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	Summary

At its sixth session, the Committee established a Consultative Body responsible, inter alia, for the evaluation of proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices in 2012 (Decision 6.COM 12). This document constitutes the report of the Consultative Body which includes an overview of the 2012 proposals and the recommendations of the Consultative Body (Part A), comments and observations on the 2012 proposals (Part B) and a set of draft decisions for the Committee’s consideration (Part C). It should be read together with Document ITH/12/7.COM/7.
Decision required: paragraph 16


1. In conformity with Article 18 of the Convention and Chapter I.3 of the Operational Directives, the Committee shall periodically select and promote national, subregional and regional programmes, projects and activities for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage which it considers best reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention, based on the proposals submitted by States Parties, taking into account the special needs of developing countries. In conformity with Paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, evaluation of such proposals is accomplished by a Consultative Body composed of six accredited non-governmental organizations and six independent experts.

2. At its sixth session (Bali, 2011), the Committee established a Consultative Body to evaluate such proposals in 2012 (Decision 6.COM 12). Document ITH/12/7.COM/7, ‘Report of the Consultative Body on its work in 2012’, describes the composition of the Body, provides an overview of its working methods and presents its observations and recommendations on a number of transversal issues common to the three sets of files it evaluated. The present document, which should be read alongside that report, provides an overview of the 2012 proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and a summary of recommendations concerning the selection of programmes, projects or activities on the basis of the assessment of each proposal’s conformity with the selection criteria (Part A), other observations and recommendations concerning proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices (Part B) and a set of draft decisions for the Committee’s consideration, with each draft decision addressing one proposals’ conformity with the criteria and whether or not to select the proposed programme, project or activity (Part C).
A.
Overview of proposals and recommendations
3. As explained more fully in Document ITH/12/7.COM/7, the Committee decided at its sixth session to examine a maximum of 62 files for the 2012 cycle and to request States Parties to indicate before December 2011 the order of priority in which they wish their files to be examined, in case of submission of multiple files (Decision 6.COM 15). Two States Parties (China and Mexico) accordingly indicated as their priority files their respective proposals for the Register. Each of the members of the Consultative Body evaluated each proposal and prepared a report on it that assessed the degree to which it responded to the criteria for selecting best safeguarding practices set out in paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives, and included the member’s comments regarding each criterion. When it met on 3 to 7 September 2012, the Consultative Body evaluated each request and decided whether to recommend its selection or not. The resulting recommendations and draft decisions presented below represent the unanimous consensus of the Consultative Body members.
Recommendation to select

4. The Consultative Body recommends to the Committee to select the following programme as best representing the principles and objectives of the Convention:

	Draft Decision
	Submitting State(s)
	Programme, project or activity
	File No.

	7.COM 9.2
	Mexico
	Xtaxkgakget Makgkaxtlawana: the Centre for Indigenous Arts and its contribution to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of the Totonac people of Veracruz, Mexico
	666


Recommendation not to select

5. The Consultative Body recommends to the Committee not to select the following programme at this time:

	Draft Decision
	Submitting State(s)
	Programme, project or activity
	File No.

	7.COM 9.1
	China
	Strategy for training coming generations of Fujian puppetry practitioners
	624


B.
Observations on the 2012 proposals and additional recommendations 

6. The Consultative Body appreciated the decisions of two States Parties to prioritize their proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices for examination by the Committee in 2012, and regrets that a larger number of proposals did not come to it in the current cycle. 
7. The Body reiterates its 2011 message to the submitting States and to the communities associated with proposals that its recommendation not to select a proposed programme, project or activity does not mean that it is not a good practice; its task was the difficult one of deciding which programmes constitute best practices that can be broadly useful to other communities and States Parties, particularly in developing countries (see Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/9). In doing so, it was guided by the precedents of the 2011 Consultative Body and the recommendations that it offered to States Parties in its report to the Committee. 
8. The criteria for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices (like those for International Assistance) are not all obligatory; the Committee is to select those proposals ‘that best satisfy all of the following criteria’ (paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives). The Consultative Body again understood its task, as in 2011, to be to recommend those programmes, projects or activities that most fully responded to the largest number of criteria.

