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A. Introduction

1. In its Decision 5.COM 9, the Committee established a consultative body charged with the examination in the 2011 cycle of nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, of proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and of requests for international assistance greater than US$25,000. As provided in Paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, the Consultative Body is composed of six independent experts and six accredited non-governmental organizations. The twelve members named by the Committee are:

Independent experts

Pablo Carpintero, Spain

Rusudan Tsurtsumia, Georgia

Guillermo Sequera, Paraguay

Adi Meretui Ratunabuabua, Fiji
Claudine-Augée Angoué, Gabon

Abderrahman Ayoub, Tunisia

Accredited NGOs

Maison des cultures du monde, France

Česká národopisná společnost / Société ethnologique tchèque, Czech Republic

Fundación Erigaie / Erigaie Foundation, Colombia
Craft Revival Trust, India

African Cultural Regeneration Institute – ACRI, Kenya

جمعية لقاءات للتربية والثقافات / Association Cont’Act pour l’éducation et les cultures, Morocco

2. The Consultative Body met in Paris on 17 and 18 January 2011 to determine its working methods and schedule in preparation for its examination meeting of 4 to 8 July 2011. The Body elected Ms Ritu Sethi of the non-governmental organization Craft Revival Trust to serve as its Chairperson, and Ms Monika Therrien of the non-governmental organization Fundación Erigaie / Erigaie Foundation to serve as Rapporteur. 
3. The present document constitutes the report of the Rapporteur of the Body. It should be read together with the four separate working documents of the Committee. Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7 constitutes the Body’s overall report on its work in 2011. Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/8 is its report on the examination of nominations for inscription in 2011 on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding. Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/9 is its report on the examination of proposals to the 2011 Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/10 is its report on the examination of International Assistance requests greater than US$25,000. The present oral report integrates and summarizes the four formal reports.
B. Working methods and procedures common to the three mechanisms

4. States Parties submitted a total of fifty-four files for the three mechanisms, to which were added two files that remained incomplete from previous cycles. For each file, the Secretariat processed the file and informed the submitting State of the information required to complete it. In addition to assessing the technical compliance of the files, the Secretariat also informed submitting States when the information provided was unclear, out of place or not sufficiently detailed to allow the Consultative Body, and later the Committee, to determine readily the extent to which the criteria for inscription or selection had been satisfied. 
5. Because this work was performed on a very compressed time schedule, some States were unable to submit revised nominations, proposals or requests in time for them to be translated and made available to the Consultative Body. The Secretariat managed to send many of the requests for additional information to States in December 2010 and January 2011, but some could only be completed in March or April 2011. Submitting States were asked to submit their revised files within approximately one month after receiving the Secretariat’s request for additional information. Some States that encountered difficulty responding in due time requested and received extensions, but others decided that the revisions that would be needed were so numerous that that they could not complete the files for the 2011 cycle. The last file made available to the Consultative Body was placed on-line for its examination in mid-June, leaving members only a few weeks to complete their examinations before the meeting of the Body in early July. A total of forty-two files were thus completed by the submitting States in time for examination by the Consultative Body, of which thirty-nine are presented to the Committee.
6. As it had done for the preceding cycles of examination of nominations by the Subsidiary Body, the Secretariat established a password-protected, dedicated website through which the members of the Consultative Body could consult the nominations, proposals and requests, in their original language and translated into French or English, together with any accompanying documentation. The videos accompanying the Urgent Safeguarding List nominations were also made available, in addition to the required photographs. Also available to the Consultative Body were the original files and the Secretariat’s requests for additional information. An e-mail distribution list facilitated communication among the members of the Body, as questions arose during their examinations.
7. The members of the Body entered their examination reports directly through the dedicated site. Each of the members of the Consultative Body examined each nomination, proposal or request and prepared a report on it that assessed whether and how it responded to the applicable criteria and included the member’s comments regarding each criterion. Of the forty-two files, the initial examination reports showed divergent opinions for forty-one files, or 98% of the total.  The Secretariat translated all of the comments offered by Body members in their examination reports into French or English, as needed, so that each member would have access to the observations of all other members. 
8. The compressed schedule for examination presented difficulties for several members of the Consultative Body, but most managed to complete their work in due time. One member of the Body, Mr Guillermo Sequera, found himself unable to complete his examinations, and they were therefore not taken into account by the Body when it met in July. Mr Sequera did not participate in that meeting. 
9. When it met on 4 to 8 July 2011, the Consultative Body collectively examined each of the forty-two files, shaping the members’ individual opinions into a consensus recommendation. In the case of proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for International Assistance, the Body achieved consensus on all criteria for all files. In the case of four nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Body was not able to achieve full consensus on all criteria. In order to finish its work and provide a recommendation to the Committee on the remaining files, the Consultative Body suspended its discussion on these nominations and therefore presents options to the Committee for its consideration. 
10. Subsequent to the July meeting of the Consultative Body, its Rapporteur proceeded to synthesize the recommendations on each criterion into draft decisions that figure into the three respective working documents. These recommendations integrate the opinions expressed by the eleven members of the Consultative Body during the deliberations in July, supplemented by their earlier comments from the written examination reports. The four reports of the Body were translated and circulated, in French and English, to the other members of the Consultative Body for correction and adoption.
11. During its deliberations, the Consultative Body also encountered three files for which it was unable to conclude its examinations. Two of these were nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List submitted by a single State Party; the third was a proposal to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices from another State Party. In the case of the two Urgent Safeguarding List nominations, members of the Body found that there were large sections of the two files that were identical to one another, and they were consequently unable to examine each nomination in its own right. The Consultative Body therefore offered no recommendations on these two nominations. In the absence of any recommendation to the Committee concerning these files, they are not presented for evaluation by the Committee.

