph 130
 of Article IV.2.4 of the Operational Directives [on Authorization], wondering whether from a legal point of view, the Committee was delegating this power to the Director-General with regard to category 2 centres. The Legal Adviser replied that this was indeed the case.
1748. The delegation of Albania recalled that in Nairobi, together with Committee members, it had drafted a specific paragraph that invited States Parties to take the necessary measures to prevent commercialization in the use of the emblem. Thus, the delegation wished to introduce a reference to the preamble of the decision in this regard, which would recall decision 5.COM 6.
1749. Mr Proschan explained that decision 5.COM 6, concerning inscriptions to the Representative List in 2010, reminded States Parties of their duties and obligations under paragraphs 117 and 149 of the Operational Directives with regard to the use of the Convention emblem, inviting States Parties to take measures to prevent commercial misappropriation of inscribed elements, particularly generic elements, by communities or corporations. Mr Proschan added that because this present decision did not bear upon the States Parties and their obligations, as stated in the Operational Directives, the decision might not need to be invoked again.
1750. The Legal Adviser recalled Article IV.2 of the Operational Directives that referred to the conditions for the use of the emblem, explaining that terms had been added to category 2 centres clearly stating that they could not under any circumstances use the UNESCO and/or the Convention emblems for any commercial purpose. Thus, the Convention emblem was as strictly protected as the UNESCO logo. The Legal Adviser therefore urged the Committee to adopt the decision, as any modifications would complicate the task of the Secretariat, not least because the model agreement had been authorized at the General Conference. 
1751. The delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to replace ‘conformity’ to read, ‘in line with the model agreement’.
1752. There were no comments or objections, and the Chairperson declared adopted Decision 6.COM 22.
1753. The delegation of Japan informed the Committee that a category 2 centre had recently been established in October 2011 in Osaka, and that it was very important for these centres to be able to use the emblem, adding that the centre would soon contact UNESCO to sign the agreement.
ITEM 25 OF THE AGENDA: ANY OTHER BUSINESS
1754. Owing to time constraints, the Chairperson remarked that some agenda items would not be discussed at the present session, inviting the Secretary to explain the consequences of not completing a number of agenda items.
1755. The Secretary outlined the four agenda items that would not be discussed during the 6COM, beginning with item 17 [Mechanism for sharing information to encourage multinational nominations], concerning a voluntary mechanism in which States Parties could indicate, should they wish, their intention to present a multinational nomination on either list in the future. The Secretary suggested that, without adopting the decision on what was essentially a voluntary mechanism, to make available the mechanism on the website to States Parties on a voluntary manner. With regard to item 18 [Treatment of correspondence from the public or other concerned parties concerning nominations], the Secretary recalled that this item had been requested in Nairobi on how to treat correspondence addressed to the Secretariat covering difficulties raised by some nominations. The suggestion was that the State Party concerned be contacted about such letters, while the Subsidiary or Cobsultative Body would be informed of the reaction of the State Party concerned so that it could decide whether or not to take it into account, adding that this was an informal mode of correspondence, and the item could be discussed in more detail at the next Committee session in Grenada. With regard to item 16 [Reflection on the criteria for inscription on the Lists], the Secretary noted that it had been the subject of a written consultation and an open-ended working group where a large number of States Parties wished to maintain the criteria for the time being, suggesting that the Committee report to the General Assembly as to the consultations carried out and the impressions emanating from the working group, even though it would have been better to submit a decision to the General Assembly. Lastly, the Secretary explained item 21 [Proposals for the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the Convention], in which the Secretariat proposed to act as a focal point for a number of initiatives put forward via the website, working as an information hub so that the initiatives could be fine-tuned online, and so that States Parties could have a calendar of work. The Secretary explained that the item did not require a specific decision to instate the measure, adding that a report would be made available on the initiatives at the General Assembly.
1756. The delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked the Secretary for the explanation and agreed with the measures taken. With regard to agenda item 18, the delegation believed that the proposal by the Secretariat would incur more costs than it would derive benefit, proposing to delay the measure until the item could be dealt with at the next Committee session.