9. The Consultative Body notes, as it did last year, that certain criteria nevertheless seem to have an obligatory character. For instance, it is difficult to imagine offering a favourable recommendation for a proposal that does not fully satisfy criterion P.1 (‘The programme, project or activity involves safeguarding, as defined in Article 2.3 of the Convention’), criterion P.3 (‘…reflects the principles and objectives of the Convention’), criterion P.5 (‘…implemented with the participation of the community, group or, if applicable, individuals concerned and with their free, prior and informed consent’), or criterion P.6 (‘…may serve as a subregional, regional or international model, as the case may be, for safeguarding activities’). 
10. With regard to criterion P.9 (‘…is primarily applicable to the particular needs of developing countries’), the Consultative Body had lengthy and very interesting discussions among its members regarding what the ‘particular needs of developing countries’ might be. Many members considered that one of the programmes presented to it required financial resources that few developing countries could marshal, and it was thus not easily applicable to their particular needs. Other members considered that developing countries without comparable resources could nevertheless take inspiration from a high-budget programme and adopt some of its components or approaches. The Body ultimately agreed that in either case the State Party concerned had not sufficiently engaged the question of how its experience could be useful to developing countries, as requested in the proposal form. The Consultative Body notes that the Operational Directives require, in their paragraph 6, that ‘in its selection and promotion of safeguarding programmes, projects and activities, the Committee shall pay special attention to the needs of developing countries’, and the proposal in question did not provide the information needed for that consideration.
11. One of the criteria that the Consultative Body identified as obligatory in its 2011 report again proved to be decisive this cycle: criterion P.4 requiring that the programme ‘…has demonstrated effectiveness in contributing to the viability of the intangible cultural heritage concerned’. It considered this criterion together with criterion P.8 (‘…features experiences that are susceptible to an assessment of their results’), holding that it was important to use not only quantitative but also qualitative indicators, in particular with regard to the social and cultural functions of the element concerned. For criterion P.8, assessment should have been carried out for the activities already undertaken before the proposal is made. In its 2011 report, the Consultative Body pointed out that ‘a programme, project or activity needs to have attained a certain maturity before being proposed for selection as a best safeguarding practice’ (see Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/9). One of the proposals presented to it in the current cycle had apparently been effective in teaching a certain number of novice practitioners, but the Consultative Body sought more convincing evidence of its effectiveness in safeguarding the element, including both quantitative and qualitative evaluations; in the programme’s short life, such evaluations seem not yet to have been carried out. 
12. Some criteria, on the other hand, seem to be desirable without being obligatory; the Consultative Body was able, both last year and this year, to recommend programmes for selection as Best Safeguarding Practices that did not satisfy criterion P.2 (‘…promotes the coordination of efforts for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage on regional, subregional and/or international levels’). While this is an important characteristic that could help a particular programme, project or activity to serve effectively as a Best Safeguarding Practice, it is evident that most proposals submitted to it concern programmes that are implemented at the national level and thus do not satisfy criterion P.2. In the case of both proposals that it evaluated in 2012, the Consultative Body recognized the programmes’ participation in a number of international exchange activities, but concluded that these did not constitute ‘coordination of efforts for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage’, as the criterion requires.

13. Its experience in attempting to apply the existing criteria convinced the Consultative Body that they are not well-adapted to the goal of identifying Best Safeguarding Practices. With the Urgent Safeguarding List, by comparison, the Body found that the criteria were clear and that they were well-suited to accomplish the purposes of the List. For the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, however, the Body encountered greater difficulties with the criteria. In particular, the criteria did not lend themselves to clearly distinguishing a good safeguarding practice from a best practice. In the previous cycle when it had a larger number of proposals to compare, the Consultative Body could more readily decide which among them were best suited to respond to the purposes of the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. With only two proposals during this cycle, that task was more difficult and the criteria did not give as much guidance as the Consultative Body would have wished.
14. In its 2011 report, for instance, the Consultative Body held that the safeguarding methodology used in the programme, project or activity ‘need not necessarily 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, with the possibility, where appropriate, to emulate the activity in other contexts’ (ibid.). A programme may involve safeguarding (criterion P.1) and have demonstrated its effectiveness to a certain degree (criterion P.4) – and may therefore constitute a good safeguarding practice – without being exemplary or inspiring, and thus not be apt to be considered as a Best Safeguarding Practice. For almost any programme, readers can imagine certain circumstances under which it might serve as a model (criterion P.6), but to be considered as a Best Safeguarding Practice there should be convincing evidence provided by the submitting State. 
15. The difficulties that the Consultative Body encountered in applying the selection criteria were also experienced by the submitting States Parties in drawing up their proposals. As with other mechanisms, States Parties had a tendency to make declarations without offering demonstrations. There was also repetition or information out of place, perhaps due in part to the nature of the criteria themselves. The Committee may consequently wish to begin a process of reflection on whether the existing criteria serve adequately to distinguish Best Safeguarding Practices from a larger number of good practices. The Consultative Body has therefore included such a proposal in the overall decision for item 9.
C.
Draft decisions

