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Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

Comments on the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body

INDONESIA
In Nairobi, there was a long debate regarding this issue. Some States Members of the Committee had proposed to increase the membership of the Subsidiary Body from 6 to 12 (meaning that half of the States Members of the Committee would be on the Subsidiary Body). It is a common practice in legislative bodies, if there are issues requiring more detailed discussion, then these matters are delegated to a smaller subsidiary body, and the summary results of their deliberations along with recommendations are then presented to the plenary body for their decision. Increasing the membership of the Subsidiary Body to 12 will not necessarily speed up the work of the Subsidiary Body, rather it may result in the Subsidiary Body to take longer time to reach a consensus, and of course it would result in an increase in cost. 
Indonesia therefore feels that members of the Subsidiary Body should remain at 6 persons.
According to Indonesia, in consideration of the situation which has developed since 2008-2009, the number of nominations submitted by each State Party should be limited to 2 nominations per list per year. This means a maximum of 6 nominations per State Party per year. If it is considered to be needed, the Secretariat might need to seek help though outsourcing, to process the nomination files. 
Comments on the criteria for INSCRIPTION
Position of Indonesia regarding Proposals to Revise the Criteria for Inscription on the Representative and Urgent Safeguarding Lists

Taking note of the long debate on this issue during the 5th Session of the Intergovernmental Committee in Nairobi, in which the Chairman noted that a majority of States Members of the Committee stated that they had not experienced significant difficulties with any of the present criteria, and that they were quite happy with the criteria for all three lists as they stand and did not see any practical need for revision of the criteria, Indonesia does not feel that at this time there is no need to revise the criteria for any of the three lists, nor is there any pressing need to debate this issue any further. The criteria for all three lists are derived from the articles of the Convention itself, and well reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention. Change in the criteria will suggest the need to change the Convention.

In particular with regard to Criteria R2, Indonesia does not feel that this criterion is redundant. In fact, increasing visibility and awareness regarding specific elements of ICH and about ICH in general is the main purpose of the Representative List, and that is why this criterion has been established, to be demonstrated in the nomination files by States Parties. Indonesia does not agree with the argument that inscription will automatically in all cases result in increase of visibility and awareness regarding an element of ICH. In fact, in the present form, the State Party is required to demonstrate that proposed inscription may not negatively impact the proposed element, for example, in the case of possible impact of unregulated tourism. The fact that we are unable to predict the future with 100% accuracy should not mean that it is unnecessary to prepare action plans and projections regarding the hoped for positive results of inscription on any of the lists established under the Convention. The terms visibility and awareness are interrelated and are both important, and should be retained.

Indonesia suggests that State Parties should consider a more balanced attention for both the list of Urgent Safeguarding as well as Representative List. Imbalance number of nominations will result in an imbalance review process and allocation of resources.

Concerning backlogging issues with the review of nominations for the Representative List, Indonesia urges the need to decide a limit on number of nominations for this category.

Indonesia agrees with the simple definition of “emergency” presented in Nairobi, and there is no need to revise the criteria for the Urgent Safeguarding list either. The States Members of the Committee may, if they see fit, debate ad infinitum on editorial corrections to the criteria or any of the other documents produced under the Convention. However, Indonesia feels that at this time, it is better to rather devote the time and energy of the Committee to more pressing issues, so that we may get on with the practical work of visibility and awareness raising and safeguarding ICH, which are the core purposes of the Convention.

Position of Indonesia regarding Difficulties faced by States Parties in Submitting Nominations for Inscription

Until now, Indonesia has not experienced substantial difficulties in drafting nomination files for any of the three lists established under the 2003 Convention. One difficulty faced has been the fact that the nomination forms for the three lists have been frequently changing, with the result that drafted nomination files and the accompanying documentation have had to be totally revised on several occasions, after becoming familiar with the new forms. Therefore, Indonesia would suggest that unless there are serious difficulties expressed by States Parties in filling the forms, the nomination forms should not be frequently changed.

Lately the backlog of unprocessed nomination files for the Representative Lists is resulting in reluctance to prepare and submit nomination files for the Representative List, as we do not know if and when these files may be processed by the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body. If a file is prepared and submitted, and then simply becomes part of the already large backlog, it may result in disappointment both on the part of the government and among the community of the element of intangible heritage concerned.

Indonesia feels that the States Parties should keep in mind that the operational directive has requested them to consider the capacity of the Secretariat and the Subsidiary Body when submitting their nomination files. For the present cycle, Indonesia feels that the Secretariat and Subsidiary Body should try to process 31-54 nominations as proposed at 5.com in Nairobi, giving priority to States Parties with few or no nominations, and States Parties submitting large numbers of nominations should be requested to indicate which nomination would be their priority to be processed in the present cycle.

Should the Secretariat require additional human resources to process the nomination files in the present cycle, then Indonesia would suggest outsourcing as a possible solution for consideration.
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