12. In the same way, the Consultative Body found that passages of one of the proposals submitted for possible selection to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices were identical to another proposal that had previously been selected by the Committee. As with the two overly-similar nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Consultative Body regretted that it was not possible to conclude its examination but judged that it was preferable to suspend the examination rather than to proceed to what could only have resulted in a negative recommendation.
C. General observations and recommendations common to all three mechanisms
13. The Consultative Body was impressed by the diversity of intangible cultural heritage that was nominated for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List and by the diversity of safeguarding programmes, projects and activities that were the subject of proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices or requests for International Assistance. It commends the large number of States Parties that submitted those files, and particularly commends the smaller number of States whose files can be recommended for inscription, selection or assistance. 
14. The Consultative Body hastens to add, as the Subsidiary Body has previously pointed out, that it could not reach any conclusions concerning the underlying element, or concerning the actual safeguarding programme, but could only assess the conformity of the nomination, proposal or request with the relevant criteria. It wishes to emphasize that its recommendations are based exclusively on the information presented within the dossier submitted. The Consultative Body understands that behind every nomination, proposal or request are one or several communities, and that they will doubtless be disappointed that the Body could not reach a favourable recommendation, and the Committee in turn cannot positively evaluate the file. The Body reminds States Parties of the solemn obligation they take on, vis-à-vis those communities, when undertaking to submit a nomination, proposal or request to the Convention. 
15. The Consultative Body regretted that a substantial proportion of the files it examined did not seem to have been prepared with the requisite care and attention on the part of the submitting States. In some cases this was a matter of poor drafting in French or English, or poor translation from another language. In other cases there were gaps or weak logic in the presentation of information. The Body encourages States Parties to submit files of the highest possible quality, even if this means for some that they must concentrate their efforts and submit fewer files. 
16. Members of the Consultative Body had the opportunity to read the dossiers in the form that they were initially submitted by the State Party, together with the letter or letters from the Secretariat requesting additional information, and the revised nomination, proposal or request submitted subsequently by the State. Where States Parties responded fully to the letters from the Secretariat and provided the information requested, the Consultative Body found its own work to be much easier because it could more confidently determine whether or not the criterion had been met. In other cases the submitting State did not take proper advantage of the comments and queries offered by the Secretariat. The Consultative Body recommends to States Parties that they make every effort to take into account the comments they receive from the UNESCO Secretariat upon submission of a nomination, proposal or request.
17. The Consultative Body highly appreciates the Secretariat’s efforts in preparing these detailed and comprehensive letters to the submitting States, which tremendously facilitated its own work. It points out, however, that the Secretariat’s task is to ascertain whether or not the State has provided information that is sufficiently clear and detailed to allow the Consultative Body – and the Committee in turn – to reach a conclusion concerning the relevant criteria. Submitting States should not, therefore, expect that the Secretariat can anticipate all of the specific concerns that members of the Consultative Body will bring to their examination, and should recall that the responsibilities of the Secretariat and Consultative Body are complementary but distinct. The Secretariat aims to facilitate the State’s submission of the most complete information possible. The Consultative Body and the Committee, based upon the fullest possible information provided by the State Party, are responsible for qualitative considerations and judgements.
18. The Consultative Body reiterates – like the Committee and Subsidiary Body before it have done – the importance of encouraging multinational nominations, proposals and requests. States Parties are reminded that international cooperation and assistance are fundamental objectives of the Convention, and that its mechanisms are intended to allow States Parties to contribute to the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage in a spirit of cooperation and mutual assistance. In certain cases members had a sense that some submitting States were engaged in a race to inscribe given elements when the same elements were also found in a larger area, and that they had not sufficiently communicated with other States to determine together whether multinational nominations might be warranted. While recognizing that each State is entitled to nominate any element present on its territory, the Consultative Body nevertheless regrets that some of the nominations submitted to it represent missed opportunities for cooperation among the States that host the same practices or expressions on their territories. 