16. The Committee may wish to adopt the following decisions:

DRAFT DECISION 7.COM 9

The Committee,

1. Having examined Document ITH/12/7.COM/7 and Document ITH/12/7.COM/9, as well as the proposals submitted by the respective States Parties,

2. Recalling Chapter I of the Operational Directives and its Decision 6.COM 12,

3. Commends the two States Parties that submitted proposals for possible selection for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices;

4. Invites States Parties, when proposing programmes, projects and activities, to provide convincing evidence of their effectiveness in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, including both quantitative and qualitative evaluations of their achievements;

5. Recalls that when selecting such proposals it shall pay special attention to the needs of developing countries and encourages States Parties to propose programmes that can serve effectively as models of safeguarding in developing countries;

6. Requests the Secretariat to assist it in encouraging research on and evaluation of the effectiveness of safeguarding measures included in the Best Safeguarding Practices that it has selected and in promoting international cooperation in such research and evaluation;

7. Decides to include on the agenda of its eighth session the question of possible revision of the criteria for selecting programmes, projects and activities that best reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention, and requests the Secretariat to propose draft revisions to Chapter I.3 of the Operational Directives reflecting its discussions during the present session.
DRAFT DECISION 7.COM 9.1 


The Committee

1. Takes note that China has proposed Strategy for training coming generations of Fujian puppetry practitioners  for selection and promotion by the Committee as a Best Safeguarding Practice:

Fujian puppetry is a Chinese performing art consisting mainly of string and hand puppetry. Puppetry in Fujian Province in south-eastern China has developed a set of characteristic techniques of performance and crafting puppets, as well as a repertoire of plays and music. Since the 1980s, however, the number of young people learning puppetry has diminished due to socioeconomic changes transforming their lifestyles, on the one hand, and the long period of training required to master the sophisticated performing techniques, on the other. In response, concerned communities, groups and bearers formulated the 2008–2020 Strategy for the Training of Coming Generations of Fujian Puppetry Practitioners. The key objectives are to safeguard the transmission of Fujian Puppetry and to enhance its sustainability through professional training to create a new generation of puppetry practitioners; compilation of teaching materials; setting up of performing venues, training institutes and exhibition halls; sensitization of people through non-formal and formal education; regional and international cooperation; and artistic exchange. This strategy has witnessed a wide participation of practitioners, local people and educational institutions. In consequence, 200 potential practitioners have received professional training; 20 public puppetry groups have been established; and financial support has been provided to representative bearers.

2. Decides that, from the information provided in file 00624, the programme responds as follows to the criteria for selection as a Best Safeguarding Practice in Paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives:

P.1:
The programme aims at promoting and transmitting Fujian puppetry through formal and non-formal education, with a focus on training young puppeteers and raising awareness of the general public; 

P.2:
The programme aims to continue earlier examples of international exchanges such as puppetry festivals and an international seminar; however, it is not clearly demonstrated how the current programme promotes international coordination; 

P.3:
The programme contributes to the safeguarding of Fujian puppetry through such means as strengthening transmission, building capacities of young people and raising awareness of the general public, with the participation of the puppeteers concerned; 

P.4:
The programme has demonstrated its effectiveness in strengthening the viability of Fujian puppetry through a series of measures such as training a number of potential practitioners, establishing training centres and creating a database to register the repertoire and puppeteers; 

P.5:
The programme has seen wide participation of practitioners, administrators, schools and individuals in activities such as development of pedagogical tools, trainings and awareness-raising activities; a large number of signatures show the practitioners’ free, prior and informed consent; 

P.6:
The programme to train young-generation practitioners could serve as a model, particularly relevant for traditional performing arts of the region and subregion;

P.7:
The proposal mentions the willingness of the relevant communities, professional institutions and authorities to share their safeguarding experience with other parties and countries by means of the Internet, databases, international conferences, seminars and exchanges; 

P.8:
The proposal does not provide evidence that assessment has been conducted during the four years of the programme’s existence, although a set of quantitative assessment measures is proposed for the future; they do not, however, address the qualitative results of the programme; 

P.9:
The proposal does not demonstrate how the programme could be applicable to developing countries, given the necessity to mobilize sizable resources.

