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Linking the overall results framework to periodic reporting
	Summary

The process of adopting an overall results framework calls for discussion of how the periodic reporting process can be made more useful to submitting States Parties and to the Convention as a whole. The open ended working group is invited to debate how the overall results framework provides the opportunity to reform the periodic reporting process so that it gains in quality, usefulness and timeliness.


A. Introduction
1. In 2013, the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (hereafter ‘the Committee’) decided to develop an overall results framework for the 2003 Convention that includes ‘clear objectives, time-frames, indicators and benchmarks’ (Decision 8.COM 5.c.1). That decision was greatly informed by the evaluation of the standard-setting work of UNESCO’s Culture Sector
 conducted by the Internal Oversight Service (IOS) which, while recognizing the wealth of information gathered during the periodic reporting cycles since 2011
 and the value of that information for both the Committee and States Parties, noted that the nature of that information did not effectively enough support monitoring the implementation of the Convention.
2. Among the weaknesses that IOS identified in periodic reporting was a tendency to focus too heavily on activities, without sufficient attention paid to their results and impacts. Hence, in order to establish a reporting mechanism that allows identification of the impact of safeguarding measures and resulting trends – both positive and negative – IOS recommended moving towards a results-based approach to periodic reporting. As it also noted at the time, ‘capturing and reporting on results (outputs and outcomes) is only possible if it is clear what results are to be achieved…Drawing conclusions about the progress made with regard to the implementation of the Convention is difficult in the absence of objectives, indicators and benchmarks’. With progress underway towards developing the overall results framework, it is timely to return to the question of how periodic reporting can best contribute to effective monitoring.
3. The purpose of this document is therefore to review the experience to date of periodic reporting for the Convention, summarize the challenges States Parties have faced with the existing system and to set out possible ways of improving the periodic reporting mechanism such that it is easier for States Parties to fulfil and provide information that is useful for monitoring implementation of the Convention, both at the global level and within each State Party. Moving to results-based reporting could allow States Parties to meet their obligatory reporting requirements through focussing on what measures undertaken by them are actually achieving and how far they reflect the purposes of the Convention.

4. Despite ongoing efforts to support States Parties in understanding the reporting form and complying with their reporting obligations, the Secretariat was obliged to report to the Committee at its eleventh session that it ‘continues to be confronted with a high number of States Parties whose reports are overdue: 31 States Parties, which represents 84% of the reports which were expected for this cycle, are one to five years late in the submission of their first periodic report’ (Document ITH/16/11.COM/9.a). Of these States, ‘ten States are one year overdue, eight States are two years overdue, five States are three years overdue, seven States are four years overdue and finally one State is five years overdue.’ The process of adopting an overall results framework therefore calls for careful but urgent consideration of how the reporting process can be made more useful to submitting States Parties and to the Convention as a whole.

B. Challenges faced in periodic reporting (2011-2016)
5. The current periodic reporting form (ICH-10) largely follows the structure of the relevant Operational Directives (paragraphs 153-158 in particular), which in turn are drawn from Articles 11-15 of the Convention. However, the current periodic reporting form has contributed in part towards the weaknesses identified by the IOS evaluation, rendering the process of periodic reporting challenging for States Parties to fulfil and resulting in a number of weaknesses, including the following ones:
· There is a general tendency to describe activities with little or no focus on their impact on the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage itself and/or the community, group or individuals concerned. The quality of the process often goes unaddressed and insufficient attention is paid to identifying the beneficiaries targeted (youth, women, minorities, disabled persons etc.) or the actors who provide specific programmes (States, NGOs, CSOs etc.).

· The type of questions used in the current form lead to information that is often extremely detailed but does not clarify the main approaches taken, emerging trends and the impacts or outcomes of the activities described. With regard to inventorying, for example, a high level of detail is often provided in the reports that is not always well organized and this obscures important information; in addition, the focus often tends to be placed on the inventory as a ‘product’ rather than on the inventorying process and its impact.
· Information is sometimes misplaced since it is not sufficiently clear what information is required in response to specific questions. For example, information on research by higher education institutions is often confused with the teaching and educational activities of these same institutions, which belong elsewhere. Conversely, the information provided elsewhere may focus on measures, but it is not clear who is responsible for them. In addition, information on safeguarding actions that may be related or overlapping (such as educational programmes and capacity building) is sometimes out of place or not sufficiently distinguished in the current form.

· It is often not sufficiently clear what information is relevant, leading to States Parties providing a large amount of information on one type of activity while not including other, equally relevant, information.

· Some important information is not solicited and therefore, if it is provided, tends to be placed rather randomly in the form; this impedes comparisons across periodic reports. For example, specific information on policy and legislative development is not requested in a clear manner and different States may therefore report it in various sections.