19. Whether examining nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, or requests for International Assistance, the Consultative Body returned often to the subject of the communities concerned and their widest possible participation in the safeguarding activities. In the case of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Body sought to be convinced that communities had been involved in the initiation and elaboration of the nomination, that they had had a voice in the design of the safeguarding measures proposed, that they would be involved in their implementation, that they had provided free, prior and informed consent for the nomination, and that they had participated in the identification of the element and its inclusion in an inventory. The same concern for community participation in the design and implementation of safeguarding measures was central to the Body’s examination of requests for International Assistance. For proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, the Consultative Body took note that communities might be involved in different ways and at different times depending on the nature of the programme, project or activity, but it sought evidence of their appropriate participation in one way or another. Specific aspects of community participation are addressed in greater detail in the three respective reports of the Body, while certain cross-cutting considerations are discussed here. 
20. Particularly for the Urgent Safeguarding List and International Assistance, the Consultative Body often had questions about the role of the community in the elaboration and implementation of the safeguarding plans and measures. In some cases it appeared that State institutions and experts had decided upon the strategies and activities and that communities, groups and individuals concerned had at best been asked for their concurrence. In other cases the Consultative Body was pleased to see convincing evidence that the communities had participated in the elaboration of the safeguarding measures or had even initiated them, and that their widest possible participation was built into the implementation plans. Non-governmental organizations can and should where appropriate have an important role alongside communities, groups, State bodies and experts, both at the design and at the implementation stages. The greatest likelihood of effective safeguarding comes when there is close collaboration between communities and the various other actors – State institutions, local officials, experts, NGOs, and so on. A safeguarding strategy that overlooks one or more key collaborators may not achieve its intended results.
21. The participation of the communities is all the more important when it is a matter of ensuring that safeguarding measures fully respect any customary practices governing access to specific aspects of intangible cultural heritage. In this respect the Consultative Body emphasizes the importance of describing clearly what mechanisms have been used during the elaboration of the nomination or request to involve the communities fully, and the necessity – particularly for the Urgent Safeguarding List – to provide clear and accurate evidence of their free, prior and informed consent. Consent documents in some cases seemed to have been prepared for a purpose other than the nomination at hand, or to be simply lists of people in attendance at a given meeting, without clearly indicating that they had provided their consent or that those consenting were fully and accurately informed about the nature and possible effects of the nomination or proposal.
22. The Consultative Body also reminds States Parties that communities are not monolithic and homogenous, but are stratified by age, gender and other factors. In some cases, the Body members were struck by the invisibility of women as participants in the elaboration of the files and implementation of safeguarding measures, particularly when women were essential actors in the practice and transmission of the element. The Consultative Body encourages States Parties to endeavour to ensure that women’s voices are heard in the process of elaborating files, that they have a central role in the design and implementation of safeguarding measures, and that they are fully represented among those providing consent.
23. Similarly, when children or youth are concerned by the safeguarding of an element, they must be considered and a methodology introduced by which their participation is mobilized and their consent solicited. Indeed, the Consultative Body emphasizes that children and youth should always figure into plans for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, since its long-term viability depends on their participation as apprentices, trainees, audience members, and later as practitioners and ultimately as masters. In a number of instances the safeguarding measures proposed did not give sufficient attention to transmission and to formal and non-formal education. In one case measures focused on training young performers but not on educating larger numbers of young people who would be the future audiences for those performers, once trained. In other cases the focus was overwhelmingly on broad public education and not on training future practitioners. The Consultative Body encourages States to devise safeguarding strategies that balance efforts aimed at strengthening the knowledge and skills of young members of the practising communities, with other efforts aimed at creating a broader public awareness of the significance of the intangible cultural heritage concerned. Both are necessary, and neither alone is sufficient.
24. The Consultative Body finally reminds States Parties of the important role of intangible cultural heritage as ‘a guarantee of sustainable development’, as stated in the Convention’s preamble. The Convention’s fundamental vision is indeed one of sustainability: we safeguard intangible cultural heritage today so as not to compromise the ability of future generations to practise that heritage tomorrow. This concern cuts across all three of the mechanisms of international safeguarding and cooperation within the scope of the Consultative Body. For nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for International Assistance, the Body encourages submitting States to consider safeguarding measures that can increase the likelihood that children and youth today can live in a world in which they continue to enjoy the heritage of their parents and grandparents, and in which they can in turn transmit that heritage to their own children and grandchildren. The Body was also pleased to see several of the programmes, projects and activities proposed for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices that placed sustainable development at their core. It looks forward to more such nominations, proposals and requests in future years.
D. Nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List

25. By the deadline for submission of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List for possible inscription by the Committee in 2011, the Secretariat received twenty-nine nominations from seventeen States Parties. For each nomination, the Secretariat processed the file and informed the submitting State of the information required to complete the nomination. In three cases, the submitting State Party decided that it was unable to revise the nomination in the time available, although it may wish to complete the nomination for a subsequent cycle; one additional file was withdrawn, and as a result the Consultative Body received twenty-five nominations from fifteen States Parties for examination.

