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Under the auspices of the UN Human Rights Council, the Expert Mechanism on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples recalled in 2015 that: « for indigenous peoples, cultural and natural values are inseparably interwoven and should be managed and protected in a holistic manner ». However, this holistic view of cultural heritage is difficult to apply in international law as shown in the UNESCO Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972) and the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003). Certainly, an analysis of those instruments reveals an interest in the protection of both natural and cultural heritage but they fail to take into account how these two values are interwoven. This leads us to the question of the ability of the UNESCO Conventions to effectively protect nature by safeguarding indigenous traditional knowledge.

First, the paper will discuss how the dichotomy that exists between the concepts of nature and culture within UNESCO norms and their implementation mechanisms constitutes an obstacle to the protection of nature. Indeed, the distinction between cultural and natural criteria required by the 1972 Convention for the registration of a property on the World Heritage List demonstrates the reluctance of Member States to adopt an interpretation of conservation that links culture and nature similar to indigenous worldviews. Furthermore, the 2003 Convention does not propose any mechanism regarding the preservation of natural areas that house indigenous traditional knowledge. Secondly, the paper examines the process that was elaborated by the World Heritage Committee and the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. In fact, these mechanisms tend to establish a fair and legitimate balance allowing for the recognition of the importance of traditional knowledge in the establishment of policies on the preservation of nature. However, the paper argues that they are not sufficient. In this context, we will propose some solutions on how international law can adapt to the environmental challenges facing the international community.

INTRODUCTION

« We should not, therefore, be tempted to a piece-meal study of the diversity of human cultures, for that diversity depends less on the isolation of the various groups than on the relations between them » (Lévi-Strauss, 1952: 10). Indeed, cultural diversity frequently fosters an exchange between various groups, respect for existing differences and mutual appreciation of cultures in all their forms. Cultural diversity can also be seen in the context of a culture's relationship with the environment in which it arose. This is because diverse cultures represented by groups and societies and transmitted to future generations are often a byproduct of biological diversity present in the surrounding environment where a culture developed. The interdependent relationship between biological and cultural diversity is fundamental for the protection of the traditional knowledge of local communities and indigenous peoples. This principle was recognized in 1998 during the International Congress of Ethnobiology that resulted in the Declaration of Belém and, four years later, in a legally binding international instrument (Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992: art 8j). Despite these international efforts, the recognition of the link between the cultural lifestyle of indigenous peoples and the natural environment is far from being effectively advanced. Indeed, for indigenous peoples, culture and nature are inseparable. For indigenous peoples, nature and culture can be expressed in a single word: land. It is therefore crucial to develop mechanisms in international law to effectively safeguard indigenous heritage in a holistic manner. This is, in our view, a means to better preserve nature given that the interaction between man, culture and nature contributes effectively to the preservation of the ecosystem.

While anthropologists have conducted numerous studies to demonstrate the inextricable link between nature and culture leading to the development of practices and cultural expressions of indigenous peoples, international law appears to be somewhat reluctant to accept and promote this link. UNESCO Conventions concerning heritage, such as the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972) and the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003) show an interest in the protection of both natural and cultural heritage but they fail to take into account how these two values are interwoven. This leads us to examining the capacity of the UNESCO Conventions to effectively contribute to the protection of nature by safeguarding indigenous knowledge.

Furthermore, we will show that, despite UNESCO's efforts to provide for the protection of nature and culture in a single instrument, the dichotomy between nature and culture still exists in the above-mentioned Conventions and their mechanisms and we will demonstrate how this dichotomy interferes with the recognition of indigenous knowledge. We will also describe the process applied by UNESCO committees which recognize the importance of indigenous knowledge in the establishment of policies on the preservation of nature. These are major achievements, however, they are not always sufficient. UNESCO mechanisms never explicitly refer to the interaction between nature and culture and this fact alone creates a problem for indigenous peoples whose knowledge of nature goes hand in hand with their knowledge of culture. In adopting a holistic indigenous approach with regards to contemporary problems such as climate change, and social and economic development, this paper promotes solutions that could be beneficial for our society and ecosystems.