6. The current focus in the periodic reports on activities undertaken rather than their impact and the results achieved makes it difficult to identify good practices (as well as approaches that may have disadvantages). Another topic that does not clearly enough emerge from the present reports relates to ways in which functional and complementary cooperation has been developed with and among communities, groups and, where applicable, individuals who create, maintain and transmit intangible cultural heritage, as well as experts, centres of expertise and research institutes.

7. Furthermore, the diversity of gender roles and responsibilities within intangible cultural heritage expressions is increasingly understood to be an important transversal issue that cuts across most aspects of implementing the Convention. Another increasingly important cross-cutting theme is the degree to which safeguarding intangible cultural heritage is itself sustainable (for the heritage and the associated communities) and how far it can feed into achieving broader goals of sustainable development
 and the ways in which sustainable development can lead to better safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage. It is necessary to find ways of reporting on these questions that acknowledges their transversal character.

C. Some ways forward
8. As has been suggested, the current periodic reporting format has not been a user-friendly one for many States Parties and the required set of information should be more clearly set out, in a format that provides a clearer structure (aligned with higher level goals and objectives agreed by the States Parties) and that focusses more strongly on outputs, outcomes and impact. A focus on results should not only yield information more useful for measuring the impact of safeguarding measures and identifying resulting trends, but also be more user-friendly for States Parties completing the form.

9. The specific requirements of quadrennial reporting on the status of elements of intangible cultural heritage that have been inscribed on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding (paragraphs 160-164 of the Operational Directives) have not been addressed here. These reports, prepared using Form ICH-11, are generally submitted on a more timely basis than the general reports on implementation of the Convention, and States have encountered fewer problems providing relevant information where it is requested. It is also to be noted that there is no periodic reporting on Good Safeguarding Practices, once they have been selected by the Committee.
10. At present, the Form ICH-10 includes a separate section on the safeguarding measures taken for intangible cultural heritage elements inscribed on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity. When discussing how best to improve the periodic reporting process, it will be useful to consider the advantages and disadvantages of maintaining a separate section in the future. States Parties are often unclear about which information should be provided in the general report and which is better provided in the section concerning an inscribed element. Or, in many cases, the same information is repeated in both places.
11. Another important consideration that the working group may wish to address is how best to maintain sufficient detail in certain places, without losing sight of results and impacts. For example, section B.2 on inventorying currently elicits information on, inter alia, ordering principles, criteria for inclusion and how viability is taken into account in the inventorying process. It will therefore be important to identify those areas of reporting where a level of useful detail is currently being provided and ensure that a new emphasis on result-based reporting does not preclude such detail.
12. Revision of the periodic reporting process could have the following main objectives:

· A periodic reporting format that is more clearly aligned with the over-arching goals of implementing the 2003 Convention and with the new overall results framework, providing a mechanism that monitors effective implementation of the Convention by focussing on outputs, outcomes and impact.

· A periodic reporting format that is more user-friendly and clearer for reporting States Parties, and avoids unnecessary (and often obscuring) detail in reporting, while allowing for examples of good practices.

· A tool to allow for more effective monitoring of implementation by the Committee, and thereby facilitate evaluation and planning, by developing some standards for the information gathered by national monitoring systems over time.

· To provide States Parties with a more useful tool for identifying the appropriateness of specific implementing measures and approaches and evidence of good practices where they exist, and to serve as a useful basis for States Parties to develop their own national monitoring systems.
· To create benchmarks against which progress (or regress) can be measured in future reporting, and to identify clearly both the positive and negative impacts of certain safeguarding measures.

· To improve the submission rate for reports and reduce as much as possible the tardiness of such reports.
13. The open ended working group will thus be invited to debate how the overall results framework can offer an opportunity for reforming the periodic reporting process so that it gains in quality and usefulness. In this context it will also be useful to discuss how the Secretariat can most effectively assist States Parties to strengthen their reporting capacities.
�.	Evaluation of the standard-setting work of UNESCO’s Culture Sector prepared by UNESCO’s Internal Oversight Service (IOS), Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard‐setting Work of the Culture Sector: Part I – 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, available in � HYPERLINK "http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0022/002230/223095e.pdf" \t "_blank" �English�|� HYPERLINK "http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0022/002230/223095f.pdf" \t "_blank" �French�|� HYPERLINK "http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0022/002230/223095s.pdf" \t "_blank" �Spanish�|� HYPERLINK "http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0022/002230/223095a.pdf" \t "_blank" �Arabic�.


�.	By 2016, 88 States Parties had submitted periodic reports on the implementation of the Convention.


�.	Now addressed in Chapter VI to the Operational Directives.