26. As is explained in Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7, the Consultative Body decided that in two cases it was unable to complete its examination of the nominations as submitted, having found that large parts were identical between the two nominations. It consequently presents recommendations concerning twenty-three of the twenty-five nominations that it received for examination.

27. The members of the Consultative Body were cognizant throughout their work that they were in a sense pioneers as the first Body charged with the examination of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List. Several members had previously served as examiners for Urgent Safeguarding List nominations in the 2009 or 2010 cycle, but the prior experience was qualitatively different. As independent examiners, the experts previously had the opportunity to assess a single nomination file in isolation. As members of the Consultative Body, the experts had twenty-five nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List as well as the proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for International Assistance, giving them the opportunity to examine a sizable number of files and see their strengths and weaknesses on a comparative scale.

28. Members each formed their own opinions of the sufficiency of each nomination prior to meeting together in July. There was great divergence among the reports of the examiners. Indeed, only a single nomination (Xoan singing of Phú Thọ Province, Viet Nam, submitted by Viet Nam) received the unanimous approbation of all Body members when they conducted their individual examinations. In every other case, there was at least one Body member who initially concluded that the criteria were not all satisfied. Yet in the course of their collegial discussions, the members of the Body were nevertheless able to achieve complete consensus on nineteen of the twenty-three nominations, and largely achieved consensus on most criteria for the remaining four files. 
29. However, the final consensus recommendations of the Consultative Body cannot be derived mathematically by summing or averaging the individual reports. For example, one of the elements recommended for inscription initially received a large majority of negative examinations, seven out of eleven members. The minority of four members who saw the virtues of the nomination were nevertheless able to convince those who found it to be deficient. Conversely, a minority of three or four members who had negatively examined one or another file were often able to rally the majority to their viewpoint, having identified weaknesses or flaws that – once pointed out – were readily acknowledged by the other members. For the five nominations that are recommended for inscription, only two of the eleven members favourably examined all five files before the Consultative Body met. For the fifteen nominations that are not recommended for inscription, not a single member of the Consultative Body examined all fifteen negatively prior to the meeting of the Body. 

30. Clearly, although members had formed their own views of each nomination before coming together, they were also willing to be convinced of views other than their own and to join a consensus during the debates of the Body. This was not always fast or easy, but in most cases the Consultative Body was able to achieve consensus after careful but not difficult discussion. In other cases the Consultative Body had to devote considerably more time to debates before all members were comfortable joining the consensus. In a few instances – notably the four nominations on which the Body was unable to reach total consensus – the members decided that additional discussion would not sway the advocates of the different opinions. They regretted not being able to reach consensus, but felt an obligation to devote adequate time to discussing the other nominations, proposals and requests and consequently suspended their debates without being able to offer a clear recommendation to the Committee concerning all nominations.

Observations on applying the criteria for inscription

31. As previously mentioned, five nominations received a recommendation to inscribe, fifteen received a recommendation not to inscribe and three were the subject of split decisions, where the Consultative Body was unable to reach a consensus.

32. With regard to criterion U.1 concerning the definition of intangible heritage, this was a contributing factor in the case of two nominations and was the sole factor in a third case where the Consultative Body did not reach a consensus decision. In these instances, the Consultative Body found that the submitting State Party had not given sufficient attention to the current social and cultural functions and meanings of the element for a given community or adequately demonstrated that it provided that community with a sense of identity, as the definition of intangible cultural heritage in Article 2 of the Convention requires.

33. Two nominations encountered problems with criterion U.2, the element’s need for urgent safeguarding (in both cases, this was one of multiple criteria that were not satisfied). For these nominations, the submitting State had not clearly demonstrated that the element warranted inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, having emphasized elsewhere in the nominations that the element (or at least aspects of it) was thriving. The Consultative Body reminds States Parties that the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List have distinct and complementary purposes, and encourages them to present nominations that are appropriate to the specific List for which the element is proposed and its respective criteria.

34. Criterion U.3 concerning safeguarding measures was the criterion that presented the greatest difficulties for submitting States Parties, being the sole eliminating factor in four nominations (plus two in which the Consultative Body reached a split decision) and a contributing factor in nine nominations (plus one in which there was a split decision). This topic is addressed at greater length below. Similarly, criterion U.4 about community participation and consent was problematic for a number of submitting States, being a contributing factor in ten recommendations not to inscribe; in eight cases among these ten, the Consultative Body found that both U.4 and U.3 were not satisfied. 