PART I: UNESCO CONVENTIONS' RELUCTANCE TO LINK THE CONSERVATION OF NATURE TO THE SAFEGUARDING OF INDIGENOUS KNOWLEDGE

Since 1968, with the Paris Biosphere Conference, human activity, at once disruptive and beneficial to the environment, plays an important role in the international discourse (UNESCO, 1970). A few years later, in 1972, the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment signed in Stockholm set out the principle of man's responsibility for natural heritage. Inevitably, the Declaration had some impact on the content of the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage adopted five months later. In addition to the protection of cultural heritage, the Convention recognizes the protection of natural heritage. Nevertheless, its protection mechanism separates cultural and natural criteria thus compromising the effective safeguarding of indigenous heritage where nature and culture are inseparable. In 2003, the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage brought about a significant change. For the first time, a Convention provided for the participation of indigenous peoples in decision-making concerning their heritage and ensured the preservation of cultural spaces. Nevertheless, it is clear that the Convention shows very little interest in the preservation of natural spaces that house indigenous knowledge.

The separation of natural and cultural criteria to protect World Heritage sites under the 1972 Convention

In the 1960's, UNESCO began considering the restoration of cultural properties in Florence and Venice (damaged by floods in 1966) and the protection of the Nubia monuments in Egypt (threatened by the building of the Aswan Dam) (UNESCO, 1969). In this context, the drafting of an international treaty concerning the protection of cultural heritage was proposed. At the same time, the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment began discussing man's responsibility to the environment. At this Conference, the adoption of a draft agreement on world heritage was also put forth and was to be further developed by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), UNESCO and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) (Batisse, 2003: 24). Finally, the agreement was never adopted. Nevertheless, the IUCN made recommendations to UNESCO to include the protection of natural heritage in its draft Convention (ibid: 26). This sudden addition of natural heritage in the draft treaty may explain the difficulties surrounding the incorporation of natural and cultural criteria within its mechanisms.

The 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage aims to protect cultural tangible heritage ("monuments", "groups of buildings" and "sites") under article 1 and natural heritage ("natural features", "geological and physiographical formations" and "natural sites") as per article 2. It affords the same protection to both if they have an Outstanding Universal Value. Defined for the first time in 2005 in the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, Outstanding Universal Value means having "a cultural and/or natural significance which is so exceptional as to transcend national boundaries and to be of common importance for present and future generations of all humanity" (Operational Guidelines, 2015: §49). Although the Convention shows a connection between nature and culture with regards to two elements of cultural heritage, namely buildings and sites, in fact, the relationship between cultural and natural heritage was not considered. Hence the influence of one on the other was ignored and possibly rejected. This is also evident when considering protection mechanisms at the international level such as the system of lists implemented by the World Heritage Committee. Heritage properties appear on the World Heritage List under cultural or natural criteria or a combination of both. This process allows the identification of cultural, natural and mixed properties. The dissociation of the criteria, also present in the case of mixed properties, creates problems for the safeguarding of indigenous knowledge that is related to nature. The Serengeti National Park in the United Republic of Tanzania is a good example. Since 1981, the Park has been classified as a natural property in view of the fact that, it meets the natural criteria due to the site's natural beauty and the importance of its natural habitats for in situ conservation of biological diversity (http://whc.unesco.org/fr/list/156). However, this site is also a place where the Maasai, who help to create and maintain the ecosystem, perpetuate their practices and knowledge (Koohafkan, 2011: 35). By considering this site as exclusively natural, the protection afforded by UNESCO endangers the safeguarding of indigenous knowledge which to a large degree is responsible for the existence of the natural environment.