1757. The Secretary took note, adding that she would not forward any correspondence.
ITEM 26 OF THE AGENDA: ADOPTION OF THE LIST OF THE DECISIONS
1758. The Chairperson asked the Committee to entrust the Rapporteur and the Secretariat to validate the List of the Decisions taken during the session. It was duly agreed.
ITEM 27 OF THE AGENDA: CLOSURE OF THE SESSION
1759. The Chairperson invited the representative of the Director-General, Ms Galia Saouma-Forero to address the Committee.
1760. Ms Saouma-Forero spoke in appreciation of the Chairperson and his calm management of the meeting, particularly during strategic times in the debates, adding that everyone had been committed to ensuring the safeguard of fragile intangible cultural heritage. She noted the various contributions by States Parties and the shared determination to achieve consensus in the adopted decisions put forward to the General Assembly, which reflected the wisdom of governance that enabled important decisions and future guidelines to be taken by the majority. Ms Saouma-Forero announced that she was leaving UNESCO at the end of the year, expressing a wish that in the nearest possible future the Secretariat be able to provide a full time position to accompany Africa in the preparation of its safeguarding measures and plans, while promoting the diversity of its heritage. Lastly, Ms Saouma-Forero spoke of the communities and the knowledge and traditions within them and the hope that they will able to express themselves in the future. She concluded by thanking the Rapporteur, the Chairperson, the colleagues for their hard work and the Indonesian hosts for their excellent hospitality.
1761. The delegation of Cyprus thanked the Chairperson and the Secretariat for its excellent work and particularly Ms Saouma-Forero for her suggestion to extend more support to Africa. The delegation regretted that a lot of time was spent on issues that were not considered vital.
1762. As a member of the Committee for the last four years, the delegation of the Republic of Korea wished to share its observations and experiences with other members and States Parties and would do so in writing. The delegation expressed its sincere thanks to the Chairperson who successfully guided the Committee in fulfilling its functions despite the difficulties. 
1763. On behalf of the Arica group, the delegation of Kenya thanked Ms Saouma-Forero for her suggestion and hoped that it would one day become a reality, wishing her all the best for the future. The delegation thanked the participants and the Secretariat for its impressive work, and Indonesia for having hosted such a beautiful event.
1764. The delegation of Morocco spoke of the occasion as a learning experience with thorny yet fascinating discussions of recurrent issues, which were dealt with in a constructive manner. The delegation thanked the Chairperson for his calm and wisdom, and Indonesia for its warm welcome, as well as all the staff of the Secretariat, observers and colleagues.
1765. The delegation of Jordan thanked the Indonesian government for providing the right conditions symbolized by the Chairperson whose calm management resulted in wise decisions. The delegation thanked the Secretariat for its constant efforts, and Ms Galia Saouma-Forero for her excellent proposal with the hope that it may be extended one day to all the electoral groups.
1766. The delegation of Paraguay spoke of the lessons learned from the last few days, which were institutional-building and which highlighted the similarities and shared efforts by all in protecting intangible cultural heritage. The delegation spoke of the enriching experience of being welcomed in Bali and it would return home with wonderful memories.
1767. The delegation of Grenada expressed sincere thanks and appreciation of the Chairperson’s efforts, conveying a heartfelt thanks to the government and people of Indonesia for their kind hospitality. The delegation thanked the Secretary and the Secretariat for its commitment and hard work, with a special thanks to all those behind the scenes who had worked tirelessly to ensure the meeting’s success. The delegation also thanked the interpreters, and looked forward to welcoming the Committee in Grenada. The delegation spoke of the lessons learned, which would contribute towards strengthening the Convention and bringing a sense of consensus in what was a common goal in a spirit of unity, although diverse cultures and opinions was a natural flow of life.
1768. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran expressed sincere thanks to the government and people of Indonesia for their outstanding hospitality. The delegation described the debates in the session as challenging yet constructive, and it highly appreciated the devotion shown by all during the discussions. Sincere thanks were expressed to the Chairperson, the Committee, the Secretariat, the members of the advisory bodies, the States Parties and the interpreters, as well as the Indonesian personnel for their hard work.