35. The Consultative Body is pleased that all of the nominations it examined provided sufficient information with regard to criterion U.5, inclusion of the nominated element on an inventory of intangible cultural heritage, as defined in Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention. It notes that in a number of cases the nomination as initially submitted did not provide adequate information, but that the Secretariat requested additional information from submitting States and they were able to revise the nominations accordingly.

Additional recommendations of a transversal nature

36. As pointed out in its general report, the Consultative Body was often frustrated that it had to base its decisions on nominations that were not well written. This is particularly troubling in the case of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, because the Body sensed that despite the inadequate presentation in the nomination, there was likely an element of intangible cultural heritage in need of urgent safeguarding and there was doubtless a community concerned with that element. The Consultative Body reminds submitting States Parties of the responsibility they take on vis-à-vis the communities concerned when initiating nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, and of the importance of fulfilling that responsibility to them. It encourages States Parties to take the nomination process seriously and to devote the necessary time and attention to elaborating complete and convincing dossiers that will allow the Committee to inscribe the nominated elements.

37. Good descriptions and appropriate language are essential to provide a sound base for informed assessment by the Consultative Body and Committee. State Parties are encouraged to provide a clear description of the viability of an element, how it is finding expression today and what are its contemporary social functions. The element may well have changed over time, and different variations, improvisations and interpretations may exist. The Convention is not concerned with the question of how ‘original’ or ‘authentic’ an element is or what its ‘ideal’ form should be. What matters is how an element figures in the lives of its practitioners today. 

38. Members of the Consultative Body found the mandatory ten-minute videos and ten photographs to be important complements to the written nomination, but emphasize that even the best video cannot substitute for a clear and effective text. The Body encourages States, when preparing videos, to use them to explain what the intangible cultural heritage element is and what its social functions are today, and to illustrate its state of viability. On the other hand, the Body noted a tendency in some cases to submit videos that were aimed at promoting tourism, and it encourages States to use the videos for information and not for such promotion or advertising. The Body also calls for States Parties and the Committee to give thought to the intellectual property of whatever materials are used, produced or disseminated in the nomination process or during activities resulting from the safeguarding strategies. Finally, one State submitted a second short video to demonstrate the free, prior and informed consent of the community, and the Body welcomes similar evidence of community participation and consent in the future. 

39. The Consultative Body recalls the Committee’s caution in its Decision 5.COM 6 that ‘in case of proposals of elements containing references to war or conflict or specific historical events, the nomination file should be elaborated with utmost care, in order to avoid provoking misunderstanding among communities in any way, with a view to encouraging dialogue and mutual respect among communities, groups and individuals’. This is as true for the Urgent Safeguarding List as it is for the Representative List. Although few nominations included such overtly provocative language, several included assertions concerning the element’s history, its uniqueness or its association with a particular group or nation that were at best gratuitous and at worst spurious. The Consultative Body reminds States Parties that the fundamental principles underlying the Convention are those of international cooperation and mutual respect, and encourages them to avoid framing nominations in terms that could undermine that spirit of cooperation and respect.
40. In its general report the Consultative Body expresses its concern that in some cases States Parties seemed to be approaching the Urgent Safeguarding List as a race or contest, seeking to have elements inscribed before other States manage to do so. In a similar vein it sometimes seemed to the Body that States were proliferating nominations of multiple individual elements that might better be inscribed as part of a larger element. In one case two nominations were largely identical, and the Body found itself unable to complete the examination. In another case a specific element was nominated while the State concerned had previously inscribed a larger element that included the more specific element that was the subject of the second nomination. The Consultative Body encourages submitting States to define elements that are suitably specific on the one hand and suitably inclusive on the other, whose contours can be well described and whose communities can be readily identified. 

41. As noted previously, a number of nominations could not be recommended for inscription because of weaknesses in the safeguarding plans proposed with reference to criterion U.3. The Consultative Body wishes to emphasize that safeguarding strategies have to be more than a listing of intentions. The file should present a systematic and coherent safeguarding strategy with concrete activities and an appropriate budget and timetable. Different types of measures such as legal provisions, capacity-building and documentation should be given consideration.

42. Safeguarding strategies should demonstrate that capacity-building and knowledge transfer towards the communities are part and parcel of such measures so that the communities concerned can take ownership of the safeguarding process and continue it, even after the experts, government officials or non-governmental organizations have left. Safeguarding strategies should also include mobilization, awareness-raising and educational activities involving youth, as the Body points out more generally in its overall report. This was very often absent in the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List.

43. States Parties are encouraged to present budgets that are proportionate to the resources that can realistically be mobilized by the submitting State (including International Assistance, if such a request has already been submitted). The Consultative Body found it difficult to decide if the safeguarding measures were feasible and likely to achieve their intended objectives when the State had not clearly identified how they would be paid for. In some cases the cost of the safeguarding measures seemed overly ambitious – particularly in the absence of clearly identified resources – and the Consultative Body would have preferred to see a less ambitious but more feasible plan. In a number of other cases the safeguarding plan submitted in the nomination presupposed the availability of financial assistance from UNESCO (presumably from the Convention, since UNESCO’s limited Regular Programme resources would not permit such assistance). 

