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Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

Comments on the criteria for INSCRIPTION
FRANCE
Given that the questions of the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body and of possible revision of the criteria for inscription on the lists of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the ICH are intimately linked, France provides a common response to the UNESCO letters of 2 and 3 March 2011 addressed to States Parties to the Convention.

1. Concerning the possible revision of the criteria for inscription on the lists, the attention of France focuses on the criteria for inscription on the Representative List. A revision of the criteria should be made, which would make easier the work of the Secretariat and Subsidiary Body during the examination of nominations, while retaining the files’ value as records of a collaborative project by the communities with the support of States Parties. Consequently, France proposes the following measures:
 
Criteria R.1 and R.2 could be merged together, adding to the introduction of criterion R.1 a reference to the compliance of the nomination with Article 16 of the Convention (visibility). That would allow, in the current nomination form for the Representative List, combining the three questions posed with respect to the current criterion R.2 into a single question, which would then become question (vi) of item 1 "Identification and definition of the element" related to compliance with criterion R.1. This question could be answered in 250 words.
Criterion R.3 would not be changed in content, since the development of a plan is the most important concrete manifestation of the commitment that communities have to their ICH and the opportunity for an in-depth reflection on what for them "makes the heritage”. However, the term "safeguard" currently used is problematic, firstly because it suggests that this heritage is in danger, which is not the case, secondly because it leads to a possible confusion with the List of Urgent Safeguarding. It is therefore proposed to amend the wording of the current criterion R.3 and to replace it by "Measures for the protection, transmission and enhancement of the element should be introduced if need be”.
Finally, criteria R.4 and R.5, contained in items 4 and 5 of the nomination form, while being retained could be simplified in order to make the work of UNESCO easier, while maintaining for the State Party a high standard in the work to be provided for the submission of nominations:
Thus, for Criterion R.4, although the work with communities remains an absolute necessity in the conduct of the project, the sending of multiple proofs of consent could be substituted by a certificate from the State to provide such proof, which would not otherwise be automatically forwarded to UNESCO, but only provided, if necessary, upon request of the organization (item 4.b of the form). Idem for criterion R.5: a certificate from the State Party ensuring that the inventory of the element has been done, moreover with the consent of the communities, would lighten the examination of this item.
The other items of the form remain unchanged.
Comments on the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body

2. Regarding the consultation on the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body, it is proposed to postpone for one cycle of inscription any change in its composition and its working methods. However, according to the results achieved under the new procedure put in place to examine the files for the Urgent Safeguarding List (a Consultative Body bringing together experts and NGOs), it is suggested, if these results are convincing and show no shortcomings, to apply the same working methods and the same composition to the body responsible for examining nominations to the Representative List. This would therefore become, in turn, a Consultative Body.
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