1769. The delegation of Spain spoke of the session as its greatest learning experience and thanked the Secretary in particular and her team for their tireless work whose efforts enabled the Convention to grow. The delegation was happy to note the increasing number of NGOs from Africa and the Arab States that were largely due to the Secretariat’s stringent efforts to increase numbers in these regions. The delegation concluded with thanks to the Committee for its constructive work and discussions, the interpreters for their patience, and the government and people of Indonesia for the memory of Balinese smiles.
1770. The Rapporteur, Mr Ion de la Riva Guzmán de Frutos, wished to thank Indonesia and the interpreters, with a special mention of the work carried out by the Secretariat. Mr Ion de la Riva spoke of the different points of views expressed, which was a learning experience and whose understanding boded well for the future of the Convention. He spoke of everyone as being indigenous peoples since we all share rituals, initiation, religions, and getting together for practices whether in Africa Latin America or Europe. With a special mention of thanks to Mexico for bringing part of its heritage to Indonesia with the Mariachi, which was particularly moving. He concluded by speaking of the enthusiasm shown by all, which only revealed how important intangible cultural heritage meant to everyone.
1771. The delegation of Italy thanked Secretariat and all those who worked in the organization of the meeting. It was with emotion that the delegation spoke of its final year in the Committee, having had the honour to serve it for four years and of seeing the Convention grow, and that it would continue to grow with a more important role for Arica, which it totally supported. The delegation spoke of the unique human experience and concluded by thanking the members of the Committee.
1772. The delegation of Croatia expressed appreciation and gratitude to the Chairperson, Ms Saouma-Forero, the Secretary, the Secretariat and the interpreters, and it congratulated the new hosts. On behalf of Group II, the delegation expressed appreciation of the spirit of friendship and openness in the discussion and the new ways of implementing the Convention.
1773. The delegation of China expressed its sincere appreciation of the guidance and leadership with which the Chairperson exercised his mission. The delegation thanked the Indonesian government for its hospitality, and the Secretariat and the Committee for their good work and constructive and creative viewpoints.
1774. The delegation of Japan expressed sincere thanks to the government and people of Indonesia for their hospitality, and its sincere appreciation of the Chairperson for his excellent chairmanship and fruitful outcomes. The delegation thanked the Secretariat, the interpreters and the members of the advisory bodies, adding that much could be learned from the Committee’s discussion.
1775. The delegation of Azerbaijan congratulated the Chairperson for his excellent leadership and wisdom that helped in the difficult situations, and thanked the Secretariat, the Secretary and Ms Saouma-Forero for facilitating the work. The delegation offered special thanks to Mr Ion de la Riva for accepting with courage to remain as Rapporteur for a second year.
1776. The Chairperson expressed his appreciation with mixed feelings of relief, for what was a difficult session, but gratitude for the very useful and fruitful outcomes, noting a strong motivation from Committee members to move forward and improve the Convention with better practices in the future, as well as in the way the Committee expresses its solidarity, tolerance and cooperation. The Chairperson expressed his wholehearted thanks to the government of Indonesia, the Minister of Education and Culture, the Minister of Tourism and Creative Economies, and the government and people of Bali for their generosity and warm hospitality. The Chairperson thanked the Director-General, the Assistant Director-General and all the UNESCO staff, particularly the Secretary and her team for their tireless work. The Chairperson also thanked the Bureau for its contribution towards ensuring that the meeting stayed on track, and the interpreters for their great work, as well as all the Committee members and advisory bodies for providing good subjects for debate. Concluding, the Chairperson thanked the participants, the States Parties and the NGOs, and all the departing members of the Committee, as well as Spain and the United Arab Emirates for respectively providing interpretation in Spanish and Arabic. The Chairperson wished all the participants a safe journey home.
1777. The Chairperson officially declared the sixth session of the Committee closed.
SUMMARY RECORDS OF THE 
FOURTH EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE
1778. The fourth extraordinary session of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was requested by the Committee during its sixth session (Decision 6.COM 24), in order to elect a new member of the Bureau of the Committee. It was held on 8 June 2012 after the closure of the fourth General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention.