44. The Consultative Body notes that a number of States Parties appear to misunderstand that a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List also constitutes a request for International Assistance and that financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund will materialize at the time of inscription. The Secretariat pointed out this seeming confusion to the submitting States; however, their revised nominations did not correct the misconception. Although Article 20 of the Convention indicates that International Assistance may be granted for the safeguarding of heritage inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List, and Paragraph 9 of the Operational Directives give priority to such requests, States Parties are reminded that requests for International Assistance involve a completely independent procedure from nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, and inscription in no way implies the availability of funds from the Convention to implement the safeguarding plan proposed. 
45. Finally, the Consultative Body calls the attention of the Committee and the States Parties to the essential role that communities have in the elaboration of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and especially in the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures. Safeguarding is first and foremost the responsibility of communities, supported and assisted to be sure by the State and, through the Convention, by the international community. The interest, enthusiasm and participation of the community are ultimately the only things that can ensure the viability of the element. To say that they are the necessary conditions for effective safeguarding is not, however, to say that they are sufficient: the commitment and passion of the practising communities has to be complemented by the collaboration and support of other actors such as State institutions, public officials, scholars, experts, and non-governmental organizations. 

46. It is useful to emphasize that submitting States must clearly identify the communities concerned with elements nominated to the Urgent Safeguarding List, or the nomination cannot possibly be convincing. The Consultative Body also emphasizes the necessity of maintaining coherence in identifying the community that figures into the nomination at different points. The Body sought to see consistency in the community identified in the introduction to the nomination, in the description of the element in section 1, in the description of viability and risks in section 2, most certainly in the safeguarding measures in section 3, in the discussion of community participation and the accompanying evidence of free, prior and informed consent in section 4, and in the inventory information in section 5. In certain files, it seemed that a new or different community was invoked with each turn of a page, and such a nomination could not provide a convincing demonstration that the criteria for inscription had been fully satisfied. 
47. In closing its discussion of the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding, the Consultative Body recalls that it is a precious tool for promoting international cooperation in safeguarding such heritage, and is therefore at the heart of the Convention’s international mechanisms. But safeguarding itself takes place within communities and States. It is therefore essential that States Parties continue to consolidate their efforts to implement the Convention at the national level so that nominations and inscriptions are integrated into a comprehensive system of safeguarding. When the Committee inscribes an element on the Urgent Safeguarding List, this cannot be an end in itself but should mark a new chapter in an ongoing engagement of the State Party to ensure the safeguarding of the element. This is equally true in those cases where the Committee is not able to inscribe an element at this time: the communities and States Parties should continue their safeguarding efforts insofar as possible, simultaneously with the process of revising and resubmitting a nomination if they so choose. In this way inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, whether it comes sooner or in some cases later, serves as the visible sign of the mutual commitments of the communities, the States Parties and the international community to collaborate in the spirit of the Convention in this important work of safeguarding.

E. Register of Best Safeguarding Practices

48. At the deadline for submission of proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices for possible selection by the Committee in 2011, the Secretariat received fifteen proposals from eight States Parties. When the General Assembly met in its third session from 22 to 24 June 2010, it amended Paragraph 5 of the Operational Directives to provide that only programmes, projects or activities that were completed or in progress could be selected for the Register. Previously, the Operational Directives had also invited proposals of programmes, projects or activities that were planned, but not yet implemented. Two proposals from two States concerned such planned projects and were therefore not presented to the Consultative Body for examination.

49. As explained in Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7, the Consultative Body decided that in one case it was unable to complete its examination of the proposal as submitted, having found that it included passages that were identical with another proposal that had been selected in 2009. It consequently presents recommendations concerning twelve of the thirteen proposals that it received for examination.

50. The Consultative Body greatly appreciated the efforts made by the submitting States Parties and was interested to encounter the diversity of programmes, projects and activities that States considered to reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention. Examining the proposals gave the Consultative Body the opportunity to begin reflecting on the ways in which States Parties, communities, institutions and other stakeholders may benefit from their selection and promotion as best practices.