The same problem arises with regard to the Ngorongoro Conservation Area in Tanzania recognized as a natural site in 1979 and as a mixed property in 2010 thus reflecting the possibility of combining two criteria (http://whc.unesco.org/fr/list/39). The outstanding natural beauty of this site makes it a natural property. Furthermore, the presence of fossils that demonstrate the evolution of the human species makes it a cultural property. Even if the presence of the Maasai people was mentioned in the description of the site, no measures were taken to guarantee the protection of their intangible heritage. In the case of mixed properties, it becomes clear that UNESCO protects a group, including cultural and natural property, without, taking into account the interaction of nature and culture within a given space. This mechanism has difficulty ensuring the preservation of indigenous heritage, the protection of which requires a reconciliation of nature with culture [START_REF] Vrdoljak | The cultural dimension of Human Rights[END_REF]. Although the interaction between culture and nature is not clearly expressed, still, mixed properties are proof of UNESCO's failure to take into account both cultural and natural values. However, today, only thirty-two sites appear under this category. The difficulties encountered in listing a property as mixed is one of the reasons States generally prefer to quality a site as either cultural or natural. This is perhaps what influenced a group of experts to propose a new category in 1992, the cultural landscape category, which will be analysed in greater detail in Part 2 of this paper (Operational guidelines, 2015: Annex 3; [START_REF] Lennon | Cultural landscapes: a bridge between culture and nature[END_REF].

Therefore, the 1972 Convention presents certain problems that bring us to question its ability to safeguard indigenous heritage in a holistic manner, such as: 1) Its exclusive interest in tangible heritage is a problem for the survival of intangible indigenous knowledge within a World Heritage site;

2) The List does not take into account the fact that indigenous heritage results from a combination of two criteria: cultural and natural;

3) The 1972 Convention is exclusively a state instrument and therefore imposes no obligation to include indigenous peoples in any decision concerning the listing of a site.

In some respects, the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage adopted in 2003 and focused on the participation of local and indigenous communities, fills the gaps contained in the 1972 Convention (Blake, 2002: 9). Its reference to the intangible cultural heritage and its interaction with nature as well as its recognition of cultural spaces are a welcome step. However, despite this effort to reconcile nature and culture, the uneasiness with this concept seen in the 2003 Convention is still evident considering how few natural spaces are mentioned in the Convention itself. The 2003 Convention proposes a very general and non-exhaustive list of intangible cultural heritage that includes traditional songs and dances as well as rituals, festivals, craft practices etc. Nonetheless, the instrument provides for certain conditions. To be recognized as an intangible cultural heritage, a heritage must be created by the community, transmitted to future generations, provide a sense of cultural identity to the community, and, as far as possible, respect human rights and sustainable development (Convention, 2003: article 2.1). As part of our analysis, some intangible heritage draws our attention, for example, "knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe" an expression that includes, among others, the knowledge relating to medicinal plants and their virtues. This inevitably reminds us of the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity (Convention, 1992: article 8j) which relates more specifically to the traditional knowledge of indigenous peoples (Blake, 2006: 38-39). In this way, the 2003 Convention builds a bridge between indigenous heritage and environmental concerns. However, only two types of indigenous knowledge related to nature and the universe are recognized in the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity. These two items are located in Bolivia and were inscribed in 2008 and in 2012. They are the "Ichapekene Piesta, the biggest festival of San Ignacio de Moxos" (http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/es/RL/ichapekene-piesta-la-fiesta-mayor-de-san-ignacio-de-moxos-00627) and the "Andean cosmovision of the Kallawaya" (http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/RL/andeancosmovision-of-the-kallawaya-00048?RL=00048). Although respect of nature is an important aspect for the safeguarding of these two practices, no measure is guaranteed to conserve the natural spaces where the rituals take place.

The Convention also recognizes, as part of the intangible cultural heritage, tangible components, such as objects and cultural spaces associated to the perpetuation of practices and knowledge. However, when the Convention refers to cultural spaces, it refers only to physical and temporary spaces that house a culture without preserving the natural environment. For example, the "Traditions and practices associated with the Kayas in the sacred forests of the Mijikenda" in Kenya were listed in 2009 on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding (http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/USL/traditionsand-practices-associated-with-the-kayas-in-the-sacred-forests-of-the-mijikenda-00313). The practices of these Kenyan ethnic groups required the use of natural resources to be transmitted to future generations. UNESCO recognized as "cultural spaces" the "kayas" (representing habitats) that are fundamental for the perpetuation of living traditions. Even if natural resources are considered as contributing to biodiversity, no action is planned at this level to preserve natural spaces.