1779. The Secretary of the Convention, Ms Cécile Duvelle, informed the delegates that interpretation was available in two languages, English and French, the working languages of the Committee. She presented the three documents available for that extraordinary session, document 3 ‘Election of the Bureau of the fourth extraordinary session’, document 4, ‘Adoption of the draft agenda of the fourth extraordinary session’ and document 5 ‘Election of a new member of the Bureau’.
1780. She reminded Article13.2 of the Rules of Procedure saying that in case of an extraordinary session, the Committee shall elect a Chairperson, one or more Vice-Chairperson and a Rapporteur who shall remain in office until the end of that session. She suggested to the Committee that in order to safe some time, the Committee could keep the same Bureau as elected for the seventh session of the Committee with Mr Arley Gill (Grenada) as Chairperson, and Spain, Azerbaijan, Iran, Madagascar and Morocco as Vice-Chairpersons. As the Committee for renewed during the preceding General Assembly, Iran was no longer member of the Committee.
1781. The delegation of Albania, supported by the delegation of Burkina Faso, proposed to keep the same Bureau and the same Chairperson.
[The Chairperson, Mr Arley Gill, moved to the Podium]
1782. The Chairperson, Mr Arley Gill, thanked the Committee for the trust put in him to chair this fourth extraordinary session. He also congratulated the just elected Committee members, and wished them good luck for their endeavors during their mandate running until June 2014.
1783. He informed the Committee that its Bureau had no more rapporteur. The Secretariat has been informed that the elected rapporteur His Excellency Mr Ion de la Riva, Permanent Delegate of Spain to UNESCO, was unable to perform his duties as he left his function as Ambassador. He invited the Committee to decide on a new rapporteur for the duration of this extraordinary session, recalling Rule 16.1 of the Rules of Procedure that states that if the rapporteur is unable to act at any session of the Committee or Bureau, or part thereof, his functions shall be exercised by a Vice-Chairperson. 
1784. Mr Ahmed Skounti from the delegation of Morocco accepted to serve as rapporteur for this fourth extraordinary session and moved to the podium.
1785. With no further comments, the Chairperson declared Decision 4.EXT.COM 2 adopted.
1786. The Chairperson moved to the second item of the agenda which was the adoption of the agenda of the fourth extraordinary session of the Committee. Seeing no objection to the proposed agenda, he declared Decision 4.EXT.COM 3 adopted.
1787. The Chairperson moved to the third and last item of the agenda for which this extraordinary session has been requested by the Committee by its Decision 6.COM 24 in order to elect a new member of the Bureau. He reminded the Committee that for the purpose of the election of its Bureau at the sixth session, the Committee suspended Rule 13.1 of its Rules of Procedure which says that ‘The Committee, at the end of each ordinary session, shall elect, from among those Committee Members to be elected at the end of each ordinary session as members of the Bureau should have a term that continues through the next ordinary session’. At the time of electing the Bureau of the Committee in Bali, no State Member from electoral group IV whose term continued through the next session presented its candidacy as Vice-Chairperson. Iran, whose term expired on Friday 8 June 2012 at the election of new Committee members during the fourth General Assembly, accepted at the 6th session to perform the duties of a vice-chair during the duration of its mandate in the Committee.
1788. The Chairperson further reminded the Committee its Rules of Procedure 13.4 which says that ‘the Committee shall have due regard to the need to ensure equitable geographical representation’. As with the expiration of Iran’s mandate, Group IV had only three of the four seats occupied by China, Indonesia and Japan, the Committee therefore need to elect a new Vice-Chair from Group IV, with a mandate from today [Friday 8 June 2012] until the end of the next ordinary session, which means until the election of the Bureau of the eighth Committee at the end of the seventh session of the Committee. He invited the members of the Committee to make proposals concerning the Vice-chairperson.
1789. The delegation of China informed the Chairperson that according to their internal consultation, China, on behalf of the ASPAC group proposed Kyrgyzstan as the new member of the bureau from Group IV.
1790. Seeing no objection to that proposal, the Chairperson declared Decision 4.EXT.COM 4 adopted and the fourth extraordinary session of the Committee closed.
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�.	‘Such reports shall normally be submitted to the Committee, on the basis of common guidelines and in a simplified format prepared by the Secretariat and adopted by the Committee, by 15 December of the fourth year following the year in which the element was inscribed, and every fourth year thereafter. At the time of inscription the Committee may on a case-by-case basis establish a specific timetable for reporting that will take precedence over the normal four-year cycle.’