51. The Body hastens to explain to submitting States Parties 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; however, it had the more difficult task of recommending for selection those proposals that constitute best practices. As can be seen from the draft decisions, all of the proposals submitted had their strong points; each of them had certain respects in which it fully satisfied one or several of the relevant criteria for selection. For the Urgent Safeguarding List or Representative List, all of the criteria must be fully satisfied before an element is inscribed. In contrast, the criteria for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices (like those for International Assistance) are not all obligatory. In the words of the Operational Directives, the Committee is to select those proposals ‘that best satisfy all of the following criteria’ (paragraph 7). The Consultative Body therefore understood its task to be to recommend those programmes, projects or activities that most fully responded to the largest number of criteria.
52. For example, criterion P.2 requires that ‘The programme, project or activity promotes the coordination of efforts for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage on regional, subregional and/or international levels’. The Committee and General Assembly, in adopting this criterion, meant to give a certain preference to those projects that reflect the Convention’s purpose of providing for international cooperation and assistance (see Article 1). Yet the large majority of the proposals submitted were national programmes with little or no international cooperation, and several of those recommended for selection do not satisfy this criterion. Similarly criterion P.9 gives preference to those programmes, projects or activities that are primarily applicable to the particular needs of developing countries, yet not all of those proposals that are recommended for selection are particularly adapted to developing countries. Other criteria are more obviously obligatory: it would make no sense to select as a best practice a proposal that does not involve safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage (criterion P.1), that does not reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention (criterion P.3) or that has not demonstrated its effectiveness in contributing to the viability of the intangible cultural heritage concerned (criterion P.4). It is therefore the proposal as a whole, and the degree to which the programme, project or activity best reflects the principles and objectives of the Convention, that guided the examinations of the Consultative Body. 
53. While the proposals overall offered many interesting examples of safeguarding activities and regional cooperation, the Consultative Body nonetheless identified certain points among them that it considers important for States Parties to take into consideration for developing future proposals. First, the overall quality of proposals needs to be improved substantially, as noted in the general report of the Consultative Body. Proposals should be clearly written in good English or French, and accompanied with accurate information and documentation that is specific to the programme, project or activity concerned. 

54. The Consultative Body emphasizes that a programme, project or activity needs to have attained a certain maturity before being proposed for selection as a best safeguarding practice. Although a programme need not be completed, it is also hard to satisfy criterion P.4 if it has not yet had sufficient time to demonstrate its effectiveness in safeguarding, or to say that it can serve as a model (criterion P.6) if it is only beginning to gain experience. Conversely, the Consultative Body also notes that some proposals, even for programmes that had several years or even decades of experience, lacked sufficient information to allow assessment of the ways the approach employed had contributed concretely to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. Some projects also lacked clear criteria to assess their achievements. 

55. Proposals should elucidate the safeguarding methodologies and approaches with appropriate data, rather than simply providing information on the concerned element of intangible cultural heritage. Several proposals focused almost exclusively on the underlying element and not on the safeguarding measures and methods. The Consultative Body considers that the methodology in question 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.

56. Proposals need to include sufficient information on the involvement of the communities concerned in the safeguarding activities. The Consultative Body notes that some proposals lacked such information and did not sufficiently explain how the given safeguarding methodology might ensure the transmission of knowledge and skills within a given community. In some cases, the Consultative Body has the impression that the methodology adopted was driven by the experts, NGOs or government officials responsible for the project, and not by the communities themselves. Similarly it seems that in some cases the submission of the proposal for possible selection as a best safeguarding practice was motivated more by a concern for institutional validation than by the potential that it offers as a model to other countries. At the same time, the Consultative Body considers it essential that proposals explain clearly how and in what ways stakeholders other than the communities themselves, such as NGOs and experts, have cooperated in the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage concerned.

57. The Consultative Body notes that some of the proposals included economic measures as part of the safeguarding approaches. This is perfectly in line with the Convention as long as such economic considerations do not override the cultural considerations. Care needs to be taken that such measures not have adverse effects on the element of intangible cultural heritage, in particular its social function and the meaning it carries for the community. In this regard, States should recall paragraph 116 of the Operational Directives that requires that the communities concerned be the primary beneficiaries, when there are commercial activities.

58. The Consultative Body finally reminds States Parties that intangible cultural heritage is ‘a guarantee of sustainable development’, as stated in the Convention’s preamble, and it therefore particularly encourages States to submit proposals of programmes, projects or activities that place sustainable development at their core. As well, proposals of other programmes should give greater attention to their contributions to sustainable development, even if this is not their primary focus. 

F. International Assistance

59. By the deadline for submission of requests for International Assistance greater than US$25,000 for possible approval by the Committee in 2011, the Secretariat received eight requests from nine States Parties (one State submitted two requests, and one request came from three States).

60. As with the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, the Secretariat processed the files and informed the submitting States of the information required to complete them. In four cases, the submitting State Party decided that it was unable to revise the request in the time available; as a result the Consultative Body received four requests from six States Parties for examination.
61. In contrast to the criteria for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List or Representative List, all of which must be fully satisfied before an element is inscribed, the criteria for International Assistance (like those for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices) are not all obligatory. In the words of the Operational Directives, the Committee is to ‘base its decisions on granting assistance on the following criteria [in Paragraph 12]’ and it ‘may also take into account’ two additional factors in Paragraph 10. The overall recommendation is based not on fully satisfying all criteria but instead on the degree to which the request responds to the criteria in their totality.