Therefore, although the Convention provides that the intangible cultural heritage is generated by communities based on their interaction with nature, its mechanisms do not especially guarantee the conservation of natural spaces that house indigenous peoples' knowledge.

It is only under Article 14 of the Convention on "education, awareness raising and capacity building" and in its Operational Directives that UNESCO refers to natural spaces. This influences the States to avoid implementing measures to conserve the natural spaces and the elements of biodiversity that are useful in the safeguarding of indigenous knowledge. Actually, this provision allows summer courses and school trips to the area "whose existence is necessary for expressing the intangible cultural heritage". Because the article fails to insist on the need to preserve natural spaces, it does not protect nature as a means of safeguarding indigenous knowledge. In fact, it only recognizes tangible places where knowledge is expressed. The new 2016 Operational Directives for the Implementation of the 2003 Convention adds a new chapter on "Safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development at the national level" which explains how intangible cultural heritage contributes to sustainable development (Convention, 2003: Chapter VI). In order to implement environmental sustainability, the Directives refer to the "Knowledge and practice concerning nature and the universe" and state once again that the State measures should "conserve and protect those natural spaces whose existence is necessary for expressing the intangible cultural heritage" (Ibid: para 189). But how can we identify whether or not these specific nature spaces are necessary to express the intangible cultural heritage and deserve or not to be protected? Which criteria can be applied? Once again, the Directives are unclear and raise the question of the reluctance of UNESCO to conserve the natural aspect of a space.

PART 2: The actual process of nature conservation by and for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage under the UNESCO Conventions (1972 & 2003)

The Intergovernmental Committee for the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (hereinafter the World Heritage Committee) created by the 1972 Convention, has been elaborating and updating Operational Guidelines to aid in the implementation of the Convention since 1977. These Guidelines have allowed the recognition of intangible cultural heritage (beliefs, traditional knowledge, rituals, etc.) of World Heritage sites and tried to integrate indigenous peoples in the process of protecting sites.

Similarly, the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (hereinafter the Intangible Cultural Heritage Committee) is a recent institution that is charged with creating and revising Operational Directives (with the approval of the General Assembly of States Parties) to implement its parent Convention. Though this process it included, in 2016, the conservation of natural areas in which intangible cultural heritage exists.

Contributions of the World Heritage Committee

The World Heritage Committee developed several advancements in recognizing and protecting the intangible cultural heritage of indigenous peoples such as their traditional knowledge and to acknowledging and supporting the role of indigenous peoples in the conservation of biodiversity.