�.	Paragraph 36: After evaluation, the Committee decides whether or not an element shall be inscribed on the Representative List of Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity or whether the nomination should be referred to the submitting State for additional information. Nominations that the Committee decides to refer to the submitting State may be resubmitted to the Committee for evaluation.


�.	Paragraph 31: The Subsidiary Body submits to the Committee an examination report that includes a recommendation to inscribe or not to inscribe the nominated element on the Representative List, or to refer the nomination to the submitting State for additional information.


�.	Art. 11 (b): among the safeguarding measures referred to in Article 2, paragraph 3, identify and define the various elements of the intangible cultural heritage present in its territory, with the participation of communities, groups and relevant non-governmental organizations.


�.	Art. 2 paragraph 3: ‘Safeguarding’ means measures aimed at ensuring the viability of the intangible cultural heritage, including the identification, documentation, research, preservation, protection, promotion, enhancement, transmission, particularly through formal and non-formal education, as well as the revitalization of the various aspects of such heritage.


�.	Article 7 (g): [The functions of the Committee shall be to:] examine requests submitted by States Parties, and to decide thereon, in accordance with objective selection criteria to be established by the Committee and approved by the General Assembly for (i) inscriptions on the lists and proposals mentioned in Article 16, 17 and 18; (ii) the granting of international assistance in accordance with Article 22.


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


�.	Rule 49: The Committee may suspend the application of any of these Rules of Procedure, except when they reproduce provisions of the Convention, by a decision taken in plenary meeting by a two-thirds majority of the States Members present and voting.


�.	Rule 21.2: It shall define the composition and the terms of reference (including mandate and duration of office) of such subsidiary bodies at the time of their establishment. These bodies may only be composed of States Members of the Committee.


�.	‘4.bis. Regrets that the report of the open-ended intergovernmental working group does not fully reflect all the views expressed in the meeting in a balanced way. �4.ter. Considers that any revision in the Operational Directives has significant implications and should be based upon, to the greatest extent possible, broad consultations and consensus.’


�.	13.1: The Committee, at the end of each ordinary session, shall elect, from among those Committee Members whose term continues through the next ordinary session, a Chairperson, one or more Vice-Chairpersons and a Rapporteur who shall remain in office until the end of that session.


�.	Authorizing the use of the emblem of the Convention is the prerogative of the statutory organs of the Convention, i.e. the General Assembly and the Committee. In specific cases as set out by the present Directives, the statutory organs empower, by delegation, the Director-General to authorize such use to other bodies. The power to authorize the use of the emblem of the Convention cannot be granted to other bodies.