3. Decides not to select Strategy for training coming generations of Fujian puppetry practitioners as a Best Safeguarding Practice;

4. Congratulates the State Party for the tangible evidence of its commitment to safeguarding the Fujian puppetry;

5. Takes note that the programme is not yet sufficiently proven to be able to serve as a model even if its viability and potential are nevertheless recognized as good examples that may be of interest to other countries;

6. Invites the State Party to assess the activities already taken in the programme, not only in quantitative but also in qualitative terms; 

7. Further invites the State Party to consider additionally how the programme could serve as a model to developing countries.

DRAFT DECISION 7.COM 9.2 


The Committee

1. Takes note that Mexico has proposed Xtaxkgakget Makgkaxtlawana: the Centre for Indigenous Arts and its contribution to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of the Totonac people of Veracruz, Mexico for selection and promotion by the Committee as a Best Safeguarding Practice:

The Center for Indigenous Arts was designed as a response to a long-term desire of the Totonac people to create an educational institution to transmit their teachings, art, values and culture, while also providing favourable conditions for indigenous creators to develop their art. The structure of the centre represents a traditional settlement comprising house-schools, with each ‘House’ specialized in one of the Totonac arts for apprentices to follow, such as pottery, textiles, paintings, art of healing, traditional dance, music, theatre and cuisine. At the ‘House of Elders’, students acquire the essential values of the Totonac and an orientation in the meaning of creative practice. The transmission of knowledge is integral and holistic. The house-schools embrace creative practice as something intrinsically linked to its spiritual nature. The centre proposes cultural regeneration, revitalizing the Totonac cultural practices through such means as the use of the Totonac language as the vehicle for teaching, the recovery of forgotten traditional techniques, artistic production, reestablishment of traditional governing bodies and reforestation of the plants and trees needed for cultural practice. The centre also promotes ongoing cooperation with creators and cultural agencies from other states of the country and from around the world.

2. Decides that, from the information provided in file 00666, the programme responds as follows to the criteria for selection as a Best Safeguarding Practice in Paragraph 7 of the Operational Directives:

P.1:
The Centre for Indigenous Arts provides a formal space for non-formal intergenerational transmission of Totonac values, oral traditions, crafts, traditional medicine, cuisine and performing arts that complements the traditional home-based methods of cultural transmission; 

P.2:
The Centre has participated in numerous festivals and workshops, interacting with institutions from various countries to promote Totonac arts and greater awareness of intangible cultural heritage in general; however, it is not explained how these efforts constitute coordination at the regional and international levels to safeguard the intangible cultural heritage; 

P.3:
The Centre’s mission is to contribute to the safeguarding of Totonac intangible cultural heritage and to cultural diversity and sustainable development, through identification, documentation, education and awareness raising; 

P.4:
The Centre’s continued existence and the on-going support it receives are testimony to its demonstrated effectiveness in safeguarding Totonac heritage and strengthening its transmission; 

P.5:
The programme has been initiated, conceptualized and implemented with the active participation of the Totonac communities at various levels, and their free, prior and informed consent to the proposal is attached; 

P.6:
The Centre, through its transmission of traditional know-how through semiformal education and promotion of artistic creativity permitting its self-sufficiency, could serve as a regional and international safeguarding model; 

P.7:
The Centre and its participants have expressed their willingness to cooperate with the dissemination of the programme, if selected as Best Safeguarding Practice; 

P.8:
The programme is periodically evaluated quantitatively and qualitatively in relation to annual work plans by a team that includes the teachers of tradition, coordinators of the house-schools, an Assistant Academic Director, an Assistant Operations Director and a General Director; 

P.9:
Operating on the basis of the communities’ self-management and promoting income generation, the programme, by virtue of its modularity, expresses the will for mutual assistance and dialogue between cultures and could serve as a model for developing countries.

3. Selects Xtaxkgakget Makgkaxtlawana: the Centre for Indigenous Arts and its contribution to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of the Totonac people of Veracruz, Mexico as a Best Safeguarding Practice;

4. Commends the Totonac people and the local authorities of Veracruz for their initiative and their shared commitment to the safeguarding of Totonac intangible cultural heritage;

5. Takes note that the success and effectiveness of the Centre rest in its close reflection of the Totonac worldview and its integration into its local setting, allowing it to serve as a model for other countries; 

6. Takes further note that the Centre promotes a holistic view of the intangible cultural heritage of the Totonac people and celebrates the values of dialogue and mutual assistance. 