The creation and definition of cultural landscapes allow the protection of spaces where humans and nature coexist. Although the first part of this work used cultural landscapes as an additional element to demonstrate the formal dichotomy between nature and culture, it is also interesting to note that it represents an important step forward in towards a more holistic approach to understanding the relationship between culture and nature as well as tangible and intangible heritage. The cultural landscapes represent the combined works of nature and man showing that they can coexist and benefit from sharing the same space. Therefore people are able to use biodiversity in a sustainable way and to conserve its elements. The inhabitants of these cultural landscapes tried to understand the characteristics and limits of the natural environment and, sometimes, a spiritual relationship (rather than a utilitarian one) emerged (Operational Guidelines, 1994). The Tongariro National Park in New Zealand inscribed on the List of World Heritage is a remarkable example of this relationship between man and nature. Indeed, the mountains in the centre of the park have cultural and spiritual significations to the Maori people (http://whc.unesco.org/fr/list/421). Therefore, after the recognition and protection of cultural landscapes, the concept of heritage evolved towards the recognition of the intangible values (intangible cultural heritage as beliefs for example) of a natural heritage. However, because of their very particular nature, the techniques developed to conserve the tangible components of heritage cannot be used to safeguard the intangible ones. How to preserve a dance, a ritual, a knowledge concerning nature and the universe or a belief? , 2002: 57). The Committee first welcomed favourably this proposal but due to conflicting views on who constitutes indigenous peoples, the Committee decided against the idea. Several definitions of indigenous peoples exist in international public law which reveal many common characteristics that could have served as a basis for which groups could be considered indigenous. There were at least three different proposals to define indigenous peoples: the first one by the Special Rapporteur, José Martinez Cobo, in 1983; the second one by the Convention concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries in 1989, and the third one by the Special Rapporteur Erica-Irene Daes in 1996. The World Heritage Committee missed, at this time, an opportunity to recognize for the first time the expertise of indigenous people in the field of conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and heritage and to integrate their representatives in the elaboration of the conservation policies at an international level. A few years later, after recognizing the various visions of the concept of heritage and the need for more coordination between the legal instruments, the need to integrate local communities and indigenous peoples in the application of the Convention arose. This is the reason why New Zealand considered that a fifth C for Community should be added to the "strategic objectives" created by the World Heritage Committee to promote the implementation of the Convention (World Heritage Committee, 2007: 2). For the first time, the need to involve local communities in the conservation of their own heritage, even if a member State is the only one able to suggest sites for the list, was proposed as an objective to support the protection of World Heritage sites. Local communities were to be involved in the identification, management and conservation of the World Heritage sites when relevant (World Heritage Committee, 2007: 6). At that occasion, the Committee applauded the integration of local communities in the conservation and management of heritage policies in the international legal framework (World Heritage Committee, 2007: 7). At its 31 st session, it added a fifth C for Communities, noting the social scope of heritage and its capacity to participate in the sustainable development of the local communities. In the same year, the World Heritage Committee adopted the "Strategy for reducing risks from disasters at World Heritage properties" which integrates the results of the working group on « integrating traditional knowledge systems and concern for cultural and natural heritage into risk management strategies » organized by the World Heritage Centre and ICCOM in Davos (Switzerland) in 2006. Therefore the Committee integrated traditional knowledge into management policy for World Heritage sites.

All of these developments contribute to the recognition of the relation between intangible cultural heritage, indigenous peoples and naturel heritage. Indigenous communities hence have greater capacity to insist on participating in the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. Thus, when managing a World Heritage site, a country cannot only look at economic benefits, it must also take into account the conservation of biodiversity and integrate indigenous peoples in the decision-making process. Today, indigenous peoples are reclaiming their traditional role in biodiversity conservation at a local level. In addition, intangible cultural heritage is now recognised as being as important as tangible heritage however, preservation of intangible cultural heritage is very different from preserving tangible heritage. That is why the 2003 Convention and its Committee can contribute greatly to the work of the World Heritage Committee.

Contributions of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Committee

In article 14 on education, awareness raising and capacity building, the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage refers to natural areas only. Indeed, some elements of this heritage are expressed in natural spaces hence if the tangible elements associated with the intangible ones are not protected, the protection afforded to the intangible elements is incomplete. In addition States members practice demonstrates the need to conserve the natural areas related to intangible cultural heritage under the Convention. For example: in Georgia, a law draft provides protection for natural spaces with cultural values and places of memory. Slovakia created open museums; Spain and Italy opened eco-museums and, in Cyprus, heritage trails were elaborated (Intangible Cultural Heritage Committee, 2015: 18). These examples demonstrate the wide variety of approaches available for the conservation of the natural environment related to intangible cultural heritage. Although these examples are a welcomed development, they also illustrate a lack of clear guidelines from the Committee leading to fragmented protection.

The latest Operational Directives adopted by the General Assembly of the Convention in 2016 modified the implementation requirements of the 2003 Convention. It has added chapter VI on the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development at the national level. According to this chapter, Member States should preserve the environmental sustainability by the protection of knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe; be aware of the environmental impacts in the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage; use community based resilience to natural disasters and climate change; and adopt a legal framework to conserve and protect those natural areas which are needed for the expression of the intangible cultural heritage (Intangible Cultural Heritage Committee, 2016: §189). Despite the vagueness of these Directives in this field, the Committee's action established the protection and conservation of biodiversity, which is an important step forward.