62. The Consultative Body found that it was not able for any of the four requests to offer a recommendation to the Committee that the request should be approved at this time and in its present form. The draft decisions nevertheless offer the Committee the possibility to delegate to its Bureau the authority to approve requests that might be submitted by the States Parties in revised form, remedying the specific shortcomings that the Consultative Body has identified. The Secretariat explained to the Consultative Body that if the Committee were to approve a request for International Assistance, that would lead to a contract between UNESCO and the implementing body designated by the submitting State. That contract would have to reflect strictly the scope of work proposed in the approved request, the Secretariat explained, and correspond exactly to its timetable and budget. Because the Consultative Body noted certain problems in each of the four requests, it concluded that they could not yet serve in this manner as the basis for a contract between UNESCO and the State body. However, the Consultative Body also found that each of the requests could – with proper revision – respond adequately to the criteria for selection and could then serve as the basis for a contract. The Committee may wish to delegate to its Bureau the authority to approve such revised requests, so that the submitting States need not wait for the seventh session of the Committee itself.

63. The concerns that the Consultative Body noted with regard to each request are detailed more specifically in the draft decisions. There were nevertheless a number of tendencies that were common to several or to all of the requests, and the Consultative Body wishes to offer general advice that can be taken into account both by these States Parties in revising their requests and by other States Parties in subsequent cycles.

64. All of the submitting States had difficulties designing safeguarding plans that could simultaneously satisfy both criterion A.2 (‘the amount of assistance requested is appropriate’) and criterion A.3 (‘the proposed activities are well conceived and feasible’). In one case the Body found the activities to be sound but the budgetary detail was inadequate. In other cases the Body was concerned with the nature of the activities themselves or regretted that certain activities it deemed essential were not included. 

65. It was not always clear to the Consultative Body how the proposed activities would contribute to safeguarding in the spirit of the Convention, which emphasizes that the aim is to ensure the viability of an element, its continued transmission from the practitioners to the next generation, and not its documentation or registration as archival material, as this alone may lead to fossilization. Some requests assumed that documentation was sufficient to safeguard the element, but the Body deemed it important that requests demonstrate how the measures proposed for funding contribute to a rounded, overall safeguarding strategy. As it points out in its general report (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7), requests typically did not give sufficient prominence to transmission and to formal and non-formal education. The Consultative Body encourages States to devise broad and diversified safeguarding strategies that include efforts aimed both at strengthening the knowledge and skills of young members of the practising communities and at creating a broader public awareness of the significance of the intangible cultural heritage concerned. 

66. With regard to the activities, timetable and budget, the Consultative Body often had difficulty to match specific activities to larger goals and objectives, and was similarly unable in certain cases to match the activities described against specific budgetary items. In other cases the timetable did not conform to the description of activities. The Consultative Body emphasizes the crucial importance of coherency and consistency between the activities proposed, their timetable and their expected costs. As it understands from the Secretariat’s explanation of UNESCO’s contracting requirements, these must correspond precisely or a contract cannot be executed. As examiners, therefore, the Consultative Body sought to see a clear correspondence between activities, budget and timetable; when this was not evident the Body could not conclude that criteria A.2 and A.3 were both satisfied.

67. As is pointed out below with specific reference to two requests, the Consultative Body reminds States Parties of the importance of properly reflecting in the budget their own in-kind investments in the proposed activities. The Operational Directives provide  that ‘International Assistance provided to States Parties for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage is supplementary to national efforts for safeguarding’ (Paragraph 8, see also Article 14.2 of the Convention), and it is therefore essential that submitting States demonstrate that they will contribute, within the limits of their resources, to the success of the proposed activities. These contributions may take various forms, and States are encouraged to give due attention to describing their expected in-kind services and support.
68. In its general report (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7), the Consultative Body emphasizes the essential role of communities in any safeguarding efforts, whether connected to an Urgent Safeguarding List nomination, a Register of Best Safeguarding Practices proposal, or an International Assistance request. Here it wishes to re-emphasize the importance of designing safeguarding activities so that there is a solid collaboration between communities and other stakeholders – government institutions, officials, experts, non-governmental organizations and others. Knowledge transfer needs to be built into every project so that the activities can be sustained after the International Assistance funds have been completed. The Body hastens to add that this knowledge transfer is multi-directional. In one case for example it was concerned that local, community-based interventions might not sufficiently involve central authorities and that the long-term sustainability of the effort might therefore be less than if there were greater involvement of officials who could ensure the assistance would have a multiplier effect in the future.

69. Finally, the Consultative Body reiterates the points raised in Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7 concerning the importance of sustainable development, which should be at the heart of safeguarding activities proposed for International Assistance. Criterion A.4 requires that the project may have lasting results, and integrating activities that aim at sustainable development is one good means of responding to this criterion. 