CONCLUSION

In 2007 the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was adopted by the General Assembly. It recognizes several rights such as: self-determination; the right to practice and revitalize their cultural traditions and customs; to manifest, practise, develop and teach their spiritual and religious traditions, customs and ceremonies; etc. In addition, the Declaration states that indigenous peoples shall not be forcibly removed from their lands or territories. However, for the Special Rapporteur on the rights of indigenous peoples, the implementation of the Declaration requires further efforts by States (Report of the Special Rapporteur on the rights of indigenous peoples, Victoria Tauli Corpuz, 2014). As the 1972 and the 2003 UNESCO Conventions deal considerably with indigenous peoples (territories, beliefs, education, etc.) the World Heritage Committee and the Intangible Cultural Heritage Committee should take actions to make sure that the rights recognized in the Declaration are safeguarded. In this regard, and particularly concerning the 1972 Convention, the Expert Mechanism on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples underlined several violations of indigenous peoples' rights in the implementation of the Convention (Study by the Expert Mechanism on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, 2015). For example, "there is no procedure to ensure the participation of indigenous peoples in the nomination and management of World Heritage sites nor is there a policy to ensure their free, prior and informed consent to the nomination of such sites" (Ibid: 11).

Concerning the 2003 Convention and the conservation of natural areas, the Committee should encourage the Operational Directives to include more precise and clear guidance. Those Directives could refer to techniques that enable preservation managers of intangible cultural heritage to incorporate a holistic approach to nature conservation (using intangible cultural heritage elements as knowledge and practices related to nature and the universe for example). Other tools include: the recognition of a core zone, a buffer zone and the creation of a management plan or the creation of a protected area. To empower community members a board with community members as the majority would allow communities to be in permanent contact with States decision makers. This way the Committee could guide States parties towards a sustainable conservation of biodiversity within an intangible cultural heritage site inscribed on the List and contribute to the conservation of our global biodiversity. Furthermore, when possible, the 1972 and 2003 Conventions should share best practices, establish links between their lists and work together in the inscription of a site on their lists if relevant. Indeed, as the 1972 and 2003 Committees have done in the recognition of the different aspects of the concept of heritage (tangible and intangible ones) they should create a bridge between themselves, their experts and their sites. A holistic vision of the protection of heritage including nature and culture conservation, intangible and tangible safeguarding and indigenous peoples' involvement and management should all be elements of the decision-making process.

The new 2016 Operational Directives for the Implementation of the 2003 Convention on "safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development at the national level" are a major step forward in international law in this area. In this respect, we encourage the strengthening of sustainable development objectives in all intangible cultural heritage safeguarding plans and legislation to better ensure the safeguarding of indigenous peoples' heritage in a holistic manner. We believe that the protection of natural and cultural heritage must move away from a Western approach where the dichotomy between nature and culture do not reflect the vision of local communities and indigenous peoples who create the heritage and transmit to future generations. Furthermore, we hope that these advances will lead to a formal recognition of the cultural pillar of sustainable development in international law in addition to the social, economic, and environmental pillars.

The 2003

 2003 Convention to ensure the conservation of natural spaces: What are the consequences for the preservation of indigenous heritage? Complementary to the 1972 Convention, the Convention adopted in 2003 that entered into force in April 2006 aims to safeguard intangible cultural heritage components, namely creations, knowledge and skills transmitted from generation to generation and recreated by communities and groups. According to article 2.2 of the Convention, they are: "(a) oral traditions and expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible cultural heritage; (b) performing arts; (c) social practices, rituals and festive events; (d) knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe; (e) traditional craftsmanship."

  At the 24th session of the World Heritage Committee in Cairns in 2000, the indigenous people forum proposed the establishment of a World Heritage Indigenous Peoples Council of Experts (W.H.I.P.C.O.E.). The purpose of the Council was, in cooperation with States Parties, to act as an advisory body to: « ensure indigenous voices are heard […], bring indigenous competencies and expertise, […] support and enhance best practice management […] and serve as a network. » (Word Heritage Committee

  From a legal perspective, after the adoption of the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in 2003, the Committee announced the need of more coordination and cooperation with the 2003 Convention (World Heritage Committee, 2004: 21). The Committee therefore confirmed the relation between the different components of the concept of heritage and the need to protect or safeguard them as a whole and the fact that the 1972 and 2003 Conventions have much to gain by working closely.